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Abstract: This study investigates metaphor usage in Uzbek and English within the
framework of cognitive linguistics. Drawing on conceptual metaphor theory, it
examines how abstract concepts are structured through metaphorical mappings across
languages. A qualitative comparative approach was employed, using the metaphor
identification procedure to analyze data from literary texts, media discourse, and
everyday language. The findings reveal both shared conceptual metaphors, particularly
in domains such as time and emotion, and culture-specific variations. Uzbek metaphors
tend to be more emotionally expressive, while English metaphors are more abstract.
The study highlights the role of culture in shaping metaphor and its implications for
translation and language teaching.

Keywords: metaphor, cognitive linguistics, conceptual metaphor, Uzbek, English,
cross-linguistic, culture

Annotatsiya: Mazkur tadgiqot kognitiv lingvistika doirasida o ‘zbek va ingliz
tillarida metaforalarning qo ‘llanilishini o ‘rganadi. Kontseptual metafora nazariyasiga
asoslanib, abstrakt tushunchalarning metaforik ifodalanishi tahlil qilinadi. Tadqgiqot
sifatli qiyosiy yondashuv asosida olib borilib, metaforalar adabiy matnlar, OAV va
kundalik nutgdan olingan misollar orqali metaforani aniglash usuli yordamida tahlil
qilindi. Natijalar ikki tilda umumiy metaforalar mavjudligini ko ‘rsatdi. Shu bilan birga,
o zbek metaforalari ko ‘proq hissiy, ingliz metaforalari esa abstrakt xususiyatga ega
ekanligi aniglandi.

Kalit so‘zlar: metafora, kognitiv lingvistika, kontseptual metafora, o ‘zbek tili, ingliz
tili, giyosiy tahlil, madaniyat

AHHOTanMA: /lannoe ucciredosanue paccmampusaem Ucnoib3osanue memagpop 6
V30EKCKOM U AHSTUUCKOM SI3bIKAX 8 PAMKAX KOSHUMUGHOU aunesucmuku. Ha ocnoge
meopuu KOHYenmyaibHol Memaghopsbl aHATUUPYemcs, KaKk aOCmpaxkmmuvie NOHAMuUs
guipaxcaromes  uepez Memagopudeckue mooenu. Ilpumensemcs KavecmeenHblll
CPABHUMENbHBILL NOOX00 C UCHOIb308AHUEM Memooa udeHmupurayuu memagop u
aHAIU3a OAHHBIX U3 XyoodcecmeenHvix mekcmos, CMHU u nosceonesnoll peuu.
Pe3zynemamul nokasviearom nanuuue oowux KOHYEnmyaibHvlX Memagop, 0ocobeHHO 8
chepax epemenu u SmMoyuLl, @ makaice KyJivmypHo 00YClo8leHHble paziudus. Y30eKkcKkue
Memaghopvl OoNee IMOYUOHATbHYBL, MO20A KAK AHIAUUCKUe OMauyaromcs Oonvuiel
abcmpakmHocmoio.



KiaroueBble ciioBa: memaghopa, KocHUMUBHAS TUHCBUCMUKA, KOHYUENM)ANbHAsL
memacgpopa, y36eKcKull A3biK, AHSIUNUCKULL A3bIK, CPASHUMENbHBIU AHAIU3, KYIbMYpa

Introduction. Metaphor has long been regarded as a central phenomenon in
linguistic inquiry, traditionally associated with rhetoric and stylistics. However, with
the advent of cognitive linguistics, metaphor has been reconceptualized as a
fundamental mechanism of human thought rather than merely a decorative feature of
language. The seminal work of Lakoff and Johnson (1980) fundamentally transformed
the understanding of metaphor by demonstrating that it structures not only language but
also cognition, perception, and action [1]. From this perspective, metaphor is deeply
embedded in everyday communication and reflects the conceptual systems through
which individuals interpret reality.

Within this theoretical framework, the present study investigates the usage of
metaphors in Uzbek and English, adopting a comparative approach that integrates
linguistic, cognitive, and cultural dimensions. While English has been extensively
examined within the paradigm of conceptual metaphor theory, Uzbek remains relatively
underexplored, particularly in terms of systematic cross-linguistic analysis. This
imbalance highlights the necessity of incorporating underrepresented languages into
broader theoretical discussions in order to achieve a more comprehensive understanding
of metaphor as a universal yet culturally mediated phenomenon.

Methodology and Literature Review. In the context of English linguistics,
metaphor has been extensively analyzed across a wide range of discourse domains,
including political rhetoric, economic discourse, and everyday communication.
Charteris-Black (2004), for instance, demonstrates how metaphor functions as a
persuasive tool in political language, shaping public perception and ideological framing
[2]. Similarly, Deignan (2005) emphasizes the importance of corpus-based approaches
in identifying patterns of metaphor usage in authentic language data [3].

In contrast, research on metaphor in Uzbek has been relatively limited and has often
focused on literary analysis rather than systematic linguistic investigation. Traditional
studies have tended to treat metaphor as a stylistic device within poetry and prose,
without fully engaging with contemporary cognitive frameworks. As a result, there
remains a significant gap in the application of conceptual metaphor theory to Uzbek,
particularly in comparative contexts.

Cross-linguistic research has shown that while certain metaphorical mappings appear
to be universal, others vary significantly across languages. For example, emotional
experiences such as anger or love are frequently conceptualized through metaphors, yet
the specific imagery used to express these emotions may differ depending on cultural
norms and values. This suggests that metaphor serves as a bridge between cognition



and culture, reflecting both shared human experiences and culturally specific
interpretations.

The research adopts a qualitative comparative design, supplemented by elements of
corpus-based analysis, in order to provide a comprehensive examination of metaphor
usage in Uzbek and English. This approach is particularly suitable for exploring the
complex interplay between language, cognition, and culture, as it allows for detailed
analysis of both linguistic forms and their underlying conceptual structures.

The data for the study were collected from a variety of sources, including literary
texts, journalistic materials, and naturally occurring language in everyday
communication. English data were additionally supported by established linguistic
corpora, which provided access to a wide range of authentic examples. Uzbek data were
drawn from published texts and spoken discourse, ensuring that the analysis reflects
both formal and informal language use.

The identification and analysis of metaphors were conducted using the Metaphor
Identification Procedure (MIP) developed by the Pragglejaz Group [4]. This method
involves systematically examining lexical units in context to determine whether they
are used metaphorically, based on a comparison between their contextual meaning and
their more basic, literal meaning.

Once identified, the metaphors were categorized according to their underlying
conceptual domains and analyzed in terms of their linguistic realization and cultural
significance. The comparative analysis focused on identifying both similarities and
differences between Uzbek and English, with particular attention to the role of cultural
factors in shaping metaphorical expression.

Results and Discussion. The analysis revealed a complex interplay between
universal cognitive patterns and language-specific variations in metaphor usage. A
number of conceptual metaphors were found to be common to both Uzbek and English,
suggesting the existence of shared cognitive structures rooted in human experience. For
instance, the conceptualization of time as a valuable resource is evident in both
languages, as reflected in expressions that equate time with money or a limited
commodity. Similarly, the metaphor of life as a journey appears in both linguistic
systems, indicating a common tendency to understand abstract experiences in terms of
physical movement through space.

At the same time, significant differences were observed in the way metaphors are
linguistically and culturally realized. In Uzbek, metaphorical expressions often exhibit
a high degree of emotional intensity and are closely tied to traditional cultural values.
For example, expressions involving the heart as the locus of emotion tend to convey a
deeper and more vivid sense of internal experience compared to their English
counterparts. This suggests that emotional expression in Uzbek is more strongly
associated with embodied and affective imagery.



In contrast, English metaphors tend to be more abstract and less emotionally charged,
reflecting a different set of cultural priorities. The use of metaphor in English often
emphasizes efficiency, control, and rationality, particularly in domains such as time and
work. This difference may be attributed to broader cultural patterns that prioritize
individualism and productivity.

These findings have important implications for language teaching and translation. In
language education, the explicit teaching of metaphor can enhance learners’ ability to
understand and produce natural and culturally appropriate language. In translation, a
lack of awareness of metaphorical differences can lead to misinterpretation or loss of
meaning, particularly when literal translations fail to capture the intended conceptual
mapping.

Furthermore, the study contributes to the broader field of cognitive linguistics by
demonstrating the importance of including underrepresented languages such as Uzbek
in cross-linguistic research. Such inclusion not only enriches theoretical understanding,
but also promotes a more inclusive and globally relevant linguistic scholarship.

Conclusion. This study has provided a comprehensive analysis of metaphor usage
in Uzbek and English, highlighting both shared cognitive patterns and culturally
specific variations. The findings confirm that metaphor is a fundamental aspect of
language and thought, shaped by both universal human experience and particular
cultural contexts.

By integrating cognitive and comparative approaches, the study has contributed to a
deeper understanding of how metaphor functions across languages. It has also addressed
a significant gap in the literature by bringing Uzbek into the scope of contemporary
metaphor research.
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