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TEOPETUUYECKUE NOJAXOAbI K KOHIEITYAJIBHO-CEMAHTUUECKOMY U
JIMHI' BOKOTHUTUBHOMY U3YUEHUIO META®OP KOJOI'MUYECKOI'O TUCKYPCA

Annomauyus. B oannoit cmamoee paccmampusaiomcst OCHOSHbIE Meopemuyeckite n00X00bl K KOH-
YeNMYAnbHO-CEMAHMULECKOMY U TUHCEOKOSHUMUGHOMY UZVHEHUIO MEMAPOP IKOIO2UHECKO20 OUCKYPCA.
Hceneoosarie 0CcHOBbIBACTNCS HA NOTONCEHUU O HIOM, YO Memagopa npedcmaeasiem coboi He MOAbKO
CUTUCUYeCKOe CPeOCBO, HO U KOSHUMUGH bITE MEXAHUIM KOHYENHYATUZAYUL, CEMAHMUYLCKO20 MOOCTU-
Posanus 1 unmepnpemayuy OeticmeumensHoCmiL. B cmampe 0ceeyaiomes amanst pazeumiisl meopui me-
Magopsr OM MpAOUYUOHHBIX CEMAHMUYECKUX MPAKMOBOK 00 COBPEMEHHBIX KOSHUMUBHBIX U OUCKYDCUB-
HBIX N00X0008. Packpwisaemes meopemuueckas CYyuHOCMb MAKUX KAIOUEBbIX NOHAMUT, KAK OYKEATbHO® U
nepeHOCHOe 3HaYeHue, UCX0OHAA cqhepa, yenesasn cihepd, KOHYeNnMYaibHA MOOEIb, Qhpetim, CIom 1 Mema-
Gopuueckasn cemn. Pe3yivmamul ucciedo8anus NOKA3LIBAIOM, YMO OAHHBIE NOOX00bI MOV 3Q)Ghe KMUBHO
NPUMEHIMbCS. NP AHATU3E IKOTOSUHECKO20 OUCKYPC, 8 KOSHUMUBHOT TUHSUCHIUKE, OUCKYPC-AHATU3e U
CONOCMABUMETLHBIX UCCTEO0BUHIUSIX.

Knioueswie crosa: memaghopa, sxonozuveckuti OUCKYPC, KOHYENMYAAbHO-CEMAHMUYECKUTT AHATUS,
JIUHEBOKOSHUMUBHBIT AHATU3, DYKEATbHOE 3HAYeH e, NePeHOCHOe 3HAYeHILe, UCXOOHAs chepa, yeaeeas cohe-
pa, KOHYenmyanbHdas1 MOOeib, Qpelim, CIom, Memapopuyeckas cemn.

Introduction. In contemporary linguistics, metaphor is no longer viewed as a marginal stylistic
embellishment restricted to literary texts. Modern linguistic scholarship treats metaphor as one of the central
mechanisms through which people conceptualize reality, organize knowledge, and interpret abstract or
complex phenomena. This theoretical reorientation is especially significant for the study of ecological
discourse, where environmental processes, climate change, biodiversity loss, and ecological crisis are often
represented through figurative language. George Lakoff and Mark Johnson formulate this shift in a highly
influential way when they state that metaphor is “not just in language but in thought and action™ [1;3-p.].

The relevance of the present article is determined by the growing importance of ecological discourse
in modern communication and by the need to clarify the theoretical approaches that make its metaphorical
structure analyzable. Ecological discourse is not limited to the literal description of environmental facts. It
also includes metaphorical models through which the environment is understood as a living organism, the
planet as a body or home, and ecological crisis as illness, danger, or conflict. Therefore, a consistent
theoretical discussion of conceptual-semantic and linguocognitive approaches to metaphor is necessary.

The aim of the article is to systematize the main theoretical approaches to the conceptual-semantic
and linguocognitive study of ecological discourse metaphors. To achieve this aim, the article addresses the
following tasks: first, to outline the main stages in the development of metaphor studies; second, to explain
the difference and correlation between conceptual-semantic and linguocognitive analysis; third, to clarify
the notions of literal and figurative meaning, source domain, target domain, conceptual model, frame, slot,
and metaphorical network; and fourth, to show how these categories may be applied to the study of
ecological discourse.

Literature Review. The modern theory of metaphor developed gradually from classical rhetoric to
contemporary cognitive and discourse-oriented paradigms. In traditional stylistics and semantics, metaphor
was mainly interpreted as a trope based on similarity. Within that perspective, metaphor was treated as a
decorative linguistic device that replaced a direct name with an indirect one. Although this interpretation
remains useful for describing individual figurative expressions, it cannot explain why metaphor occurs
systematically in scientific, political, journalistic, and ecological discourse.

A major turning point in metaphor studies came with the emergence of conceptual metaphor theory.
Lakoff and Johnson argue that metaphor is not merely a feature of language but a feature of thought itself,
and that people “understand and experience one kind of thing in terms of another” [1;5-p]. This proposition
is fundamental because it demonstrates that metaphor functions as a cognitive instrument rather than only
as a rhetorical figure. Zoltan Kovecses further develops this approach by emphasizing the importance of
source domain and target domain. According to him, conceptual metaphors consist of “a source domain
and a target domain” [2;32 p.]. The source domain is the more concrete and experientially grounded
conceptual sphere, whereas the target domain is the more abstract sphere that is interpreted through the
source. In ecological discourse, this distinction becomes especially productive, since abstract and large-
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scale environmental phenomena are frequently conceptualized through more familiar domains such as
health, war, home, or the body.

The linguocognitive dimension of metaphor analysis is strengthened by the work of Russian scholars.
N. D. Arutyunova underlines the formative role of language in conceptual thinking and notes that language
“forms concepts and judgments” [3;1 p.] This observation is important because it supports the view that
metaphor is not external to cognition but is directly involved in the formation of conceptual categories.

Another significant contribution comes from A.P.Chudinov, whose studies emphasize the systematic
nature of metaphorical models and their internal organization. His work demonstrates that metaphors can
be grouped into larger conceptual systems and analyzed through their frame structure [4; 41-p]. This
methodological principle is particularly useful for ecological discourse, where individual expressions
usually belong to broader metaphorical networks. The ecolinguistic perspective also plays an important
role. Einar Haugen introduced the ecological view of language by defining language ecology as “the study
of the interactions between any given language and its environment™ [5;325 p.]. Later, Arran Stibbe
extended this perspective and argued that ecolinguistics investigates the “stories we live by” [6:2 p]. These
works are relevant because ecological discourse metaphors are not isolated linguistic units; they are
embedded in broader cultural and ideological narratives about nature, crisis, responsibility, and survival.
Thus, the review of literature shows that modern metaphor studies are based on the convergence of
semantic, cognitive, discourse-oriented, and ecolinguistic approaches. This convergence provides the
theoretical foundation for the study of ecological discourse metaphors.

Research Methodology. The present study is based on a qualitative-descriptive approach. Since the
article is theoretical in character, the main research material consists of major works in cognitive linguistics,
semantics, discourse analysis, and ecolinguistics. The methodological basis of the study includes the
following methods: First, conceptual-semantic analysis is used to explain how literal meaning is
transformed into figurative meaning and how metaphorical transfer is organized semantically. This method
is especially important for distinguishing between the denotative and figurative aspects of ecological
discourse metaphors.

Second, linguocognitive analysis is applied to reveal the conceptual models underlying metaphorical
expressions. Within this framework, particular attention is paid to source and target domains, conceptual
structures, and the role of embodied and cultural knowledge in metaphor formation. Third, comparative
interpretation of theoretical sources is used in order to systematize the views of different scholars and reveal
convergences and divergences between semantic and cognitive approaches.

The analytical procedure is organized around several key categories: literal meaning, figurative
meaning, source domain, target domain, conceptual model, frame, slot, and metaphorical network. These
categories are treated as complementary analytical tools. The combination of these methods makes it
possible to present a coherent account of the theoretical approaches to ecological discourse metaphors.

Analysis and Results. The analysis of theoretical sources demonstrates that the conceptual -semantic
and linguocognitive approaches to metaphor are closely related, yet they focus on different aspects of the
same phenomenon. From the conceptual-semantic perspective, metaphor is primarily treated as a process
of meaning transfer. The central question here is how a lexical unit moves from literal to figurative meaning.
Literal meaning is the direct, dictionary-based meaning of a word, whereas figurative meaning appears
when the same lexical unit is projected onto another conceptual sphere. For example, in the expression the
Earth is sick, the adjective sick retains its semantic association with bodily illness, but in discourse it
acquires a figurative meaning related to the ecological condition of the planet. The conceptual-semantic
approach therefore focuses on the structure of meaning, semantic reorganization, and the logic of transfer.

The analysis also shows that the concepts of source domain and target domain are central to
conceptual-semantic interpretation. The source domain provides the semantic material for metaphorical
transfer, while the target domain receives that structure. Thus, in ecological discourse, a model such as
CLIMATE CHANGE IS WAR relies on the source domain of war and the target domain of climate change.
Similarly, NATURE IS A LIVING ORGANISM relies on the source domain of bodily life and the target
domain of nature. These relations confirm that metaphorical meaning is structured rather than
arbitrary. From the linguocognitive perspective, metaphor is interpreted as a cognitive mechanism that
organizes experience. Here the focus shifts from the surface meaning of an individual expression to the
deeper conceptual model that generates a series of metaphorical realizations. The analysis shows that
metaphors in ecological discourse tend to cluster around recurrent models, such as NATURE IS A LIVING
ORGANISM, THE EARTH IS HOME, THE PLANET IS A BODY, and CLIMATE CHANGE IS WAR.
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These models are not isolated verbal formulas; they function as stable patterns of ecological
conceptualization. A particularly important result of the analysis concerns the role of frames and slots.
Within the linguocognitive approach, a conceptual model is internally organized into smaller cognitive
units. For instance, the model ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEM IS DISEASE can be analyzed through the
frame illness, which contains slots such as cause, symptom, diagnosis, treatment, and recovery. In the same
way, the model CLIMATE CHANGE IS WAR can be analyzed through the frame conflict, with slots such
as enemy, threat, defense, strategy, and victory. This means that metaphors do not operate as loose
figurative expressions; they are structured according to cognitive scenarios.

Another important finding concerns the notion of metaphorical network. The analysis confirms that
metaphors in ecological discourse often appear not singly, but in clusters. A dominant conceptual model
may generate multiple related expressions. For example, the model NATURE IS A LIVING ORGANISM
may produce expressions such as the planet is sick, nature is recovering, ecosystems are dying, and the
ocean is choking. Such clusters form metaphorical networks and reveal the internal coherence of ecological
discourse.The study also shows that ecolinguistics strengthens metaphor analysis by connecting linguistic
structures with cultural and ecological worldviews. Haugen’s ecological approach to language and Stibbe’s
idea of “stories we live by” indicate that metaphor is not only a semantic and cognitive mechanism but also
a means of shaping ecological awareness. In this respect, ecological discourse metaphors perform a
mediating function between scientific knowledge, public understanding, and cultural values.

Overall, the results demonstrate that the conceptual-semantic approach reveals how metaphorical
meaning is formed, while the linguocognitive approach explains how that meaning is embedded in broader
conceptual systems. The two approaches are therefore not contradictory; rather, they complement one
another and together provide a fuller model for analyzing ecological discourse metaphors.

Conclusion and Recommendations. The study has shown that metaphor should be approached as
a multidimensional phenomenon situated at the intersection of semantics, cognition, discourse, and culture.
The conceptual-semantic approach is primarily concerned with the transformation of literal meaning into
figurative meaning and with the semantic relations that make such transfer possible. The linguocognitive
approach, by contrast, explains metaphor as a mechanism of conceptualization that reveals stable models
of human thought.

The theoretical review confirms that Lakoff and Johnson, Kdévecses, Arutyunova, Chudinov,
Haugen, and Stibbe have each made a significant contribution to the understanding of metaphor as more
than a stylistic ornament. Their ideas demonstrate that ecological discourse metaphors can and should be
studied through a combination of semantic and cognitive methods. The article also makes it clear that
ecological discourse is a particularly productive field for metaphor research because it relies heavily on
source domains such as body, illness, home, war, and system in order to conceptualize complex
environmental realities. This creates dominant conceptual models and metaphorical networks that shape
ecological understanding.

As a recommendation, further studies should move from purely theoretical discussion to corpus-
based analysis of ecological discourse in specific languages, including comparative research between
English and Uzbek. Future work may also focus on the productivity of particular conceptual models, the
role of metaphor in ecological awareness, and the linguistic representation of environmental crises in
different discourse types.
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