
European science international conference: 

STUDYING THE PROGRESS OF SCIENCE AND ITS SHORTCOMINGS 

 

60 
 

LINGUOCULTURAL MODELING OF THE CONCEPTS OF “WAR” AND 

“PEACE”: METAPHOR, ASSOCIATION, AND SEMANTIC FIELD ANALYSIS 

 

Abduraxmonov Murodbek 

Teacher at Department of English history and grammar 

Samarkand State Institute of Foreign Languages 

murodbek032@gmail.com 

 

Abstract: This article investigates the linguocultural modeling of the concepts of 

“war” and “peace” through metaphorical structures, associative networks, and semantic 

field analysis. The study is based on the theoretical frameworks of cognitive linguistics 

and linguoculturology, which view language as a reflection of collective cultural 

consciousness. The research demonstrates that the concept of war is characterized by 

high metaphorical productivity, dense associative fields, and strong emotional 

evaluation, often conceptualized through metaphors of destruction, disease, and 

uncontrollable force. In contrast, the concept of peace is linguistically represented as an 

abstract ethical ideal associated with balance, harmony, and recovery. The analysis 

reveals a significant asymmetry between the two concepts, showing that war is 

linguistically more dynamic and narratively dominant, while peace remains axiologically 

positive but conceptually less elaborated. The findings highlight how language encodes 

cultural attitudes toward conflict and harmony, emphasizing the role of linguistic 

structures in shaping moral perception and collective memory. The study contributes to 

linguocultural research by revealing the cognitive and axiological mechanisms 

underlying the verbal representation of war and peace. 
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In modern linguistic and cultural studies, the analysis of key conceptual categories has 

become one of the most productive directions in understanding the interaction between 

language, culture, and collective consciousness. Among such categories, the concepts of 

“war” and “peace” occupy a central position due to their universal nature and deep 

cultural significance. These concepts function not merely as lexical units or historical 

references but as complex linguocultural constructs that reflect national experience, 

collective memory, and value systems embedded in language. 

The growing interest in linguocultural modeling stems from the recognition that 

language does not simply name reality but actively structures it. Through metaphor, 

associative networks, and semantic fields, linguistic consciousness interprets social 

experience and transforms it into culturally meaningful knowledge. From this 

perspective, “war” and “peace” emerge as multidimensional conceptual formations 
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shaped by historical trauma, ethical evaluation, emotional response, and symbolic 

representation. 

Linguoculturology views a concept as a unit of cultural meaning verbalized through 

language. According to V. V. Krasnykh, a concept represents a culturally marked mental 

formation that connects linguistic expression with social and historical experience¹. This 

definition allows researchers to move beyond dictionary meanings and explore the inner 

structure of concepts as dynamic systems consisting of cognitive, emotional, and 

axiological components. 

In the conceptual system of any culture, “war” and “peace” form a binary opposition. 

However, this opposition is not symmetrical. War tends to generate denser metaphorical 

networks and stronger emotional associations, while peace often functions as an abstract 

ethical ideal. This asymmetry makes their linguocultural modeling particularly revealing. 

Modern conceptual linguistics emphasizes that concepts are structured through 

metaphorical projection. George Lakoff and Mark Johnson demonstrated that abstract 

notions are commonly understood through concrete experiential domains. As a result, 

“war” and “peace” are not perceived directly but conceptualized through bodily, spatial, 

and emotional metaphors. In English linguoculture, the concept of WAR is frequently 

metaphorized through domains of destruction, disease, chaos, and darkness. Expressions 

such as war wounds, battle scars, frontline of life, or fight against poverty illustrate the 

extension of the war metaphor beyond military discourse. This metaphorical expansion 

reveals the cognitive mechanism through which conflict becomes a model for 

understanding struggle in general. 

Conversely, PEACE is commonly conceptualized through metaphors of light, balance, 

healing, and harmony. Phrases like inner peace, peace of mind, peaceful coexistence, and 

restoration of peace indicate that peace is linguistically associated with stability and 

recovery rather than action or movement. This contrast already suggests fundamental 

differences in the conceptual energy of the two notions. The metaphorical modeling of 

WAR often involves aggressive motion schemas. The concept is associated with verbs of 

attack, invasion, collision, and rupture. This dynamic quality reflects the perception of 

war as an intrusive force disrupting normal order. In cognitive terms, WAR is encoded as 

an event concept, characterized by intensity and temporality. 

PEACE, by contrast, functions as a state concept. It lacks dramatic verbs and is 

predominantly expressed through stative constructions. Linguistically, peace is 

represented as continuity rather than transformation. This difference plays a crucial role 

in their axiological interpretation: war is evaluated as abnormal yet powerful, while peace 

is normal yet fragile. Associative analysis further reveals the emotional structure of these 

concepts. Psycholinguistic studies show that WAR typically evokes associations such as 

death, fear, blood, destruction, suffering, and loss. These associations are remarkably 

stable across cultures, though their intensity varies depending on historical experience. 
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In English-speaking cultures, particularly after the twentieth century, war associations 

increasingly shift from heroism toward trauma. Words such as shell shock, PTSD, 

memory, silence, and absence have entered the associative field of war, reflecting the 

impact of modern warfare on collective consciousness. PEACE, in associative networks, 

is linked with calm, safety, home, silence, balance, and hope. However, unlike war, peace 

often lacks vivid imagery. This relative semantic emptiness suggests that peace is 

perceived less through experience and more through aspiration. Linguoculturally, peace 

functions as a value ideal rather than a lived condition. The semantic field of WAR in 

English demonstrates remarkable structural complexity. It includes military terminology, 

emotional vocabulary, moral judgment, and metaphorical extensions into political and 

social discourse. Terms such as enemy, sacrifice, victory, defeat, resistance, and survival 

create a dense lexical network reinforcing the dramatic nature of the concept. 

PEACE metaphors, on the other hand, often require agency (build peace, maintain 

peace, preserve peace). Linguistically, peace must be actively constructed, while war 

simply happens. This grammatical asymmetry reflects deep cultural assumptions 

embedded in language. Thus, linguocultural modeling reveals not only how concepts are 

structured but how responsibility and morality are encoded at the linguistic level. At this 

stage, the analysis demonstrates that “war” and “peace” are not merely opposite lexical 

units but culturally asymmetrical constructs. War dominates metaphor, association, and 

semantic density; peace dominates ethical valuation. Together, they form a conceptual 

dyad through which language articulates human experience of violence and hope. 

The metaphorical structure of the concepts of WAR and PEACE reveals deeper 

cognitive mechanisms through which culture interprets collective experience. In 

linguocultural analysis, metaphors are not ornamental devices but fundamental 

instruments of conceptual organization. They determine how societies interpret reality, 

assign responsibility, and evaluate moral phenomena. In English linguistic culture, WAR 

is predominantly structured through source domains of natural disaster, disease, and 

mechanical breakdown. Metaphors such as the outbreak of war, the spread of violence, or 

the machinery of war portray conflict as something impersonal and uncontrollable. These 

metaphorical patterns remove direct human agency from war and reframe it as an 

autonomous force. As Lakoff emphasizes, such metaphors shape political and ethical 

perception by naturalizing violence and reducing moral accountability. 

Another prominent metaphorical model conceptualizes WAR AS A GAME or 

COMPETITION. Expressions like winning the war, losing ground, strategic moves, and 

playing one’s cards illustrate this pattern. While seemingly neutral, this metaphor 

trivializes human suffering by translating violence into abstract strategy. 

Linguoculturally, this model reflects modern society’s tendency to intellectualize 

destruction rather than emotionally confront it. In contrast, PEACE lacks comparable 

metaphorical richness. The dominant models conceptualize peace as BALANCE, 

HEALING, or HOMEOSTASIS. Linguistic expressions such as restore peace, fragile 
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peace, lasting peace, or return to peace emphasize stability and recovery. These 

metaphors present peace as a vulnerable condition requiring continuous maintenance 

rather than spontaneous existence. 

The semantic field interaction between WAR and PEACE further demonstrates their 

unequal conceptual status. WAR forms a dense semantic network with clearly defined 

subfields: military hierarchy, weaponry, tactics, trauma, and memory. PEACE, however, 

connects primarily with moral and philosophical vocabulary. Its field remains open-

ended and diffuse. From a linguocultural perspective, this imbalance suggests that human 

cognition prioritizes threat recognition over harmony maintenance. Evolutionary 

linguistics supports this view, arguing that languages develop more precise mechanisms 

for encoding danger than safety. Consequently, war-related lexicon expands rapidly, 

while peace-related vocabulary remains limited and abstract. 

Cultural narratives reinforce this structure. Historical discourse often presents war as 

unavoidable, while peace is portrayed as temporary. This linguistic framing normalizes 

conflict and destabilizes harmony. Through repetition, such patterns become internalized 

cultural scripts. From the standpoint of linguocultural modeling, these scripts represent 

conceptual hierarchies. WAR occupies the domain of eventfulness and intensity; PEACE 

occupies the domain of normativity and ethics. One disrupts order; the other attempts to 

restore it. Yet language privileges disruption over restoration. This phenomenon is 

particularly evident in metaphorical productivity. WAR metaphors extend into politics 

(war on terror), medicine (fight disease), and economics (trade war). PEACE metaphors 

rarely extend beyond ethical discourse. This asymmetry illustrates the conceptual 

dominance of conflict-based cognition. Jan Assmann’s theory of cultural memory 

provides further explanation. Trauma creates narrative urgency, while stability resists 

narration. Language, as a cultural memory mechanism, therefore retains conflict more 

vividly than harmony. War becomes linguistically immortal; peace remains aspirational. 

Despite this imbalance, linguocultural modeling also reveals potential for 

transformation. When peace metaphors evolve toward active imagery — such as building 

peace or cultivating peace — language begins to reframe harmony as a creative process. 

These emerging metaphors signal a shift toward responsibility-centered discourse. In 

contemporary linguocultural studies, scholars increasingly emphasize the ethical function 

of conceptual modeling. Concepts shape not only understanding but behavior. 

Conclusion 

The linguocultural modeling of the concepts of “war” and “peace” demonstrates that 

language plays a decisive role in shaping collective interpretation of conflict and 

harmony. Through metaphorical structures, associative networks, and semantic fields, 

linguistic consciousness encodes historical experience, emotional response, and moral 

evaluation. The analysis reveals a profound asymmetry between the two concepts. WAR 

is linguistically dynamic, metaphorically rich, emotionally intense, and narratively 

productive. PEACE, although axiologically dominant, remains abstract, fragile, and 
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conceptually underdeveloped. This imbalance reflects deep cognitive and cultural 

tendencies to articulate crisis more vividly than stability. 

Metaphor analysis shows that war is often naturalized and depersonalized, while peace 

requires deliberate agency. Associative analysis demonstrates that war is experienced 

sensorially, whereas peace is imagined ethically. Semantic field analysis confirms that 

conflict occupies a denser lexical space than harmony. 
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