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Abstract—Metaphor detection, a critical task in natural lan-
guage processing, involves identifying whether a particular word
in a sentence is used metaphorically. Traditional approaches
often rely on supervised learning models that implicitly encode
semantic relationships based on metaphor theories. However,
these methods often suffer from a lack of transparency in their
decision-making processes, which undermines the reliability of
their predictions. Recent research indicates that LLMs (large
language models) exhibit significant potential in metaphor de-
tection. Nevertheless, their reasoning capabilities are constrained
by predefined knowledge graphs. To overcome these limitations,
we propose DMD, a novel dual-perspective framework that
harnesses both implicit and explicit applications of metaphor
theories to guide LLMs in metaphor detection and adopts a
self-judgment mechanism to validate the responses from the
aforementioned forms of guidance. In comparison to previous
methods, our framework offers more transparent reasoning
processes and delivers more reliable predictions. Experimental
results prove the effectiveness of DMD, demonstrating state-of-
the-art performance across widely-used datasets.

Index Terms—metaphor detection, large language models,
dual-perspective, metaphor theories, self-judgment

I. INTRODUCTION

A metaphor is a widespread rhetorical device where one
concept is described by referring to another, thereby creating
a figurative comparison [1], [2]. Metaphors are prevalent in
everyday communication and are often used to vividly ex-
press emotions and viewpoints. Therefore, metaphor detection,
which aims to automatically determine whether a specific
word in a given sentence is used metaphorically or literally,
has become a crucial task in the field of natural language
processing.

To precisely detect metaphors, researchers have proposed
several metaphor theories, among which Metaphor Identifi-
cation Procedure (MIP) [3]–[5] and Selectional Preference
Violation (SPV) [6], [7] theories are the most critical. The
MIP theory posits that a metaphor arises when the target
word’s basic meaning conflicts with its contextual meaning.
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In contrast, the SPV theory determines metaphors based on
the statistical anomalies in word combinations. By analyzing
large corpora, common co-occurrence patterns of words es-
tablish the selectional preference. When the context deviates
significantly from the selectional preference, it is regarded as
a potential metaphor.

Grounded in these metaphor theories, traditional metaphor
detection methods predominantly employ supervised learning
to implicitly model the semantic relationships between a target
word and its context. For example, MelBERT [8] derives
two feature vectors aligned with MIP and SPV theories
for metaphor detection. Building on this, MisNet [9] and
MiceCL [10] enhance the modeling of the two feature vectors,
respectively, contributing to further advancements in metaphor
detection. Although these supervised learning methods have
achieved promising results, they merely provide prediction
outcomes without transparency in the decision-making pro-
cess, thereby undermining the credibility of their predictions.
With the development of large language models (LLMs),
recent studies [11]–[17] have demonstrated the remarkable
reasoning abilities of LLMs across a wide range of tasks [18]–
[20]. In this context, Tian et al. [21] pioneered the application
of LLMs for metaphor detection by predefining a metaphor
theory knowledge graph and designing a series of guiding
questions based on this graph. Although their work showed the
potential of LLMs in metaphor detection, it was constrained
by the reliance on a predefined knowledge graph, which lim-
ited the comprehensive utilization of LLMs’ strong reasoning
capabilities.

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose a novel
Dual-Perspective Metaphor Detection (DMD) framework that
leverages LLMs from both implicit and explicit perspectives
to provide more reliable answers based on metaphor theories
including MIP and SPV. As shown in Figure 1, our proposed
DMD comprises three parts: Implicit Theory-Driven Guidance,
Explicit Theory-Driven Guidance, and Self-Judgment. In Im-
plicit Theory-Driven Guidance, we first construct a datastore
consisting of a collection of key-value pairs. The value is
a sample from an annotated dataset for metaphor detection,
and the key is a high-dimensional vector representing the
features learned from metaphor theories, computed by a pre-
trained metaphor detection mode, such as MelBERT. During
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𝒉𝑻 annotated sample

…

He now says that specialty 

retailing fills the bill, but he 

made a number of …
𝑘=3

…

Datastore

MelBERT

ℎ𝑀𝐼𝑃 ℎ𝑆𝑃𝑉

ℎ𝑇

Does the specific word in 

the given sentence express 

metaphorically? Please give 

an answer of 'yes' or 'no' 

like examples below and 

give your explanation.

examples:

input:

LLM

He now says that specialty 

retailing fills the bill, but he 

made a number of …

MIP is a theory to identify …

SPV is a theory refers to …

LLM

Dictionary

Please use the following 

thoughts to determine if 

the specific word expresses 

metaphorically in the given 

sentence and finally give 

an answer of  'yes' or 'no' :

dictionary information:

input:

Step 1. Determine the basic 

meaning of the word … (MIP)

Step 2. Analyze the sentence 

to understand … (SPV)

Step 3. …

fill

Definition: …

Usage eamples: …

LLM

Answer: no

Explanation: …

…

1. Basic meaning: …

2. Considering the context …

3. …

…

So the answer is yes.

Does the specific word in the given 

sentence express metaphorical 

meaning?

There are two views:

Please judge these opinions and 

give your answer 'yes' or 'no'.

LLM

I agree with view 2 …

…

So the answer is yes.

contents of metaphor theories

(a) Implicit Theory-Driven Guidance

(b) Explicit Theory-Driven Guidance

(c) Self-Judgment

annotated dataset

The current boom in the 

economy sucked many 

workers in from abroad.

Label: yes

Fig. 1. Overview of our DMD framework. It consists of three parts: (a) Implicit Theory-Driven Guidance: For each sample, theoretical representations
are computed using a pre-trained MelBERT model to find the k nearest neighbors for in-context learning; (b) Explicit Theory-Driven Guidance: For each
sample, the multi-step thoughts are generated by the LLM, and the information related to target word’s lemma is retrieved from the Oxford Dictionary, both of
which are used to guide the LLM explicitly; (c) Self-Judgment: Further evaluate the responses produced by Implicitly Theory-Driven Guidance and Explicitly
Theory-Driven Guidance, and the final answer is extracted from the judgment.

inference, for each input sample, we compute the feature
vector as mentioned above, then search the built datastore
for the top-k samples with similar features. These retrieved
samples are then used as reference samples, along with the
inference sample, to form a prompt for the LLM, yielding
an answer and its corresponding explanation. By doing so,
the LLM leverages the implicit theoretical similarities drawn
from the retrieved samples to make more informed decisions.
In Explicit Theory-Driven Guidance, we begin by retrieving
the definition and relevant usage examples of the target word’s
lemma , and explicitly provide the LLM with the contents of
metaphor theories to generate multi-step thoughts. By com-
bining the multi-step thoughts and the retrieved information
into a structured prompt, the LLM is able to produce a more
detailed and informative response. To further synthesize the
predictions from these two perspectives, we finally design
Self-Judgment, where the LLM acts as a judge to evaluate the
answers and explanations provided by both forms of guidance,
thereby ensuring the delivery of a coherent and substantiated
answer with a comprehensive explanation.

Compared with previous studies, our framework is the first
to leverage both implicit and explicit perspectives to jointly
utilize metaphor theories for guiding LLMs on metaphor de-
tection. It addresses the absence of decision-making processes
in traditional supervised learning methods and the reliance on
fixed rules in prior LLM-based methods that restrict the full
utilization of LLMs’ reasoning capabilities. Furthermore, our
framework exploits the advanced semantic understanding abil-
ities of LLMs to validate the responses from both perspectives,
thus enhancing the credibility of the predictions. We conduct
experiments on the widely-used MOH-X and TroFi datasets,
where our framework demonstrated outstanding performance,
achieving state-of-the-art (SOTA) results.

II. METHODS

A. Overview

In this section, we will introduce the details of our DMD
framework. As depicted in Figure 1, there are three parts: Im-
plicit Theory-Driven Guidance, Explicit Theory-Driven Guid-
ance and Self-Judgment. Initially, we employ the implicit and
explicit theory-driven guidance to generate answers and expla-
nations rooted in metaphor theories, which are subsequently
validated through the self-judgment mechanism, resulting in a
more trustworthy final answer.

B. Implicit Theory-Driven Guidance

As shown in Figure 1(a), in view of the strong encoding
capabilities of supervised learning models [22]–[24], we utilize
a pre-trained model to extract the representations learned from
MIP and SPV theories for each sample within a large anno-
tated dataset. These representations, along with their corre-
sponding samples, are stored in a datastore. During inference,
we retrieve the top-k most similar representations from the
datastore and adopt the corresponding k samples for in-context
learning [25]. In this manner, the LLM effectively uncovers
the implicit similarities based on the theoretical relationships
between the inference sample and the retrieved samples to
obtain more accurate predictions.

1) Datastore Creation: Our datastore is built offline and
comprises a collection of key-value pairs. Each value is an
entire sample from VUA18 [26], a comprehensive annotated
dataset for metaphor detection, and the paired key is a high-
dimensional representation learned from the MIP and SPV
theories, computed by a pre-trained MelBERT [8] model.

Formally, in the annotated dataset D, each sample e consists
of a sentence s = {w1, w2, ..., wn} composed of n words,
a target word wt, and a corresponding label y. Firstly, we



employ the encoder of MelBERT to capture a set of con-
textualized embedding vectors {vs, vs,1, ..., vs,t, ..., vs,n} by
inputting s, and the target word embedding vector vt by
inputting only wt:

vs, vs,1, . . . , vs,t, . . . , vs,n = E(s), (1)

vt = E(wt), (2)

where E is the encoder of MelBERT. Notably, vs donates the
global representation of the entire sentence.

Then, we use MIP theory to learn the representation hMIP

by concatenating vs,t and vt. Similarly, SPV theory is em-
ployed to learn the representation hSPV by concatenating vs
and vs,t:

hMIP = f([vs,t; vt]), (3)

hSPV = g([vs; vs,t]), (4)

where f(·) is an MLP layer modelling the gap between the
vectors vs,t and vt, while g(·) represents another MLP layer
capturing the semantic difference between vectors vs and vs,t.

These representations are finally concatenated to form the
complete representation hT :

hT = [hMIP ;hSPV ]. (5)

Upon completing the above steps, the representation hT

serves as the key and the entire sample e serves as the value.
The complete datastore is formally defined as follows:

(K,V) = {(hT , e)|e ∈ D}. (6)

2) Inference: During the inference phase, given a sample
consisting of a sentence s and a target word wt ∈ s,
the pre-trained MelBERT produces the representation hT as
previously described. This representation is then used to query
the pre-established datastore D to find k nearest neighbors
N = {e1, ..., ek} according to squared-L2 distance.

Once k samples are retrieved, they are combined with
the inference sample and provided to the LLM to generate
the response Rim including an answer and its corresponding
explanation:

Rim = F(insim,N , s, wt), (7)

where F represents the LLM and insim means the instruction
for Implicit Theory-Driven Guidance.

C. Explicit Theory-Driven Guidance

As can be seen from Figure 1(b), drawing inspiration
from Retrieval-Augmented Generation [27] and Chain-of-
Thought [11] approaches, we retrieve dictionary information
about the target word from the Oxford Dictionary1 and derive
multi-step thoughts from the LLM according to contents of
metaphor theories. Sequentially, we explicitly prompt the LLM

1https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com

TABLE I
STATISTICS OF THE DATASETS

Dataset #Instances Ratio(%) Avg.L #Samp

MOH-X 647 48.69 8.0 300
TroFi 3737 43.54 28.3 300

with the mentioned information to assist in making more
reliable predictions.

In detail, given a sentence s and a target word wt, we first
utilize NLTK2 to obtain the lemma of wt. Next, we search for
definitions and relevant usage examples of the lemma from the
Oxford Dictionary. This collected information, denoted as I,
is then organized into a structured prompt that aids the LLM
in developing a better semantic understanding of the target
word with the context of the given sentence.

To stimulate the LLM’s ability to apply metaphor theories,
we generate the multi-step thoughts X by providing the LLM
with the contents of MIP and SPV theories. The multi-step
thoughts are also incorporated into the prompt to explicitly
guide the LLM in making predictions based on these theories.

Ultimately, the gathered and generated information is pro-
vided to the LLM to obtain the response Rex:

Rex = F(insex,X , I, s, wt), (8)

where insex means the instruction for Explicit Theory-Driven
Guidance.

D. Self-Judgment

Figure 1(c) illustrates the details of Self-Judgment. With the
responses Rim and Rex, the final outputs are derived through
a joint consideration of these two perspectives.

Specifically, responses Rim and Rex offer rationales from
different viewpoints, which may conflict with each other or
be both incorrect. Therefore, we rely on the LLM to act as a
judge, reviewing these responses and provide the final response
Rj :

Rj = F(insj , Rim, Rex), (9)

where insj means instruction for Self-Judgment.
After the thorough verification of the responses from both

perspectives, the ultimate answer is extracted from the re-
sponse Rj .

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

We conduct experiments on two widely-used metaphor
detection datasets: (1)MOH-X [28] is sourced from Word-
Net [29], and contains sentences in which one verb is anno-
tated as metaphorical or literal; (2)TroFi [30] is another dataset
dedicated to verb metaphor detection, including sentences
from the 1987-89 Wall Street Journal Corpus Release 1.

2NLTK is a python library to process and analyze human language data.



TABLE II
MAIN RESULTS

MOH-X TroFi
Method F1 Acc. F1 Acc.

Methods without LLM
MelBERT [8] 77.88 ± 0.83 77.89 ± 0.83 62.36 ± 1.51 62.89 ± 1.29
MisNet [9] 77.08 ± 1.12 77.11 ± 1.13 62.01 ± 0.64 62.67 ± 0.54
AdMul [31] 79.74 ± 0.44 79.89 ± 0.42 60.54 ± 1.43 62.67 ± 0.98
Methods with LLM
Zero-shot [32] 66.43 ± 1.45 69.11 ± 1.29 58.58 ± 1.01 61.22 ± 0.95
Zero-shot CoT [11] 70.97 ± 0.37 71.22 ± 0.32 64.18 ± 1.07 64.78 ± 0.95
Few-shot [33] 76.78 ± 2.95 75.55 ± 3.46 61.53 ± 1.98 52.11 ± 1.68
Plan-and-Solve [14] 54.27 ± 2.73 57.89 ± 2.01 58.13 ± 2.29 58.33 ± 2.23
Self-refine [13] 64.06 ± 0.37 67.67 ± 0.27 57.27 ± 0.22 60.89 ± 0.16
Self-consistency [12] 70.65 ± 1.58 72.22 ± 1.50 60.30 ± 0.76 61.56 ± 0.68
Least-to-most [15] 74.43 ± 1.27 75.00 ± 1.25 63.88 ± 3.16 64.11 ± 3.03
TSI [21] 82.59 ± 2.22 82.93 ± 1.94 66.07 ± 1.11 66.89 ± 1.13
DMD (GPT-3.5 turbo) 86.06 ± 1.61 85.89 ± 1.64 70.43 ± 0.98 67.44 ± 1.01
DMD (GPT-4o) 91.71 ± 0.95 91.53 ± 1.07 73.73 ± 0.53 70.78 ± 0.77

Following Tian et al. [21], two balanced test sets are randomly
sampled from these two datasets in our experiments.

Table I presents the statistics of these datasets. In the table,
#Instances indicates the total number of instances in dataset,
Ratio(%) reflects the percentage of instances containing
metaphors, Avg.L denotes the average length of instances and
#Samp represents the number of randomly sampled balanced
instances for evaluation.

B. Implementation Details

In our experiments, we utilize accuracy and F1-score as our
evaluation metrics, both of which are reported the mean and
standard deviation across 3 runs. Following Tian et al. [21],
both our framework and the baselines using LLMs are eval-
uated using OPENAI GPT-3.5 turbo3 for a fair comparison.
To explore the upper limits of our framework, we also assess
its performance using GPT-4o4, the high-intelligence flagship
LLM of OPENAI. The value of k is set to 8 in Implicit Theory-
Driven Guidance.5

C. Main Results

Table II presents the comparison results of DMD against
various baselines, including methods without LLMs and meth-
ods with LLMs. The best and second-best results are in bold
and underlined, respectively.

The results indicate that our proposed DMD surpasses all
baselines across all metrics on the two datasets. Compared to
the best results among methods without LLMs, DMD yields
a 6.32% and 8.07% increase in F1-score and a 6.00% and
4.55% boost in accuracy on the two datasets, respectively.
This highlights that the explanations provided by DMD not
only enhance the credibility of the predictions but also sig-
nificantly boost the performance to metaphor detection. In
comparison to TSI, the previous best-performing method with
LLM, our framework achieves a 3.47% improvement in F1-
score on the simpler MOH-X dataset and an even greater
improvement of 4.36% on the more challenging TroFi dataset.
These results emphasize our framework’s superior capacity to

3gpt-3.5-turbo-0613
4gpt-4o-2024-08-06
5https://github.com/DeepLearnXMU/DMD

TABLE III
ABLATION EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

ImG ExG SJ MOH-X TroFi

F1 Acc. F1 Acc.

✗ ✗ ✗ 66.43 ± 1.45 69.11 ± 1.29 58.58 ± 1.01 61.22 ± 0.95
✓ ✗ ✗ 82.85 ± 0.66 81.55 ± 0.77 68.59 ± 1.01 66.22 ± 0.69
✗ ✓ ✗ 83.53 ± 1.01 82.76 ± 1.78 66.36 ± 0.11 65.56 ± 0.19
✓ ✓ ✓ 86.06 ± 1.61 85.89 ± 1.64 70.43 ± 0.98 67.44 ± 1.01

deepen LLMs’ metaphor comprehension and effectively tackle
complex and ambiguous scenarios through rigorous reasoning.

Furthermore, the results of DMD on GPT-4o also reveal that
DMD gains a significant performance enhancement, under-
scoring the DMD’s broad applicability across different LLMs
and its effective stimulation of LLMs’ reasoning capabilities.

D. Ablation Study

Table III presents the results from our ablation study on the
MOH-X and TroFi datasets. To simplify the presentation of
the table, we use the following abbreviations: Implicit Theory-
Driven Guidance (ImG), Explicit Theory-Driven Guidance
(ExG), and Self-Judgment (SJ).

The results show that ExG outperforms ImG on the MOH-X
dataset, highlighting the capability of the LLM to effectively
utilize MIP and SPV theories for reasoning. In contrast,
ImG exhibits superior performance on the more challenging
TroFi dataset, indicating that the LLM is adept at leveraging
theoretical feature similarities across samples. Importantly,
ImG achieves substantial gains compared to vanilla few-
shot method according to Table II, showcasing its ability to
effectively extract theoretical insights from retrieved samples,
leading to more accurate predictions. Furthermore, the results
also point out the effectiveness of self-judgment in integrat-
ing both types of theory-driven guidance, with a significant
improvement compared to using only ImG or only ExG.

Remarkably, each guidance of DMD is either comparable to
or surpasses TSI, while avoiding the complexities associated
with theoretical knowledge graph construction and multi-round
question answering.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose DMD, a framework that combines
two perspectives, i.e., implicit and explicit, to guide LLMs
on metaphor detection using metaphor theories including MIP
and SPV. Within DMD, the Implicit Theory-Driven Guidance
leverages metaphor theories to subtly influence the LLM’s
understanding of metaphors, whereas Explicit Theory-Driven
Guidance directly prompt the LLM with well-designed in-
structions, providing the response from a different perspec-
tive. Finally, Self-Judgment synthesizes the viewpoints from
both perspectives, leading to a more convincing response.
Experimental results prove the effectiveness of DMD, with
the SOTA performance on both datasets. We believe that our
framework, with the novel integration of dual perspectives,
offers a promising direction for future research in metaphor
detection.
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