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Abstract  This study aims to analyze the distributional 

features of causal logical grammatical metaphors and their 

functions in academic discourse construction based on 

Halliday’s theory of grammatical metaphor and Martin’s 

classification of logical grammatical metaphor. The 

research corpus consists of 30 journal articles randomly 

selected from The Modern Language Journal between 

2018 and 2022. The results showed that: (a) There were a 

total of 1,005 causal logical grammatical metaphor 

instances, among which the dominant type was 

conjunction-as-thing causal logical grammatical metaphor 

(41.69%); conjunction-as-process (28.16%) was the 

second dominant type; the types of conjunction-as-quality 

(16.42%) and conjunction-as-circumstance (13.73%) were 

not commonly used; and there was a significant difference 

among different types of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors (p = .000 < .05). (b) The reasons for the 

distributional features include the preference of academic 

discourse for static and immobile language, the extensive 

use of the “favorite clause type” in English scientific 

writing, the lowest degree of metaphoricity of conjunction-

as-circumstance and modifying as the primary function of 

conjunction-as-quality. (c) Causal logical grammatical 

metaphors have the functions of making academic 

language more accurate, rigorous, condensed, and 

comprehensible, and reducing grammatical complexity and 

repetition of causal events. 

Keywords  Logical Grammatical Metaphor, Causal 

Relationship, Linguistic Academic Discourse 

1. Introduction

Grammatical metaphor is a significant component of 

functional grammar, revealing an important linguistic 

phenomenon that exists on the interface between the 

lexico-grammatical layer and the semantic layer of 

discourse, a phenomenon that allows language to be 

extremely inclusive and flexible [1]. Many scholars, both 

locally and internationally, have elaborated on the theories 

related to grammatical metaphors [2-6]. They have 

explored various aspects of grammatical metaphors such as 

the classification, motivation, manifestation, style, and 

pragmatic value of grammatical metaphors [1, 5, 7-12]. 

These studies have deepened our knowledge of 

grammatical metaphors. 

Logical grammatical metaphor is a part of grammatical 

metaphor. Halliday [2] divided grammatical metaphors 

into ideational grammatical metaphors and interpersonal 

grammatical metaphors. Martin and Rose [13] developed 

the ideational grammatical metaphor based on Halliday’s 

theory and proposed the logical grammatical metaphor. In 

Halliday’s systemic functional linguistic theory system, 

ideational metafunction includes experiential function and 

logical function. Logical grammatical metaphor is a 

grammatical metaphor of the logical functional dimension, 

which involves the reconstruction of the logical 

relationship between the processes of clause complexes. It 

is an important resource for writers in constructing logical 

relations in texts and a significant manifestation of 

advanced language ability [14]. 

The causal relationship is the most common type of 

logical connection. The broad sense of causality is heavily 
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reflected in the construction of discourse and the 

expression of language [15]. Relevant research shows that 

event sequence organization in vertical discourse 

represented by science focuses more on the causal 

relationship between events [16]. Since causal logic 

contributes to both cohesion and coherence, it is important 

for discourse construction. 

Given that there are relatively limited studies on the 

causal logical grammatical metaphor, the current study 

attempts to investigate the phenomenon of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic discourse, 

with the hope of facilitating the systematic construal of 

different types of causal logical grammatical metaphors 

and harnessing them to construct academically valued texts. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Grammatical Metaphor 

The concept of grammatical metaphor was originally 

introduced and developed by Halliday [2]. In his view [2: 

342], the traditional conception of metaphor is a “one-way 

relationship” in which the “metaphorical meaning” of a 

word corresponds to another, “non-metaphorical” that is 

said to be “literal”. Here, the direction from which 

metaphor is traditionally approached is “from below”, i.e., 

a lexical metaphor perspective. However, Halliday argues 

that metaphor should also be considered at the grammatical 

level, which is “grammatical metaphor” that adopts a “from 

above” perspective, where the metaphorical process 

changes the grammatical form of a given meaning instead 

of changing the meaning of a given expression. These two 

different perspectives on metaphor were shown in Figure 1. 

Metaphor is often understood as a literary device, 

regarded as a rhetorical figure where metaphor is described 

as a variation in word usage, which we previously referred 

to as “lexical metaphor”, meaning that a word is said to 

carry a transferred meaning. However, Halliday’s concept 

of grammatical metaphor does not focus on “how is this 

word used?”, but rather on “how is this meaning expressed?” 

[2: 341]. It refers to a linguistic phenomenon in which one 

grammatical means is substituted for another to convey a 

given meaning. Systemic functional grammar views 

language as a complex semiotic system that has various 

levels, or strata. Within the strata of content, there exists a 

stratified relationship of realization between the layers of 

wordings (lexico-grammar) and meaning (semantics) [17]. 

Language serves to both make sense of our experience and 

to interact with others, requiring grammar to interface with 

external events and social processes. The grammar 

organizes the interpretation of experience and social 

interaction and facilitates their expression through 

language by dividing the task into two steps. In the first step, 

experiences and interpersonal relationships are converted 

into meaning, which constitutes the stratum of semantics. 

In the second step, this meaning is subsequently 

transformed into wording, representing the stratum of 

lexicogrammar. Any “given semantic configuration” has a 

corresponding semantic realization in the lexicogrammar, 

which Halliday [2: 321] termed “congruent forms” or 

“congruence” and defined as “typical ways of saying things” 

[2: 343]. What corresponds to congruence are various other 

metaphorical forms. Therefore, grammatical metaphor is 

the recoupling of meaning at the lexico-grammatical 

stratum. Halliday [4] defined grammatical metaphor as the 

“remapping of the semantics onto the lexicogrammar”. An 

instance of grammatical metaphor can be observed when 

the semantics of conveying an action is achieved through a 

noun instead of a verb at the lexico-grammatical stratum. 

In this situation, the verb serves as the congruent realization, 

whereas the noun functions as the metaphorical 

representation. This construal portrays the action as a 

“thing”, making it ongoing and measurable. Such a 

construction is particularly powerful, as it reframes the 

process as an entity capable of participating in further 

processes. Moreover, it embodies a semantic junction, 

containing both the “entity” feature associated with the 

congruent meaning of grammatical category “noun” and 

the “process” feature derived from its original verb status 

[4]. Therefore, this phenomenon transcends mere rewriting 

or paraphrasing, and the metaphorical and congruent 

expressions are not entirely synonymous. Halliday [2] 

makes it clear that there is no superiority or inferiority 

between the congruent realization and the metaphorical 

representation, nor that the congruent form and 

metaphorical variants are completely synonymous. These 

two forms are systematically related in meaning and are, in 

some ways, synonymous. To summarize, a grammatical 

metaphor is an expressive variation of meaning, while a 

metaphorical expression is a distillation, condensation, or 

compression of a congruent form [10]. 

Halliday [2] held that the functions of language can be 

summarized into three metafunctions, including ideational, 

interpersonal, and textual metafunctions. The ideational 

metafunction of language offers a framework for 

understanding human experience. It identifies and 

categorizes things, and then further organizes these 

categories into taxonomies using naming and complex 

grammatical structures. If the ideational function of the 

grammar is “language as reflection” then the interpersonal 

function of grammar is “language as action”. The 

interpersonal metafunction establishes personal and social 

connections through language. It includes making 

propositions and proposals while conveying attitudes 

toward both the addressee and topic of conversation. The 

textual metafunction serves as a supportive role, as both the 

ideational and interpersonal functions rely on the ability to 

create coherent discourse, organizing the flow of 

conversation and ensuring cohesion and continuity 

throughout. 

Halliday’s metafunction is trichotomous, but his 

classification of metaphors only includes ideational 

metaphor and interpersonal metaphor. Therefore, scholars 
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have different views on whether there are textual 

metaphors [18, 19], and whether the label “textual 

metaphor” is justified is still debatable. 

In ideational grammatical metaphor, Halliday shows that 

a process of transitivity belonging to ideational 

metafunction can be metaphorized as another process. As 

the process is transformed, the functional components (e.g., 

process, circumstance, etc.) in each clause can be 

metaphorized to each other [5], and the metaphorized form 

is embodied at the lexico-grammatical level accordingly. 

They correspond to the congruent form and metaphorical 

forms we mentioned above. The principle of congruence 

between semantic and grammatical categories (see Figure 

2) was summarized by Halliday [3]. 

Halliday [3] noted that grammatical metaphor has a 

general drift – the drift towards “thinginess” (see Figure 3), 

which refers to that the direction of metaphor is a move 

towards the concrete (entity) as the terminal point. The 

starting point of the arrow is the congruent semantic 

category, and the ending point is the metaphorical semantic 

category. There are four types of shifts in status in total, 

and stability increases gradually along the direction of the 

arrow. 

Moreover, Halliday elaborated on the metaphor of causal 

relationship when expounding the drift towards thinginess 

of grammatical metaphor, as shown in Figure 4. There are 

four types of metaphors of the relator “cause”. As the 

progression shows, the causal relationship is congruently 

constructed as conjunctions “because” and “so”. Through 

metaphorization, it is reconstructed as the circumstance “as 

a result of”, as the process “caused”, as the quality 

“resultant”, and as the entity “cause”. The degree of 

metaphoricity of this process gradually deepens and 

eventually turns into an entity represented by a noun. 

 

Figure 1.  Two perspectives on metaphor 

 

Figure 2.  The principle of congruence between semantic and grammatical categories 
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Figure 3.  The “general drift” of grammatical metaphor 

 

Figure 4.  The progression of “cause” from relator to thing 

2.2. Logical Grammatical Metaphor 

Logical grammatical metaphor is a part of ideational 

grammatical metaphor, and it involves the reconstruction 

of logical relations between figures. Martin [18] classified 

logical conjunctive relations in English into two types: 

between processes and within process (see Figure 5). 

Martin held that logical grammatical metaphor arises when 

logical semantics is realized within a process rather than 

between processes. From a lexico-grammatical perspective, 

the typical expression of logical meaning is the use of 

logical conjunctions in clause complexes or between 

sentences, and metaphorical logical expressions occur 

when logical conjunctions are instead embodied by clause 

constituents.  

Based on the transformation of word classes and 

grammatical functions, Martin and Rose [13] classified 

logical grammatical metaphors into four categories: (a) 

conjunction-as-process, (b) conjunction-as-circumstance, 

(c) conjunction-as-thing, and (d) conjunction-as-quality. 

Their corresponding lexico-grammatical means are: (a) 

verbalization, (b) by preposition, (c) nominalization, and (d) 

by adjective or adverb.  

Conjunction, as process, means that the relationship 

structure in the congruent form is reconstructed as a process 

in the metaphorical form, by using verbs or verbal groups 

instead of logical conjunctions. For example, the verbal 

phrase “gives rise to” replaces the congruent logical 

conjunction “because” to indicate the causal relationship in 

Example A [4]. 

A1. Because (…) are absolutely indistinguishable, they 

attract (…) “extra” strongly. 

A2. The absolute indistinguishability of (…) gives rise to 

an “extra” attractive (…).  

Conjunction as circumstance means that the relationship 

structure in the congruent form is reconstructed as a 

circumstantial element in the metaphorical form, which is 

achieved by expressing logical relationships with 

prepositional phrases instead of logical conjunctions. 

Circumstantial elements in systemic functional linguistics 

usually denote space, manner, cause, and effect, etc., and 

causal circumstantial elements are often represented by 

prepositional phrases [20]. Therefore, conjunction as 

circumstance is illustrated by Example B [21], the 

prepositional phrase “because of” replaces the congruent 

form, the causal subordinative conjunction “because”, 

acting as a circumstantial element to construct the causal 
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logic. 

B1. It must be (…) because he (…). 

B2. It must be (…) because of his (…).  

Conjunction as thing means that the relationship 

structure in the congruent form is reconstructed as an entity 

in the metaphorical form, which is realized by using nouns 

or nominal groups instead of logical conjunctions to 

express the logical relationship. See the example quoted 

from Shi [21]:  

C1. It’s (…), so it (…). 

C2. The reason for (…) is (…) 

Conjunction as quality means that the relationship 

structure in the congruent form is reconstructed as the 

attribute of the thing or process, which is achieved by 

replacing the logical conjunction with an adjective, an 

adverb or adverbial group to express logical relationship. 

In other words, this kind of metaphorical form can be used 

to modify things or processes. For example, the causal 

conjunction “so” turns to be embodied by “resulting 

action”, i.e., “resulting” is used to modify the “action” in 

the noun form [13]. 

Previous studies on logical grammatical metaphor have 

largely focused on three aspects: the application of logical 

grammatical metaphor [22, 23], the translation of logical 

grammatical metaphor [24, 25], and the types and functions 

of logical grammatical metaphor [26-29]. In addition, the 

causal logical grammatical metaphor has received more 

attention from scholars in the last decade [30-34]. 

2.3. Causal Logic and Discourse Construction 

Conjunctions are regarded as cohesive devices by 

Halliday and Hasan [35] and conjunctions lead to a 

different type of semantic relation, which is no longer a 

kind of “search instruction”, but “a specification of the way 

in which what is to follow is systematically connected to 

what has gone before” [35: 227]. The four basic types of 

conjunctions are additive, adversative, causal, and 

temporal, with the causal relationship being the most 

common type of logical connection [13, 35]. In the vertical 

discourse represented by science, the organization of the 

sequence of events also focuses more on the causal 

relationship between events [16]. 

The broad sense of causality is heavily reflected in the 

construction of discourse and the expression of language 

[15]. Therefore, many scholars have studied causal logic in 

discourse. Related studies have mainly focused on two 

types of discourse, English for science and technology 

discourse [36-39], and historical discourse [40, 41]. Other 

types of discourse such as academic discourse [42] or 

textbook discourse and lecture discourse [43] are less 

involved. 

In sum, scholars have conducted in-depth research and 

discussion on different research objects from different 

perspectives in terms of grammatical metaphor, and 

relevant research results about causal logic and discourse 

construction are rich. However, there is limited research 

available on logical grammatical metaphors; the number of 

relevant studies on causal logical grammatical metaphors 

in academic writing is small, and the main metaphorical 

forms and features of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors in academic discourse have not been sufficiently 

discussed. Moreover, there are few analyses related to 

causal logic in linguistic academic discourse. 

In addition, through reviewing the relevant theories and 

research of Halliday and Martin, we can also find that 

Martin’s classification of logical grammatical metaphor is 

consistent with Halliday’s four types of shifts in status and 

with Halliday’s classification of metaphors for the relator 

“cause.” Therefore, the present study tentatively 

synthesizes the relevant theories of Halliday’s and Martin’s 

and is mainly based on Martin’s classification of logical 

grammatical metaphor to construct a theoretical framework 

(Figure 6), and it attempts to conduct a comprehensive and 

systematic analysis of the use of logical grammatical 

metaphor in linguistic academic discourse. It is noteworthy 

that the cohesion in Martin’s divergent 

grammaticalizations of conjunction refers to the semantic 

connection between linguistic components in a discourse, 

or the relationship between one component of a discourse 

and another component with which it can be mutually 

interpreted [20]. However, from the perspective of 

Halliday’s three major metafunctions (ideational, 

interpersonal, and textual), cohesion should belong to the 

textual rather than the ideational metafunction [21]. 

Therefore, the logical grammatical metaphor framework of 

the present study will exclude cohesion. After excluding 

cohesion, the logical relationships between processes 

include parataxis and hypotaxis, and the congruent form of 

these two relationships is represented by the corresponding 

conjunctions, for example, the conjunction “and” 

represents parataxis, and the conjunction “because” 

represents hypotaxis. 
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Figure 5.  Divergent grammaticalizations of conjunction 

 

Figure 6.  The theoretical framework for the present study 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Questions 

The study aims to take a linguistic academic journal as 

an example to explore the features of the use of causal 

logical grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic 

discourse and analyze why such features exist and their 

functions in discourse construction. The research 

specifically includes the following questions: 

RQ1: What are the features of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic discourse? 

(a) What are the frequencies of four types of causal 

logical grammatical metaphors? 

(b) Is there a significant difference in the frequency of 

four types of causal logical grammatical metaphors? 

RQ2: What are the reasons for the distributional features 

of causal logical grammatical metaphors? 

RQ3: What are the functions of causal logical 

grammatical metaphors in academic discourse construction? 

3.2. Research Tools 

The research mainly involves three tools: 

AntFileconverter, AntConc 4.1.4, and SPSS 26.0. 

AntFileConverter is a very convenient freeware tool for 

users to convert PDF and Microsoft Word files to plain text, 

which helps to clean and establish a corpus. The PDFs of 
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30 JAs were imported into the software and converted into 

TXT format. 

AntConc is a common, freeware, and multiplatform tool 

that could be used to carry out corpus linguistics research, 

and it contains nine tools that can be accessed. In the 

present study, the version of AntConc 4.1.4 was applied to 

retrieve the causal logical grammatical metaphor keywords, 

and its KWIC Tool and File Tool were used in this study. 

International Business Machines Corporation Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences Statistics (IBM SPSS) is a 

widely used program for statistical analysis, especially in 

the field of social science. The 26.0 version of SPSS was 

utilized to conduct a Chi-square Test to explore whether 

there is a significant difference in the frequencies of four 

types of causal logical grammatical metaphors in the 30 

JAs. 

3.3. Operational Definition 

The identification of the four types of logical 

grammatical metaphors in the present study was based on 

Martin’s [13] definitions. Here are some specific examples 

from the corpus to better show how different types of 

logical grammatical metaphors were identified. 

(a) Conjunction as circumstance (causal logical 

grammatical metaphor realized by prepositions): in 

Example 1, “due to” is a prepositional phrase 

representing causal logic within a figure. Thus, it is 

identified as the type of “conjunction as 

circumstance”. 

Example 1 

Due to their inherent indirectness, recasts may (…). 

[JA12] 

(b) Conjunction as process (verbalization causal logical 

grammatical metaphor): the causal relationship in the 

congruent form is reconstructed as a process in the 

metaphorical form by replacing causal conjunctions 

with verbal phrase “result in.” It is a common sign of 

this type of logical grammatical metaphor. 

Example 2 

(…) will result in stronger reading comprehension (…). 

[JA19] 

(c) Conjunction as quality (causal logical grammatical 

metaphor realized by adjectives or adverbs): the 

adjective “resulting” in Example 3 and the adverb 

“therefore” in Example 4 are both metaphorical signs 

of logical grammatical metaphor. Reconstructing 

conjunction as qualities enables them to modify things 

or processes. 

Example 3 

(…), and resulting transcriptions were analyzed (…). 

[JA14] 

Example 4 

(…) the nonlinear method can therefore provide (…). 

[JA28] 

(d) Conjunction as thing (nominalization causal logical 

grammatical metaphor): in Example 5, the causal 

relationship in the congruent form is reconstructed as 

an entity, a thing “reason”, which can be described, 

classified, and qualified. 

Example 5 

The reason for including self-esteem was (…). [JA13] 

3.4. Research Procedures 

To explore the features of the use of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic discourse, the 

present study randomly selected 30 JAs published in The 

Modern Language Journal between 2018 and 2022 to 

establish a corpus. The chosen journal is an international 

journal with a relatively high impact factor among 

linguistic journals. Its impact factor is 7.500 in 2021 and its 

5-year impact factor is 7.980. Moreover, it ranked 3rd in 

Linguistics according to Journal Citation Reports 

(Clarivate, 2022). Therefore, the selection of articles in this 

journal can ensure quality and authority. To ensure 

timeliness and representativeness, all JAs chosen were 

from 2018 to 2022 with 6 JAs each year. Besides, since the 

research focus is on the features of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic discourse 

rather than disciplinary differences, the scope of all JAs is 

limited to the single discipline of linguistics. This study 

employed a simple random sampling method to select 30 

JAs. Firstly, all research articles published within the 

linguistic discipline in the past five years (2018-2022) were 

downloaded from The Modern Language Journal. These 

articles were divided into five groups: JA (2018), JA (2019), 

JA (2020), JA (2021) and JA (2022). Secondly, each group 

of articles was assigned a consistent numbering system, 

with the same number of digits. Thirdly, a random number 

table [44] was used for sampling. Starting from any 

randomly selected number in the table, numbers were read 

from left to right. If a number was not present in the 

assigned numbering system, it was skipped. If a number 

was present, the corresponding article was selected. This 

process continued until six articles were selected for each 

group. For example, if a group had only 50 articles but the 

obtained number was 51, it would be skipped. Finally, 30 

JAs were selected based on the chosen numbers to form the 

corpus for this study. The chosen JAs were directly 

downloaded from the website 

(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/15404781) and 

were originally in PDF format. Then, these PDF files were 

imported into AntFileConverter and converted to TXT 

format for data cleaning. In the step of data cleaning, some 

unnecessary parts in the JAs were deleted, including titles, 

abstracts, keywords, names of chapters and sections, 

reference lists, acknowledgments, appendices, figures, 

tables, endnotes, author notes, footnotes, and in-text 

citations. After that, a corpus for the present study was built. 
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The total number of tokens in this corpus is 152,116 tokens, 

and the mean length of each JA is 5,071 tokens. Table 1 

presents detailed information about the 30 selected JAs. 

The present study adopted AntConc 4.1.4 and manual 

check to tag four types of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors in the 30 selected JAs. To obtain the original 

data of the frequencies of four types of metaphors in the 30 

selected JAs, the KWIC Tool of AntConc was used to 

identify sentences with causality keywords. Based on 

Martin’s definition of logical grammatical metaphor, 

combined with Halliday and Hasan’s [35], and Paquot’s 

summaries of causality keywords [45], this study identified 

and marked the keywords shown in Table 2. After 

identification, sentences with keywords were taken out and 

manually checked to determine whether they belong to 

causal logical grammar metaphors, thereby removing those 

that do not belong to. The manual check involves three 

aspects. Firstly, it examined whether the keywords 

appearing in the sentence have semantic representations of 

causal relationships. For example, when the polysemous 

word “prompt” means “done without delay” rather than “to 

cause sth to happen” in a sentence, it does not possess the 

semantic of a causal relationship and is therefore not part 

of our research. Secondly, it examined whether adverbial 

causality keywords of conjunction-as-quality were used to 

modify verbs within the sentence. According to Martin’s 

definition, only adverbial causality keywords that modify 

verbs belong to causal logical grammar metaphors. For 

instance, when “consequently” functions as a sentence 

connector and not modify a verb, it is not a causal logical 

grammar metaphor. Lastly, it checked whether the same 

causality keyword appeared repeatedly in a single sentence 

and indicated the same causal relationship. If this was the 

case, the occurrence of that type of causal logical grammar 

metaphor was counted only once. After that, the marked 

sentences were classified into four categories according to 

Martin’s definitions, and the statistics were re-counted to 

obtain the final data. 

Combining quantitative and qualitative analysis, the 

present study was conducted by using mixed methods. On 

the one hand, quantitative analysis was employed to 

explore the distributional features of four types of causal 

logical grammatical metaphors and to explore whether 

there was a significant difference in the frequencies of the 

four types of metaphors in the 30JAs through the Chi-

square Test. On the other hand, qualitative analysis was 

applied to discuss the reasons for the distributional features 

of causal logical grammatical metaphor and the functions 

of causal logical grammatical metaphor in academic 

discourse construction. 

Table 1.  Information about the 30 selected JAs in the present study 

Tokens 

 

Journal 

Year 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total Mean 

The Modern 

Language 

Journal 

JA01: 6,113 

JA02: 6,090 

JA03: 4,960 

JA04: 4,338 

JA05: 5,925 

JA06: 3,996 

JA07: 3.069 

JA08: 4,781 

JA09: 3,919 

JA10: 5,040 

JA11: 3,688 

JA12: 5,210 

JA13: 4,993 

JA14: 4,201 

JA15: 5,079 

JA16: 6,780 

JA17: 3,819 

JA18: 4,784 

JA19: 4,122 

JA20: 3,624 

JA21: 5,862 

JA22: 6,717 

JA23: 6,205 

JA24: 7,901 

JA25: 5,057 

JA26: 6,147 

JA27: 4,546 

JA28: 2,679 

JA29: 5,472 

JA30: 6,999 

152,116 5,071 

Table 2.  Keywords of causal logical grammatical metaphors 

Categories Keywords 

Conjunction as circumstance because of, due to, as a result of, as a consequence of, in consequence of, in view of, owing to, in 

(the) light of, thanks to, on the grounds of, on account of 

Conjunction as process cause, bring about, contribute to, generate, give rise to, induce, lead to, prompt, provoke, result in, 

yield, make sb/sth do sth, arise from/out of, derive, emerge, follow from, trigger, stem 

Conjunction as quality resultant, resulting, consequent, therefore, thereby, thus, hence, consequently, as a result, as a 

consequence 

Conjunction as thing cause, factor, reason, consequence, effect, result, outcome, source, origin, root, implication 
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4. Results and Discussion 

4.1. Distribution of Causal Logical Grammatical 

Metaphor 

4.1.1. Overall Distribution of Causal Logical Grammatical 

Metaphor 

Through software identification and manual check, the 

frequencies of four types of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors in the selected JAs from 2018 to 2022 are 

obtained. The descriptive statistics of causal logical 

grammatical metaphors in the present corpus are 

demonstrated in Table 3. The mean, minimum, maximum, 

frequency, and percentage of each type of causal 

grammatical metaphor are given. 

As shown in Table 3, a total of 1005 causal logical 

grammatical metaphor instances were identified and 

collected, including 138 instances of conjunction-as- 

circumstance, 283 instances of conjunction-as-process, 165 

instances of conjunction-as-quality and 419 instances of 

conjunction-as-thing. The mean value refers to the average 

frequency of a certain type of causal logical grammatical 

metaphor in each JA. From the data, it can be known that 

on average, there are 4.6 instances of conjunction-as-

circumstance, 9.4 instances of conjunction- as-process, 5.5 

instances of conjunction-as-quality and 13.97 instances of 

conjunction-as-thing in each JA. The minimum value 

represents the minimum frequency of a certain type of 

causal logical grammatical metaphor in a single JA based 

on actual observations. The data shows that the minimum 

frequency of conjunction-as- circumstance is 0, the 

minimum frequency of conjunction- as-process is 4, the 

minimum frequency of conjunction- as-quality is 0, and the 

minimum frequency of conjunction- as-thing is 2. The 

maximum value represents the maximum frequency of a 

certain type of causal logical grammatical metaphor in a 

single JA based on actual observations. The data shows that 

the maximum frequency of conjunction-as- circumstance is 

18, the maximum frequency of conjunction-as-process is 

24, the maximum frequency of conjunction-as-quality is 17, 

and the maximum frequency of conjunction-as-thing is 27. 

According to the table, conjunction-as-thing accounts for 

the largest proportion, with a percentage of 41.69%. The 

second frequently used causal logical grammatical 

metaphor is conjunction- as-process (28.16%), followed by 

conjunction-as-quality accounts for 16.42%. The least 

frequently used type is conjunction-as-circumstance, which 

only accounts for 13.73%. 

4.1.2. Comparison of Four Types of Causal Logical 

Grammatical Metaphor Distribution 

Although we have obtained the frequencies and 

percentages of four types of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors in 30 JAs, it is necessary to ensure whether the 

differences between these categories are statistically 

significant. The Chi-Square Test is particularly suitable for 

analyzing categorical data. It can assess whether there was 

a significant difference among the four types of causal 

logical grammatical metaphors. Such analysis helps to 

verify whether the observed differences exceed the range 

of random error, thus enhancing the reliability of our data 

analysis. Table 4 below shows the result of the Chi-Square 

Test. 

Table 3.  Descriptive statistics of causal logical grammatical metaphor in the corpus 

Statistics 

Type 
Mean Minimum Maximum Frequency Percentage % 

Conjunction as 

circumstance 
4.6 0 18 138 13.73 

Conjunction as process 9.4 4 24 283 28.16 

Conjunction as quality 5.5 0 17 165 16.42 

Conjunction as thing 13.97 2 27 419 41.69 

Total    1005 100 

Table 4.  Chi-Square Test results for causal logical grammatical metaphors 

Types Observed 

Frequency 

Expected 

Frequency 

Residual Test Statistics 

Conjunction as circumstance 138 251.3 -113.2 Chi-Sqaure 196.668a 

Conjunction as process 283 251.3 31.8 df 3 

Conjunction as quality 165 251.3 -86.2 Asymp. Sig. .000 

Conjunction as thing 419 251.3 167.8 
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The test statistics clearly showed that there was a 

significant difference in the frequencies of the four types of 

causal logical grammatical metaphors (p = .000 < .05). 

Moreover, from the perspective of residuals, it could be 

found that among the four types of causal logical 

grammatical metaphors, conjunction-as-thing (167.8) and 

conjunction-as-process (31.8) were preferred by authors of 

the 30JAs because their actual observed frequencies were 

larger than the expected frequency, while conjunction-as-

circumstance (-113.2) and conjunction-as- quality (-86.2) 

were less employed.  

The overall Chi-Square Test has demonstrated a 

significant difference in the frequencies of the four types of 

causal logical grammatical metaphors as a whole. However, 

it remains unclear which specific pairwise differences 

among these types contribute to this overall disparity. 

Consequently, further Chi-Square Test is required to 

conduct paired comparison and ascertain whether there 

exist significant differences between each pair of the four 

types of causal logical grammatical metaphors. Moreover, 

when significant differences are found in the frequency of 

certain types of causal logical grammatical metaphors 

compared to other types, it provides objective statistical 

evidence to support the determination of which types of 

grammatical metaphors are more frequently used overall. 

This serves as a foundation for further analysis of the 

reasons behind these usage features and their functions in 

discourse construction. Table 5 shows the results. 

Table 5.  Chi-Square Test results of paired comparison 

 Chi-Square df Asymp.Sig 

Pair 1 T-P 26.348a 1 .000 

Pair 2 T-C 141.761a 1 .000 

Pair 3 T-Q 110.473a 1 .000 

Pair 4 P-C 49.941a 1 .000 

Pair 5 P-Q 31.080a 1 .000 

Pair 6 C-Q 2.406a 1 .121 

Note: T for conjunction-as-thing, P for conjunction-as-process, C for 
conjunction-as-circumstance, Q for conjunction-as-quality 

The results suggest that there were significant 

differences between conjunction-as-thing and conjunction- 

as-process (p = .000 < .05), between conjunction-as-thing 

and conjunction-as-circumstance (p = .000 < .05), between 

conjunction-as-thing and conjunction-as-quality (p = .000 

< .05), between conjunction-as-process and conjunction- 

as-circumstance (p = .000 < .05), and between conjunction- 

as-process and conjunction-as-quality (p = .000 < .05). 

However, there was no significant difference between 

conjunction-as-circumstance and conjunction-as-quality (p 

= .121 > .05). 

To sum up, the results indicated that conjunction- as-

thing causal logical grammatical metaphors were used 

significantly more in the corpus, conjunction-as- 

circumstance and conjunction-as-quality logical 

grammatical metaphors were used significantly less in the 

corpus. In addition, conjunction-as-processes were used 

significantly more than conjunction-as-circumstance and 

conjunction-as-quality, but significantly less than 

conjunction-as-thing. Therefore, the dominant causal 

logical grammatical metaphor type was conjunction-as- 

thing; the type of conjunction-as-process was the second 

dominant, and the types of conjunction-as-circumstance 

and conjunction-as-quality were not commonly used. 

4.2. Explanation of the Distribution Differences 

Through quantitative analysis, the distributional features 

of causal logical grammatical metaphors were obtained. 

This section further discusses the reasons for the 

distribution differences of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors in the corpus. 

4.2.1. Preference of Academic Discourse for Static and 

Immobile Language 

The preference of academic discourse for language to be 

static and immobile makes nominalization the dominant 

metaphorical way. Therefore, the conjunction-as-thing 

type of causal logical grammatical metaphor realized by 

nominalization occupies a dominant position in the present 

corpus. 

As mentioned earlier, Halliday [3] pointed out that 

grammatical metaphor has a general drift – the drift 

towards “thinginess”, which means that the terminal point 

of the moving direction of grammatical metaphor is the 

concrete thing, the entity grammaticized as nouns. This 

general drift is semantical “thingization” and grammatical 

“nominalization” [20]. In addition to this, Halliday also 

noted that the most metaphorical attractive category in 

grammatical metaphor is Noun, and nominalizing “is the 

single most powerful resource for creating grammatical 

metaphor” [2]. One of the reasons why it is powerful lies in 

its function that changes dynamic language into static and 

stable language. 

Moreover, nominalization grammatical metaphor is 

preferred in academic discourses, as formal academic texts 

require language to be static and immobile and need the 

words effectively to be “stuck” to the page and “frozen in 

time” [46]. As illustrated in Example 6, the causal 

relationship is condensed in the noun “factor”, which turns 

the relation into a static, stable, and tense-independent state. 

Example 6 

(…) is an important factor in shaping (…). [JA18] 

Moreover, our current ideology of science prefers to 

view the world as a series of fixed constants acting on each 

other in logically definable ways [19]. This has led to a 

preference for nominalized expressions in scientific 

discourse such as academic discourse, which can explain 

the dominance of conjunction-as-thing logical grammatical 

metaphor in the corpus of this study. 
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4.2.2. Extensive Use of the "Favorite Clause Type" in 

English Scientific Writing 

The “favorite clause type” widely used in English 

scientific writing is typically realized by verbalization. 

Hence, it can explain why the conjunction-as-process type 

of causal logical grammatical metaphor realized by 

verbalization occupies the second dominant position in this 

corpus. 

According to Halliday [4], there is a type of clause that 

is very common in English scientific writing, and he 

regarded it as the “favorite clause type”. Semantically, it is 

a sequence of two figures that are linked by a logical-

semantic relation. Grammatically, its congruent form is a 

nexus of two clauses, with a Relator or conjunction in the 

secondary clause (can also be in the primary clause); and 

its metaphorical form is one clause that includes three 

elements: Identified + Process + Identifier (there are variant 

forms). This metaphorical structural feature can be 

grammatically simplified as a nominal group + verbal 

group + nominal group. Typically, this pattern needs to be 

realized through the verbalization of logical conjunctions. 

Therefore, the type of conjunction-as-process causal 

logical grammatical metaphor realized by verbalization 

occupies a considerable proportion of English academic 

discourse. The following examples illustrate the “favorite 

clause type”. 

Example 7 

(…) reduced brood pheromones is causing reduced 

foraging. [JA02] 

Example 8 

(…), the global status of English has led to a decreased 

interest (…). [JA04] 

As shown in the two examples above, the causal 

relationship was metaphorically realized by “is causing” 

and “has led to”, and thus form the “favorite clause type” 

structure with one nominal group plus one verbal group 

plus another nominal group. 

4.2.3. The Lowest Degree of Metaphoricity of 

Conjunction-as-circumstance 

The conjunction-as-circumstance type of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor has the lowest degree of 

metaphoricity, which is incompatible with the high 

metaphorical degree of academic discourse and is therefore 

less frequently used. 

Grammatical metaphor is a crucial resource for 

establishing technicality in scientific writing, making it a 

key indicator of text technicality [22]. As a formal 

discourse, academic discourse tends to be more complex 

and abstract in its language, and thus the text is more 

technical. Accordingly, it is necessary to realize the 

abstraction and condensation of language utilizing a higher 

degree of metaphoricity. However, among the four types of 

causal logical grammatical metaphors, conjunction-as- 

circumstance realized by preposition has the lowest degree 

of metaphoricity whose metaphorical form is closest to the 

congruent form. What’s more, its metaphorical form 

usually condenses only a part of the congruent form and 

has a weaker condensing effect on the language. It can be 

illustrated through the following examples. 

Example 9 

(…), research into guilt offers significant pedagogical 

implications because of its positive role in students’ 

motivation. [JA03] 

The congruent form of causal logic expression is a 

sentence with a logical conjunction connecting two figures. 

In Example 9, “because of” is used to replace the congruent 

causal conjunction, but it only condenses the congruent 

figure in the cause part and compresses it into a nominal 

group (the underlined part), and the whole sentence is very 

close to the congruent form. Therefore, we argue that the 

low metaphorical power of conjunction-as-circumstance 

causal logical grammatical metaphors makes this type of 

metaphor infrequently used. 

4.2.4. Modifying as the Primary Function of Conjunction-

as-quality 

According to Martin and Rose [13], the causal logical 

grammatical metaphor realized by adjective or adverb 

reconstructs conjunction as qualities, which enables them 

to be used to modify things or processes. However, its 

primary function is to modify things or processes rather 

than highlight causal relationships, which makes the 

metaphorical causality semantically weaker compared to 

the congruent form and thus makes conjunction-as-quality 

not the main means of causal logical grammatical metaphor 

and used less in academic discourse. 

Example 10 

The absence of such explicit indicators in (…) resulting 

uninterrupted adjacency between (…). [JA12] 

Example 11 

The application thus provided Ali with (…). [JA20] 

In example 10, the adjective “resulting” in the 

metaphorical form of the causal relationship is used to 

modify the nominal group “uninterrupted adjacency 

between (…)”. The adverb “thus” in Example 11 is used to 

modify the verb “provided”. Both examples metaphorize 

causal relationships into qualities, and they mainly serve as 

modifiers rather than emphasizing the causal relationships. 

4.3. Functions of Causal Logical Grammatical 

Metaphors 

The use of causal logical grammatical metaphors plays 

an important role in the construction of academic discourse. 

Therefore, this section investigates the functions of causal 
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logical grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic 

discourse construction with examples from the corpus. 

4.3.1. Functions of Conjunction-as-thing 

As the dominant means in causal logical grammatical 

metaphor, conjunction-as-thing realized by nominalization 

has powerful functions in the construction of academic 

discourse. The two prominent ones are to improve the 

accuracy of academic language and to reduce the 

grammatical complexity of the text. 

Firstly, it helps to improve the accuracy of academic 

language. The conjunction-as-thing causal logical 

grammatical metaphor realized by nominalization presents 

causal relationships as entities, thus enabling “logical 

things” to be numbered, described, classified, and qualified 

[13]. This allows for a more accurate representation of 

causal relationships in academic language. 

Example 12 

One reason for this emphasis, (…), is that (…). [JA09] 

Example 13 

(…) learners’ DDL-focused strategy use is likely to be 

the main reason why DDL is unsuccessful (…). [JA17] 

In Example 12, the word “one” is used to describe and 

qualify the “reason for this emphasis”, which means that 

there is more than one cause in this causal relationship, and 

here the writer just explains one of them. Similarly, in 

Example 13, the writer used “is likely to be the main” to 

describe and qualify the reason for “DDL is unsuccessful”. 

This not only includes the meaning that there are multiple 

reasons for the causal relationship mentioned here but also 

evaluates the reason “learners” DDL-focused strategy use 

is likely to be the main reason among many reasons. 

Therefore, it can be said that conjunction-as-thing 

contributes to improving the accuracy of academic 

language. 

Secondly, the conjunction-as-thing causal logical 

grammatical metaphor realized by nominalization can 

simplify sentence structure and reduce the overall 

grammatical complexity of the text. Written technical 

discourse such as academic discourse is characterized by 

simple sentence structure [3]. Typically, the sentence has 

only one clause consisting of one or two nominal groups 

propped up by a verbal group, most typically the verb “be”. 

Sentences formed by conjunction-as-thing metaphors are 

usually this simple structure. This metaphorical approach 

makes texts “more nominally complex rather than clausally 

intricate” [46]. That is to say, the nominal groups may be 

relatively long and complex, but the sentence structure is 

relatively simple. Halliday termed these two 

complementary types of complexity as “lexical density” 

and “grammatical intricacy” [3]. When using the 

conjunction-as-thing logical grammatical metaphor, the 

lexical density of a clause increases, while the grammatical 

intricacy correspondingly decreases. It can be illustrated 

through the following example: 

Example 14 

(…), fluency is the result of efficient decoding and 

comprehension skills. [JA19] 

Through nominalization, the causal relationship is 

realized in a clearly structured sentence rather than in two 

sentences connected by a conjunction like “because” or 

“so”. In Example 14, the sentence structure is simple, but 

the nominal group is relatively complex. The phrase 

“efficient decoding and comprehension skills” becomes 

part of the nominal group and is used to modify the central 

noun “result”. It enables writers to pack more meaning and 

information into a single clause by elaborating the nominal 

groups rather than using complex sentence structure and 

thus can communicate more meanings in fewer clauses and 

reduce the overall grammatical complexity of the text at the 

same time [46]. This metaphorical approach is an effective 

means of avoiding using too many complicated clause 

complexes and fits well with the characteristics of 

academic texts [22]. 

4.3.2. Functions of Conjunction-as-process 

The functions of conjunction-as-process causal logical 

grammatical metaphor realized by verbalization for the 

academic discourse construction cannot be ignored, mainly 

in improving academic rigor and condensing the language 

of academic discourse. 

Firstly, it helps to improve academic rigor. One of the 

advantages of advanced language speakers’ tendency to 

use logical grammatical metaphors in academic discourse 

is that they can implicitly evaluate the relationship between 

events or arguments without exaggerating the causal 

connections between them, and thus objectively negotiate 

with the reader [34]. To a certain extent, this makes the 

content of academic discourse more rigorous. 

Since cause modulates the relations between one event 

and the next, it should be carefully evaluated, which is also 

an important principle in writing, particularly in science 

writing [13]. The causal logical grammatical metaphor of 

conjunction-as-process which is realized by verbalization 

enables writers to grade their evaluation of causal 

relationships between events or arguments and make sure 

not to overstate causal relationships until sufficient 

evidence has been accumulated. The following examples 

can show this function. 

Example 15 

Such analytic strategies do not generally lead to 

particularly insightful qualitative research. [JA05] 

Example 16 

Likewise, learners’ generation of immediate uptake may 

not necessarily lead to the internalization of target form 

(…). [JA30] 

The above examples of the metaphorical type of 

conjunction-as-process transform the causal relationship of 

congruent forms into verbal groups. It can be found that the 
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probability of causes was graded as “do not generally lead 

to” and “may not necessarily lead to”. These statements 

carefully assess the strength of causality. In addition, the 

causal logic expressed by different verbs or verb groups has 

subtle semantic differences. For example, comparing the 

logical metaphorical verb expression “result in” with “lead 

to”, “result in” indicates a higher inevitability of the result 

than “lead to” [26]. The above examples demonstrate that 

the conjunction-as-process type of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor contributes to improving the rigor 

of academic writing. 

Secondly, the conjunction-as-process type of causal 

logical grammatical metaphor plays a unique role in the 

process of condensing academic language. Halliday [4] 

found that grammatical metaphors tend to occur in 

syndromes: “clusters of interrelated transformations that 

reconfigure the grammatical structure as a whole”. When 

logical grammatical metaphor occurs, the re-construal of 

logical relation between figures always occurs 

simultaneously with other experiential metaphors in the 

form of clusters [34]. This feature is particularly evident in 

conjunction-as-process logical grammatical metaphor, see 

Example 17. 

Example 17 

Communicative challenges can result from diversity or 

asymmetries inherent in ELF interactions, (…). [JA21] 

In Example 17, the causal relationship is realized by the 

verbal group “result from”, and thus compresses the 

original two figures of the congruent form into only one 

figure. At the same time, the occurrence of logical 

grammatical metaphors is accompanied by experiential 

metaphors. Both “communicative challenges” and 

“diversity or asymmetries inherent in ELF interactions” are 

nominalized reconstructions of elements within congruent 

figures, which are more succinct than the congruent form. 

The nominalization metaphor itself has the function of 

condensing information and increasing the amount of 

information in the clause [6] and can help to present 

densely packed information through nouns. Therefore, the 

combination of logical grammatical metaphor and 

experiential metaphor makes language highly condensed, 

forming the “favorite clause type” mentioned before, so 

that we can convey more meaning in fewer clauses. This is 

vital for the higher-level development of academic writing, 

as verbalization enables newly formed nominal expressions 

to fit into cause-and-effect networks [13, 47]. 

4.3.3. Function of Conjunction-as-circumstance 

The Conjunction-as-circumstance type of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor can make the academic language 

more comprehensible. 

Language in academic discourse is highly technical, 

characterized by complexity and abstraction, and more 

complex in terms of lexical density [33]. Therefore, 

academic discourse tends to use grammatical metaphors 

instead of the congruent form to achieve condensation of 

the language. However, the higher degree of metaphoricity 

means the higher abstraction of academic language, 

making academic language difficult to understand. The 

conjunction-as-circumstance type of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor is the least metaphorical form of the 

four types of causal grammatical metaphors and the closest 

to the congruent form, which can help increase the lexical 

density of academic language to a certain extent, but with 

minimal damage to the comprehensibility of the language, 

making it better understood by the reader.  

Example 18 

(…) language users have been (…) due to their relatively 

small number and low visibility. [JA18] 

In Example 18, the use of prepositional phrase “due to” 

metaphorically expresses the causal logic and only 

condenses the congruent figure indicating the cause part 

into a more lexically dense nominalized expression as 

“their relatively small number and low visibility”, and thus 

is very close to the congruent form. This form of metaphor 

has the lowest degree of metaphoricity and can make the 

language more easily understood by readers, thus 

improving the comprehensibility of the discourse. 

4.3.4. Function of Conjunction-as-quality 

The conjunction-as-quality type of causal logical 

grammatical metaphor can contribute to reducing the 

repeated mention of causal events in discourse. 

This metaphorical device allows causal logic to be a 

“quality” that can modify things or processes [13], thus 

allowing entities and processes of academic discourse to be 

further qualified and described in terms of logical 

relationships. Therefore, when referring to a causal entity 

or process, it is possible to modify it directly with an 

adjective or adverb without repeating the causal event that 

led to the creation of the entity or process. 

Example 19 

The application thus provided Ali with (…). [JA20] 

As shown in Example 19, the adverb “thus” logically 

qualifies and describes the act “provided” in the process, 

indicating that this process is a resultant action of the event 

that precedes this process. In academic discourse, this kind 

of metaphor enables writers to use adjectives or adverbs 

such as “resultant”, “consequently.” to logically qualify 

and describe entities or processes, without having to repeat 

the causal events already mentioned in the previous text, 

thus making the discourse more compact. 

5. Conclusions 

The present study has investigated the phenomenon of 

causal logical grammatical metaphor in linguistic academic 

discourse. To sum up, conjunction-as-thing and 
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conjunction-as-process were more preferred among the 

four types of causal logical grammatical metaphors, and 

this usage preference is comprehensively influenced by the 

characteristics of academic language and the characteristics 

and functions of causal logical grammatical metaphors. 

Moreover, the comprehensive use of various causal logical 

grammatical metaphors can expand the meaning resources 

that can be used in academic writing and contribute to 

discourse construction, as they have the functions of 

making academic language more accurate, rigorous, 

condensed, comprehensible, and reducing grammatical 

complexity and repetition of causal events. Although the 

sample size involved in this study is limited and focuses 

only on linguistic academic discourse, these findings have 

important implications for a systematic construal of causal 

logical grammatical metaphors and causal logic 

organization. It is hoped that future studies can delve 

deeper into the usage features and functions of causal 

logical grammatical metaphors in various types of 

academic discourse, and ultimately empower writers to 

exploit the resources of causal logical grammatical 

metaphors to construct more academically valued texts. 

Appendix 

Information about selected 30JAs 

No. Title Author Year Volume Issue 

JA01 Instructed Vision: Navigating Grammatical Rules by 

Using Landmarks for Linguistic Structures in Corrective 

Feedback Sequences 

Majlesi Ali Reza 2018 102 S1 

JA02 Materializing ‘Competence’: Perspectives From 

International STEM Scholars 

Canagarajah Suresh 2018 102 2 

JA03 Differential Roles of Shame and Guilt in L2 Learning: 

How Bad Is Bad? 

Teimouri Yasser 2018 102 4 

JA04 Brexit as Linguistic Symptom of Britain Retreating into its 

Shell? Brexit-Induced Politicization of Language Learning 

Lanvers Ursula, 

Doughty Hannah & 

Thompson Amy S. 

2018 102 4 

JA05 Influencing Student Teacher Grammar Cognitions: The 

Case of the Incongruous Curriculum 

Graus Johan & Coppen 

Peter–Arno 

2018 102 4 

JA06 Exploring the Intersection Between Teachers’ Beliefs and 

Research Findings in Pronunciation Instruction 

Nagle Charles, Sachs 

Rebecca & Zárate–

Sández Germán 

2018 102 3 

JA07 The Contributions of Conversation Analysis and 

Interactional Linguistics to a Usage-Based Understanding 

of Language: Expanding the Transdisciplinary Framework 

Hall Joan Kelly 2019 102 S1 

JA08 Foreign Language Anxiety and Foreign Language 

Performance: A Meta-Analysis 

Zhang Xian 2019 103 4 

JA09 Social Dimensions and Processes in Second Language 

Acquisition: Multilingual Socialization in Transnational 

Contexts 

Duff Patricia A. 2019 103 S1 

JA10 A Comparison of Advanced Heritage Language Learners’ 

Peer Interaction Across Modes and Pair Types 

Torres Julio & Cung 

Bianca 

2019 103 4 

JA11 Translanguaging and Public Service Encounters: Language 

Learning in the Library 

Creese Angela & 

Blackledge Adrian 

2019 103 4 

JA12 Cognitive Individual Differences as Predictors of 

Improvement and Awareness Under Implicit and Explicit 

Feedback Conditions 

Yilmaz Yucel & 

Granena Gisela 

2019 103 3 

JA13 Mindsets Matter for Linguistic Minority Students: Growth 

Mindsets Foster Greater Perceived Proficiency, Especially 

for Newcomers 

Lou Nigel Mantou & 

Noels Kimberly A. 

2020 104 4 

JA14 Continuing to Explore the Multidimensional Nature of 

Lexical Sophistication: The Case of Oral Proficiency 

Interviews 

Eguchi Masaki & Kyle 

Kristopher 

2020 104 2 

JA15 After Study Abroad: The Maintenance of Multilingual 

Identity Among Anglophone Languages Graduates 

Mitchell Rosamond, 

Tracy–Ventura Nicole 

& Huensch Amanda 

2020 104 2 
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Appendix continued 

JA16 Navigating the Challenges of L2 Reading: Self-Efficacy, 

Self-Regulatory Reading Strategies, and Learner Profiles 

Graham Suzanne, 

Woore Robert, Porter 

Alison, Courtney 

Louise & Savory Clare 

2020 104 4 

JA17 Toward the Establishment of a Data-Driven Learning 

Model: Role of Learner Factors in Corpus-Based Second 

Language Vocabulary Learning 

Lee Hansol, 

Warschauer Mark & 

Lee Jang Ho 

2020 104 2 

JA18 Foreign Language Learning Characteristics of Deaf and 

Severely Hard-of-Hearing Students 

Csizér Kata & Kontra 

Edit H. 

2020 104 1 

JA19 Identification and Characteristics of Strong, Average, and 

Weak Foreign Language Readers: The Simple View of 

Reading Model 

Sparks Richard L. 2021 105 2 

JA20 The Smartphone as a Personal Cognitive Artifact 

Supporting Participation in Interaction 

Eilola Laura E. & Lilja 

Niina S. 

2021 105 1 

JA21 The Negotiation of Meaning in Aviation English as a 

Lingua Franca: A Corpus-Informed Discursive Approach 

Ishihara Noriko & 

Prado Malila Carvalho 

De Almeida 

2021 105 3 

JA22 The Relationship Between Utterance and Perceived 

Fluency: A Meta-Analysis of Correlational Studies 

Suzuki Shungo, 

Kormos Judit & 

Uchihara Takumi 

2021 105 2 

JA23 Discursive Enactment of Agency in Study-Abroad 

Interviews 

Fernández Julieta, 

McGREGOR Janice & 

Yuldashev Aziz 

2021 105 4 

JA24 Empirically Defining Language Learning and Teaching 

Materials in Use Through Sociomaterial Perspectives 

Guerrettaz Anne 

Marie, Engman Mel 

M. & Matsumoto 

Yumi 

2021 105 S1 

JA25 Channeling Voices to Improve L2 English Intelligibility Darren K. Lascotte & 

Elaine Tarone 

2022 106 4 

JA26 Linguistic and Artistic Representations of Trauma: The 

Contribution of Pedagogies of Discomfort in Language 

Education 

Porto Melina & 

Zembylas Michalinos 

2022 106 2 

JA27 The Relative Contribution of Language Complexity to 

Second Language Video Lectures Difficulty Assessment 

Alghamdi Emad A., 

Gruba Paul & Velloso 

Eduardo 

2022 106 2 

JA28 By the Old Gods and the New: The Effect of the 

Congruence and Incongruence of Foreign Language 

Classroom Anxiety and Enjoyment on Self-Perceived 

Proficiency 

Botes Elouise, 

Dewaele Jean–Marc & 

Greiff Samuel 

2022 106 4 

JA29 Collaborative Mobilizations of Interbodied 

Communication for Cooperative Action 

Hellermann John & 

Thorne Steven L. 

2022 106 S1 

JA30 The Efficacy of Incidental Attention to Formulaic and 

Nonformulaic Forms in Focus on Form 

Gholami Leila 2022 106 2 
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