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THE CONCEPT OF “HUMAN” IN LANGUAGE BY TYPOLOGICAL FEATURES AND ITS
REPRESENTATION IN THE LINGUISTIC SYSTEM

Annotation. This article investigates the typological features of the concept of “human” and its
representation within linguistic systems across different languages. The study is grounded in cognitive
linguistics, linguistic typology, and pragmatics, and it aims to reveal how languages conceptualize and
encode the notion of “human” at lexical, grammatical, and discourse levels. Using a qualitative and
comparative methodology, the research analyzes examples from English, Uzbek, and Karakalpak. The
findings demonstrate that although the concept of “human” is universal, its linguistic realization varies
depending on cultural, typological, and pragmatic factors. The study contributes to the broader
understanding of how human-centered meanings are structured in language.

Keywords: concept, human, linguistic typology, cognitive linguistics, anthropocentrism, semantic
field.

«INSON» KONSEPTINING TIPOLOGIK XUSUSIYATLARI VA UNING TURLI TILLARNING
LISONIY TIZIMLARIDA REPREZENTATSIYASI

Annotatsiya. Ushbu maqola “odam” konseptining tipologik xususiyatlari va uning turli tillardagi
lingvistik tizimlarda ifodalanishini o ‘rganishga bag ‘ishlangan. Tadqiqgot kognitiv lingvistika, lingvistik ti-
pologiya va pragmatika yo ‘nalishlariga asoslanib, tillarda “odam’ tushunchasining leksik, grammatik va
diskursiv darajalarda qanday konseptuallashtirilishi va ifodalanishini aniglashga garatilgan. Sifat va qi-
yosiy metodologiya asosida olib borilgan tadqgigotda ingliz, o ‘zbek va qoragalpoq tillaridan misollar tahlil
gilinadi. Natijalar shuni ko ‘rsatadiki, “odam” konsepti universal bo ‘Isa-da, uning lingvistik ifodasi mada-
niy, tipologik va pragmatik omillarga bog ‘liq holda farglanadi. Tadgigot inson markazidagi ma nolarning
til tizimida qanday shakllanishini chuqurroq anglashga xizmat qiladi.

Kalit so‘zlar: konsept, odam, lingvistik tipologiya, kognitiv lingvistika, antropotsentrizm, semantik
maydon

THUITOJOTI'NMYECKHE OCOBEHHOCTH KOHLEIITA «HEJIOBEK» U EI'O
PENPE3EHTALIUA B A3bIKOBBIX CUCTEMAX PA3JIMYHBIX A3bIKOB

Aunomayus. Jlannas cmamos nocesujeHa uccie008aHUI MUNOIOSUYECKUX 0CODeHHOCIET KOHYeN-
Ma «4enoeexy U e2o penpe3eHmayul 8 A3bIK0GbIX CUCIMEMAX PA3IUYHbIX A3b1K06. Hlccaedosanue ocHo8aHo
HA NONOHCEHUAX KOSHUMUBHOT TUHSGUCTIUKIL, TUHSBUCIIUYECKOT MUNOIOSUI 1 NPACMAMUKIL U HANPAGIEHO
HA BblsAGIeHUe CNOCOD08 KOHYENMYAIU3AYUL U A3bIKOBO20 GbIPANCEHUS NOHAMUSL (HEI08EK » HA JIeKCUYeC-
KOM, ePAMMAMUYECKOM U OUCKYPCUBHOM YPOGHAX. B pamrax xavecmeeHH020 u cOnoCmagumensHo20 noo-
X004 AHANUUPYIOMCS NPUMEPbL U3 AHSTUTCKO20, Y30eKCKO20 U KAPAKATNAKCKO20 A3biK08. Pesyismamoi
NOKA3bIBAIOM, YMO, HECMOMPS HA YHUGEPCATbHOCHb KOHYENMA «4el08eK», €20 A3bIKOBAs Deanu3ayus
eapvupyemcs 6 3a6UCUMOCIU OM KYIbMYPHBIX, MUNON0SUHECKUX U NPACMAMUYecKUX axmopos. Paboma
cnocobemeyem 6onee 2ny60KOMY NOHUMAHUIO MO20, KAK AHMPONOYEHMPUYECKIe SHAYEeHUS CIMPYKIMYPU-
PpYiomesl 8 azvike.

Knrwuegoie cnoea: konyenm, 4enoeex, TUHSGUCIIUYECKAS MUNOIO0US, KOSHUMUBHAS TUHSGUCTIUKA,
AHMPONOYEHMPUIM, CeMAHMUYECKOe NoJe.

Introduction. The concept of “human” occupies a fundamental position in linguistic research
because language itself is an inherently human phenomenon shaped by social interaction, cultural norms,
and cognitive processes [7;15 p.]. In contemporary linguistics, particularly within cognitive linguistics,
concepts are interpreted as mental constructs that organize knowledge and experience, while language
functions as a tool for encoding and transmitting these constructs [2;34 p.].

From this perspective, the concept of “human” represents a multidimensional cognitive structure that
integrates biological, social, cultural, and psychological components. Although this concept exists
universally across languages, its linguistic realization demonstrates considerable variation due to
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typological diversity and cultural specificity [5;21 p.]. Such variation makes the concept a relevant object
of comparative linguistic research.

The purpose of this study is to analyze the typological features of the concept of “human™ and to
examine its representation across different levels of the linguistic system. The research focuses on
identifying universal characteristics alongside language-specific features in English, Uzbek, and
Karakalpak, thereby contributing to the broader understanding of conceptual representation in language.

Literature Review. The concept of “human” has been extensively examined across various
linguistic paradigms, particularly within cognitive linguistics, linguistic typology, and semantic theory.
Scholars have emphasized that human-centered conceptualization is fundamental to language, as linguistic
structures inherently reflect the cognitive and cultural experiences of speakers.

One of the foundational contributions to the study of conceptual structures is provided by Lakoff,
who argues that human cognition is based on categorization processes shaped by embodied experience [1;
91]. According to this view, the concept of “human” is not a fixed or purely biological category but a
prototype-based construct influenced by cultural models and metaphorical thinking. This perspective is
further developed within cognitive grammar, where Langacker highlights that linguistic expressions are
symbolic representations of conceptual structures, including those related to human identity and interaction
[2:52p.].

In the field of semantic universals, Wierzbicka proposes that certain core meanings related to human
existence are shared across languages, forming a set of universal semantic primitives [3; 67]. These
primitives include notions such as “someone,” “people,” and “body,” which are essential for expressing the
concept of “human.” However, while these elements are universal, their combinations and extensions vary
significantly across languages, reflecting cultural and typological diversity.

Typological linguistics has also contributed significantly to the understanding of how the concept of
“human” is encoded in different languages. Croft emphasizes that languages differ in their grammatical and
lexical categorization systems, which influence how human-related meanings are structured and expressed
[5; 48]. For instance, distinctions between personhood, individuality, and social roles may be more or less
explicitly marked depending on the typological characteristics of a language.

From a sociolinguistic and anthropological perspective, Sapir’s work highlights the close relationship
between language, culture, and human perception [7;23 p.]. He argues that language not only reflects
cultural reality but also shapes how individuals conceptualize themselves and others. This idea is further
developed in Whorf’s theory of linguistic relativity, which suggests that different linguistic systems lead to
different patterns of thought and perception, including those related to the concept of “human™ [8; 74].

In addition to cognitive and typological approaches, pragmatic theories provide important insights
into the dynamic realization of the concept in discourse. Levinson notes that human interaction is structured
through pragmatic principles such as deixis, politeness, and speech acts, all of which rely on the
conceptualization of participants as social beings [6;118 p.]. This perspective underscores the importance
of analyzing not only the structural but also the functional aspects of language.

Furthermore, research in lexical semantics, as discussed by Crystal, demonstrates that the vocabulary
associated with human-related concepts is often rich and culturally loaded, reflecting social hierarchies,
values, and norms [4:82 p.]. The lexical field of “human” therefore serves as an important site for
investigating the interaction between language and culture.

Overall, the literature indicates that the concept of “human” is a multidimensional construct that
cannot be fully understood within a single theoretical framework. Instead, it requires an integrated approach
that combines cognitive, typological, semantic, and pragmatic perspectives. The present study builds on
these theoretical foundations contributing to the ongoing discussion on conceptual representation in
language.

Research Methodology. The research is based on a qualitative methodological framework that
integrates conceptual, typological, semantic, and discourse-oriented approaches. Conceptual analysis is
employed to define the internal structure of the concept of “human,” including its semantic components
and cognitive organization [1;87 p.]. This method enables the identification of core conceptual features
shared across languages.

A comparative typological approach is used to analyze similarities and differences in the linguistic
representation of the concept in English, Uzbek, and Karakalpak. This method highlights universal
tendencies as well as structural and cultural variation [5;44 p.].
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Semantic field analysis is applied to examine lexical units related to the concept, including
synonyms, hyponyms, and culturally marked expressions [3;102 p.]. In addition, discourse analysis is used
to investigate how the concept is realized in communication, particularly in relation to speech acts,
politeness strategies, and forms of address.

The data for the study are derived from linguistic literature, dictionaries, and selected textual
examples, ensuring both theoretical and empirical validity.

Analysis and results. The analysis indicates that the concept of “human”™ is a complex cognitive
entity consisting of several interrelated dimensions. The biological dimension defines a human as a living
organism belonging to a specific species, while the social dimension reflects the individual’s role within a
community and system of relationships [3:56 p.].

The cultural dimension encompasses values, norms, and traditions that shape human behavior,
whereas the psychological dimension includes cognition, emotions, and consciousness. These components
together form a dynamic conceptual system that is reflected in linguistic structures [7;28 p.].

The typological analysis demonstrates that the concept of “human” possesses both universal and
language-specific features. Universality is reflected in the presence of linguistic means for referring to
human beings in all languages, confirming the anthropocentric nature of language [1;112 p.].

However, languages differ in how they categorize and encode this concept. English distinguishes
between “human,” “person,” and “individual,” each with distinct semantic nuances, whereas Uzbek and
Karakalpak employ broader lexical units such as “odam™ [5;63 p.]. These differences highlight the influence
of typological and cultural factors on conceptual representation.

The lexical representation of the concept includes a wide range of units that denote human beings
and their attributes, such as gender, age, profession, and social status. This diversity reflects the central role
of the concept in communication and cognition [4;78 p.].

Additionally, lexical items often carry evaluative and cultural meanings, expressing attitudes such as
respect, hierarchy, and morality. These connotations enrich the conceptual structure and demonstrate the
interaction between language and culture.

Grammatical categories such as pronouns, number, and gender contribute significantly to the
representation of the concept of “human.” Pronouns encode distinctions related to person and social
relationships, reflecting how languages structure interpersonal interaction [2;91 p.].

In English, gender is marked in pronouns, whereas Uzbek and Karakalpak lack grammatical gender,
relying instead on contextual cues. This typological variation illustrates different strategies of conceptual
encoding [5;88 p.].

Number distinctions further contribute to the conceptualization of human entities by differentiating
between individual and collective reference.

At the discourse level, the concept of “human” is realized through communicative practices such as
speech acts, politeness strategies, and forms of address. These elements reflect social relationships, cultural
norms, and power dynamics within communication [6;120 p.].

The analysis shows that the concept is dynamically constructed in discourse, as speakers
continuously negotiate identity, roles, and relationships through language use.

The findings confirm that the concept of “human™ is both universal and variable, reflecting the
interaction between cognitive processes, linguistic structures, and cultural contexts. From a cognitive
perspective, the concept serves as a fundamental category for organizing human experience [1;145 p.].

At the same time, typological variation demonstrates that languages differ in how they encode and
interpret this concept, supporting the idea that language shapes thought and perception [8:67 p.]. The
diversity observed in lexical, grammatical, and pragmatic representation highlights the role of language as
an active constructor of meaning rather than a passive reflector of reality.

The study also emphasizes the importance of integrating multiple levels of analysis to fully
understand conceptual representation, as cach level contributes unique insights into the structure and
function of the concept.

Conclusion. In conclusion, the concept of “human” is a central element of linguistic systems,
characterized by both universality and diversity. The study demonstrates that the concept is structured
through interconnected biological, social, cultural, and psychological dimensions, all of which are encoded
in language.

The typological analysis reveals significant variation in lexical, grammatical, and pragmatic
representation, highlighting the influence of cultural and structural factors. These findings contribute to the
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field of cognitive and typological linguistics and provide a foundation for further research on conceptual
structures.

Future studies may expand the scope of analysis by incorporating additional languages and exploring
other related concepts.
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