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ABSTRACT

This article examines the conceptual classificatidigognitive
metaphors and their linguocultural interpretatiorighrough a
comparative analysis of English and Uzbek metaglabri
expressions, it argues that metaphors are not messllistic
devices but essential mechanisms of human cognition
Metaphors shape the way people conceptualize atistra
notions such as time, emotion, and thought by nmapfgiiem
onto more concrete, embodied experiences. The study
emphasizes that metaphorical thinking is deeplye@an both
physical interactions with the world and culturatignditioned
worldviews. While some metaphorical models—suchpasial
oppositions (e.g., up-down, in-out)—are consideu@iversal,
their linguistic realizations, meanings, and cogrét salience
differ significantly across cultures. The articlepéores this
variation by analyzing conceptual metaphors witkinglish
and Uzbek, demonstrating how cultural values, tiads, and
linguistic structures influence metaphor formatioand
interpretation. Special attention is given to ot&ional,
ontological, and structural metaphors, as introddcdy
George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, whose theoretical
framework underpins the analysis.

Keywords: Conceptual metaphor, typology, structural metapho
universal character, physical experience, cultieaperience,
linguocultural feature.
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INTRODUCTION

In modern linguistics, the reflection of human dtign in
language, as well as the processes of perceivih@goressing the
world through language, have become central togficscholarly
discussion. In particular, the field of cognitiveduistics proposes
studying language not merely as a communicativé ldab as a
reflection of conceptual structures within humamsmousness.
Within this framework, metaphors are interpreted simply as
artistic embellishments but as cognitive phenominaa play a
central role in shaping worldview and conceptualarstanding.
Since the 1970 s, the development of cognitivenseidias led to a
new perspective on metaphor, recognizing it as aciar
component of both linguistic and mental processébhe
significance of metaphor in cognitive science iregs function as
a fundamental mechanism of knowledge, with its uistic
expressions reflecting mental structures in thedrumind.

The work Metaphors We Live Byy American scholars
George Lakoff & Mark Johnson (1980) marked a tugrpoint in
the development of cognitive linguistics and cogritscience as
a whole. They laid the foundation for the theorycoignitive
metaphors by conceptualizing metaphor not merely stylistic
device, but as a fundamental cognitive structurbe Term
“conceptual metaphor” was first introduced by Geokgkoff in
the 1980 publication dletaphors We Live Byccording to the
authors, a conceptual metaphor is not simply ardéighf speech;
it is a mode of thinking and reasoning (Lakoff &hdson 2004).
“It is difficult to think without these metaphorand when we
talk about putting aside metaphors to see morealgleae are
still in the metaphor” (Keromnes 2014: 3). Thisagueition has
elevated metaphor to a key object of study in modieguistics,
particularly in examining the interplay between daage and
psychological processes. As Russian linguists hawged,
metaphor has been given “a new life” as a lingoisti
phenomenon.(Osokina, Karpukhina & Savochkina 2@238).

Moreover, since each language and culture embadigsque
worldview, the interpretation of metaphors is irdrgly tied to
linguocultural features. From this perspective, rmatly the
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classification of cognitive metaphors, but alsdrtherception and
application across different cultural contexts i particular
importance. This article analyzes the conceptussification of
cognitive metaphors and examines their linguocaltur
characteristics in depth.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The object of this study is the typology of conceptmetaphors
developed in George Lakoff & Mark Johnson’s (198B®taphors
We Live Byas well as the theoretical works and scholadgaech
on metaphor by linguists worldwide. These theoattmources
serve to identify the conceptual properties of pletas and to
scientifically substantiate their types and fundiloroles. Through
selected examples, the study illustrates the liogiaral

interpretation of orientational, ontological, andtrustural

metaphors. Based on the analysis, English-languagiphors
were compared with those in other languages, atigwor the
identification of both universal and culturally sge features.

In analyzing the conceptual classification of cadgei
metaphors and interpreting them from a linguocaltur
perspective, the study employed cognitive and logliural
analysis methods. Additionally, comparative analygas used to
examine English conceptual metaphors alongside phetical
models from other languages. This methodologicair@ach
allowed for the identification of both universal darculture-
specific aspects of metaphors, as well as diffagnin
expression and semantics across various culturatexts.
Lexical-semantic analysis was also applied to explthe
denotative and connotative meanings of the wordghinvi
metaphorical structures.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The emergence of conceptual metaphor studies irbablo
linguistics has stimulated research into the psEef human
cognition. During the 1970s and 1980s, scholarsh sas A.
Ortony, R. Harris, R. Reynolds (Ortony, ReynoldsA&er 1978:
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919-943), A. Healy, and others explored variouseetsp of
metaphor. A. Ortony focused primarily on the rolesimilarity in
metaphor, particularly its function in analogichinking. (Ortony
1993) R. Harris, on the other hand, proposed theatapmor
comprehension involves a two-stage process: firserstanding
the literal meaning of a word, and second, usirag theaning to
construct a metaphorical interpretation (Harris@)97

The conceptual theory of metaphor was developed by
American scholars George Lakoff & Mark Johnson.their
seminal work, they argue that a conceptual metaphanot
merely a stylistic device, but a fundamental mofithimking and
reasoning. George Lakoff & Mark Johnson, as thendeus of
this theory, were the first to propose a typologyconceptual
metaphors, identifying three primary types: Oriéiotzal
metaphors; ontological metaphors and structuraaptetrs.

Orientational metaphors, which have a fundamenitattsire
in the form of spatial images, have great potefitiathe analysis
of human cognitions, that is, mental operationg #eve and
accompany the perception of the surrounding wakkl.George
Lakoff & Mark Johnson (1980) point out: “There isather kind
of metaphorical concept, one that does not streane concept in
terms of another but instead organizes a wholesyst concepts
with respect to one another. We will call theseemtational
metaphors, since most of them have to do with @paigntation:
up-down, in-out, front-back, on-off, deep-shallowentral —
peripheral (Lakoff & Johnson 1980: 14). Metaphoesddl on
spatial expressions have a fundamental structuae plovides
significant potential for analyzing human cognitiogpecifically,
the mental processes that accompany and shape@appon of
the surrounding world. This type of metaphor repnés not
individual concepts, but a multitude of conceptspheres by
which a person thinks and lives (Dubin 2021).

Orientational metaphors tend to have a more uralers
nature, as they are primarily associated with thedn body and
its orientation in physical space. In this contdéRg concept of
physical norm becomes relevant: both normal andombal
positions of the human body, as well as its movdseare
conceptualized (Mishankina 2010: 45).
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According to French researcher Yvon Keromnes,
orientational metaphors are based on simple andtively
uncomplicated experiences, which makes the pramfessmantic
transfer occur more easily (Keromnes 2014: 8). Hawethe
process of transferring a particular term to anottenceptual
category is not arbitrary; it is grounded in yeafsexperience,
logical associations, and, most importantly, a ryeaefined
purpose (Rofieva 2020: 49). As George Lakoff & Mddhnson
emphasize: “Such metaphorical orientations are arbttrary.
They have a basis in our physical and cultural e&pee”
(Lakoff & Johnson 1890: 14).

Though the polar oppositions up-down, in-out, etre
physical in nature, the orientational metaphorgtam them can
vary from culture to culture. For example, in socudtures, the
concept of “up” is associated with power and suscesile in
others it may carry the opposite meaning. The fthiwack”
orientational metaphor has also contributed ovetwges to the
perception of time as a spatial direction in vasigultures. As in
many other societies, in Uzbek culture as well, theire is
conceptualized as being in front, and the past akinb.
However, in some cultures, even when the futurénisront”
and the past is “behind,” speakers of a languagg ptace
greater focus and attention on the past, the gldand national
traditions formed over centuries, thus reversing #xpected
conceptual emphasis. In Moroccan and Chinese werdy by
contrast, a conceptual mapping emerges where theefus
behind and the past is in front. This illustratesttianguage and
our perception of the world are deeply intertwingth our lived
experiences and national cultural frameworks (DeFileente,
Santiago, Roman, Dumitrache & Casasanto 2014).

George Lakoff & Mark Johnson n analyzed the “up-dbw
lexical pair, which expresses spatial oppositianstelation to
certain human emotions. They demonstrated thisugirothe
conceptual contrast between happiness (“happy”) sadhess
(“sad”), formulating the modéelHappy is up”; “Sad is down”
These orientational metaphors do not refer to gaydocation,
but rather indicate direction, showing how suchtigpaerms
structure people’s conceptual worldview. Orientadio
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metaphors of the “up-down” type are based on th@madhat the
feeling of happiness is comparable to upward movenue
flight, while the feeling of unhappiness is asstazlawith being
pressed down to the ground or falling (“in low #pi}) (Egorova
& Kalashnikova 2016).

George Lakoff & Mark Johnson illustrate the “Hagpyup”;
“Sad is down” orientational metaphors with the daling
examples commonly found in English-speaking culture

« I'mfeeling up today
 I'mfeelingup

« Thatboostednmy spirits

e My spiritsrose

* I'm depressed

e He's reallylow these days
e | fellinto a depression

e My spirits sank

In Uzbek culture, as in English and other cultutbs, concepts
of “happiness” and “sadness” are often reflectedrientational
metaphors based on spatial relationships such a8 amd

“down” which correspond to physical movements & ttuman
body.

e His wordscheered me up
e I'min seventh heaven

Below is an example from the Uzbek writer Abdulhdmi
Cho'lpon’s novelNight and Day

e Were you happy? Really?
e | wasover the mooh‘Night and Day” (Chulpon 2019: 214)

Ontological metaphors are also grounded in physidgécts,
particularly in a person’s individual experiencedated to the
human body. Ontological metaphors involve intelipgeevents,
actions, emotions, and other abstract phenomenaoasrete
objects or substances.

Names referring to activities, events, emotiongl #roughts
are represented as if they possess material pregentth labels
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from one category being transferred to another.oldgical
metaphors are based on the projection of the piiepeaf objects
of the surrounding reality (fragility, hardness;.gonto abstract
entities, for example, the mind, emotions, moraktic (Egorova
& Kalashnikova 2016: 193).

This transfer is based on attributing the charésttes of
physical objects — such as fragility or hardness -abstract
concepts like the mind, emotions, morality, andosoRussian
linguists emphasize that ontological metaphors gmearlier in
a person’s conceptual system compared to struatuegdphors.
This is because ontological metaphors are formewuth
emotional experience, whereas structural metaperprimarily
a product of the culture in which a person devel@sological
metaphors serve as “building material” for struatumetaphors”
(Budaev & Chudinov 2021: 32).

George Lakoff & Mark Johnson themselves have
emphasized that treating intangible entities asi@a objects or
subjects does not necessarily lead to a completgeoiect
understanding.(Lakoff & Johnson 2004: 52). Howeberfurther
elaborated on ontological metaphors using the \iolig
examples:

e The mind is a machine.

e The mind is abrittle object.

« My mind just isn'toperatingtoday.
e I'malittle rustytoday.

e Her ego is veryragile.

*  Hebrokeunder cross-examination.
*  The experiencshatterechim.

The metaphor “The Mind is Abrittle Object” is noanticularly
rich.It primarily allows us to speak about a pefsamotional
state. Nevertheless, scholars point out that cersapects of
inner human experience can be found in both thib rahated
metaphors, as illustrated by the following examples

e He brokedown
e He cracked up.
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Metaphors based on the “The mind is abrittle objewidel are
also an integral part of how the inner world of ergon is
conceptualized in our culture.

According to American scholars, “Personificatiopnesents
a general category that encompasses a wide rangetaphors,
each of which is based on a specific human traimode of
perception. What unites them is that they are aiteis of
ontological metaphors and enable us to make sdnseecats by
humanizing them— that is, by interpreting them amnts we
understand through our own motivations, goals,oasti and
characteristics (Lakoff & Johnson 2004: 60).

“Structural metaphors allow us to do much more thast
orient concepts, refer to them, quantify them,, ets.we do with
simple orientational and ontological metaphorsy takdow us, in
addition, to use one highly structured and cleatglineated
concept to structure another” (Lakoff & Johnson@9&1). This
is why they differ from other types of metaphors dffering a
broader and more comprehensive scope. Structurtdpimers
allow us to use a highly structured and well-dedim®ncept to
construct the meaning of another. Moreover, likeeotypes of
metaphors, structural metaphors are also grountdsgistematic
connections between experiences that arise from ahum
interaction with the world.

George Lakoff & Mark Johnson have demonstrated that
orientational and ontological metaphors, structorataphors also
originate from systematic relationships between edrpces
internalized through cultural practices. They salgate this claim
using the source of thdRational argument is warhetaphor. This
metaphor enables the conceptualization of the @ricational
argument” in more accessible and comprehensible terms -
specifically through the lens of physical conflict.

George Lakoff & Mark Johnson have illustrated how
everyday structural metaphors can reveal the metagath nature
of concepts that structure human daily activityngghe modern
English metaphor “Time is money” as an examplenKinig of
“Time is money”allows us to conceptualize the abstract notion
of time as a tangible resource — something that bmrsaved,
spent, lost, given to others, or even stolen.
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Time is money
* You're wasting my time.
« This gadget will save you hours.
* | don't have the time to give you.
* I'veinvested a lot of time in her.

In European culture, the ideas that “time is a afale commodity”
and “time is a limited resource used to achievdsjeae reflected
in the way modern Western culture typically meastine concept
of labor by the amount of time spent on it. Fronlinguistic
perspective, these subcategorical relationshipe gise to the
following metaphorical mappings: from the metaplibme is
money” emerges the metaphor “time is a limited wes®,” which
in turn leads to the metaphor “time is a valualbgect.”

Such metaphorically expressed words and phrasesargn
significantly across different languages. For examnpthe
cognitive metaphor “expenditure of timai English is realized
as “filling your time” in Hungarian (Kévecses 201128).

In Uzbek culture as well, if we examine everyday
expressions such as “You stole my time,” “You néedsave
your time,” “I lost an hour translating this textEven after all
the time | gave you, you couldn't finish the tasé;™No matter
what, you must find the time,” we can observe hbe &bstract
concept of “time” is understood metaphorically agaagible
object. These examples align with the cognitiveapkor “time
is money”, where time can be saved, stolen, loggngto others,
or found — just like a material resource.

CONCLUSIONS

In contemporary global linguistics, there is a grayinterest in
exploring the features of metaphor as they relatehaman
cognition and the human factor. This trend higtikghhe
increasing importance of language and thoughterfahmation of
new ideas linked to cognitive processes within ilbenan mind.
These issues are particularly evident in the lingognitive and
linguo-cultural aspects of languages. In lingusstit the end of the
20th century, it became possible to accept thevidtig postulate,
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which stems from the achievements of both Russihfareign
scholars: language is not only connected with ogiltll grows out
of it and expresses it (Maslova 2001: 9).

The orientational, structural, and ontological typef
conceptual metaphors serve as mechanisms for uadeisy
human interaction with the surrounding environmend as
methods for mentally organizing acquired knowledgga result
of the conceptual classification of cognitive métays and their
linguo-cultural interpretation, the following comsions have
been drawn:

orientational metaphors are not arbitrary; they &@sed on
people’s physical and cultural experiences; origomal metaphors
tend to have a more universal character; becagseatte grounded
in simple and relatively uncomplex experiences, pmecess of
meaning transfer in orientational metaphors ocaumse easily;
although basic spatial orientations exist acro$scaltures, the
methods of orientation and their hierarchical dtices vary from
one culture to another; an ontological metaphoraidype of
conceptual metaphor that allows abstract concepte tunderstood
as if they were entities; ontological metaphorsrespnt a way of
interpreting phenomena, actions, emotions, and ro#iestract
notions as objects or substances; structural metagre grounded
in systematic correlations within our experiendéakoff &
Johnson 1980: 61)
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