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The metaphor is perhaps one of man’s most fruitful potentialities. 
Its efficacy verges on magic and it seems a tool for creation which God 

forgot inside one of His creatures when He made him.
Jose Ortega y Gasset 

SUMMARY

The article presents selected results of the author’s studies on the metaphorical description 
of emotions by six-year-old children. The studies show that the presentation of meaning through 
metaphors makes it easy for children to explain difficult concepts. Children’s metaphors allow us to 
illustrate the different nature of thinking in children, and, as a result, their highly original definitions. 
The article is an attempt to show a new perspective in logopedic therapy based on cognitive abilities, 
children’s imagination and their metaphorical skills. The presented suggestion addressed to therapy 
from the pragmatic angle only outlines the problem.
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SOME WORDS ABOUT METAPHOR

The interpretation of metaphor presented in this study is not an exhaustive 
presentation from the standpoint of cognitive linguistics and determinants related 
to the cognitive development of the child. The author is aware of the fact that 
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literature on the issues of metaphor is extremely abundant to the point of “being 
impossible to grasp”.1 The title of the article points to the connections between 
children’s metaphorical skills and their cognitive development and the reflection 
of these processes in programming logopedic treatment.

From the ancient times, metaphor was perceived mainly as a linguistic-se-
mantic phenomenon found in a narrow area – that of rhetoric and poetry. Intro-
duced into culture by Greek rhetoricians, defined by Aristotle,2 and for centuries 
identified with literature, art and philosophy, metaphor eventually became the 
object of interest of psychologists, educators, and teachers of Polish. It was only 
“cognitivism that transformed thinking of metaphor” (Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009: 38) 
and gave it a different status because it connected metaphor with the nature of 
thinking, attributed it to elementary cognitive processes, and showed it as an in-
alienable element of experience, understanding, and expressing reality.3 Metaphor 
ceased to be something artificial and ornamental. Unlike in “traditional linguis-
tics”, metaphors in the cognitive paradigm are treated not only as poetic means 
but also as carriers of meaning, tools of thinking and activity, whereby they gained 
the virtue of universality (cf. Lakoff, Turner, 1989; Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009). “The 
essence of metaphor”, they maintain, “is understanding and experiencing one kind 
of thing in terms of another” and explaining or experiencing the unknown through 
the known (Lakoff, Turner 1989, 27). Thanks to the authors, studies on metaphor 
highlighted that it does not belong exclusively to the sphere of language but it is 
a mental phenomenon – the domain of metaphor is our thinking, it is indispensable 

1 In his article on metaphor, J. Ziomek (1984: 181–209) presented his view on the problem as 
follows: “Almost anyone who is writing about the metaphor today feels obliged to make excuses 
because of certain recklessness in dealing with the subject which has so rich literature to the point 
of being impossible to grasp”.

2 Aristotle treated metaphor as giving the thing a name that belongs to something else: the 
transference being either from genus to species, or from species to genus, or from species to spe-
cies, on the grounds of analogy (Aristotle, 1988: 351–352 [Polish version]). This form of definition 
encompasses metonymy, hyperbole, synecdoche, and metaphor in its narrow sense expressing it as 
transference by analogy (Limont, 1997: 43, see also: Kotowska, 2015: 335–336). M. Zawisławska 
(https://zawislawska.com/category/metafora/ [access: 24.09.2018]) highlights one special fact: 
Aristotle also emphasized that metaphor can be used in prose because we all speak metaphorically 
using proper and common names (Aristotle, Rhetoric); this means that he did not treat metaphor 
exclusively as a rhetorical figure.

3 In Lakoff and Johnson’s investigations rich tradition can be found because I. Kant, in his 
Critique of Pure Reason (Polish version 1986: 254), said: “thinking of an object in general through 
a pure concept of the understanding can become cognition only insofar as this concept is related to 
objects of the senses”. C.S. Lewis (1947: 77) mentioned that when we are talking about things that 
cannot be perceived through the senses we have to resort to the metaphorical use of language, speak 
of them in such a way so that they could be grasped by hearing, touch, eyesight or taste. This “refer-
ence to objects of the senses” is precisely the stimulation of metaphorical thinking in the meaning 
given to it by the Lakoff and Johnson theory. It says that metaphors are widespread in everyday 
language, and occur systematically (after: Dryll, 2014: 33).
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for orientation in the world, it molds human thinking and activity; furthermore, 
some of our cognitive areas can be accessed only by means of metaphor. Accord-
ing to those studying the question, “metaphor is the same and equally valuable 
element of our cognition as the other senses are” (Burzyński, 2012: 19) because 
metaphors create the framework through which we see the world and control our 
thinking, perception, and eventually, alkoso our conduct” (Lakoff, 2011: 11). “In 
order to bring closer that which is not close to our cognition, to explain the un-
clear, we refer to metaphor” (Maćkiewicz, 1999: 33). Explaining the phenomena 
of reality by means of metaphors consists in the “perception of one domain by 
another” (ibid.) through the use of two domains: the source domain and the tar-
get domain. In the course of this operation, “the structure of the source domain 
is superimposed on the target domain” (ibid.), hence occurs the mapping of the 
known and previously conceptually learned source domain on the conceptualized 
and less known target domain (Hohol, 2007). It should be stressed that during this 
process “certain aspects of a metaphorized phenomenon are highlighted, others 
are belittled, and still others are concealed. Cognition from the angle of metaphor 
is thus not only indirect cognition (…), but also clearly guided” (ibid.). If we 
follow this line of reasoning, “metaphor does not appear at the level of language 
but at the level of concepts, i.e. mental representations”. According to K. Szmid 
(2007) “it enables discerning new relationships between concepts in the system 
of familiar concepts” (286). It has cognitive virtues and “is a semantic innovation 
untranslatable into non-metaphorical sentences or data” (Dobosz, 2009: 226). In 
other words – we do not speak metaphorically, we think metaphorically (Hohol, 
2007). Therefore, in cognitivism, metaphorical thinking became equal with con-
ceptual thinking. As J. Barański (2001: 73) says, the phenomenon occurred of 
“literalization of metaphors, blurring of the boundaries between language and the 
world to which it refers”.

The emergence of the“cognitive role of metaphor” stemmed from the fact 
that it was to meaning that cognitivists assigned a special role. The main sub-
ject of scholars’ interest became concepts rather than linguistic units. The words 
that language users use became the way to getting to know cognitive structures.4 
Apart from extensive analyses by Lakoff and Johnson (1980, Polish edition 1988), 
which are like linguistic inquiries but also have psychological implications, a con-
clusion can be arrived at that metaphor is first of all “a manifestation of human 
mental activity, and only then, secondarily as it were, it is expressed in language” 
(after: Chlewiński, 1999: 273). From Z. Chlewiński’s considerations one more, 
apparently extremely important conclusion can be drawn concerning metaphor 

4 Cf. considerations on analogy as a property of the human mind and language presented by 
A. Maciejewska (2015).
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and analogy:5 analogy and metaphor can be reduced to the same pattern. However, 
in Chlewiński’s view, “analogy is more objective. The rise of analogy, more than 
that of metaphor, depends on information coming from the environment and on 
the subject’s knowledge, his/her cognitive needs, while metaphor contains more 
subjective, often unconventional elements” (ibid., 289).

The cognitivist interpretation of metaphor and metaphorical thinking led to 
new reflections by the scholars studying the language of children. Children turned 
out to be distinguished by 

(…) the surprisingly complex knowledge of the world, comprising several different dimen-
sions (space, number, time, the concept of object) and several modalities (eyesight, hearing, 
touch), and as the knowledge in different domains broadens, the understanding of metaphors 
increases (Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009: 9).

Linguists who investigate the language of children from the cognitive per-
spective have demonstrated that metaphor makes it easier not only to remember 
the acquired knowledge but also enables the expression of the “inexpressible” 
because “metaphor is not merely the question of language but a way of thinking 
since our thinking is primarily metaphorical in nature” (Ożdżyński, 2006: 184), 
since “metaphor reflects the way the mind takes in and sorts out reality” (Dryll, 
2014: 53).

Linguistic literature uses terms like “metaphor”, “comparison”, and “analogy”. 
Differences between them are often reduced to formal dissimilarity: the comparative 
expression present in analogy and comparison, and absent in metaphor – jak [as, 
like], podobny [like, similarly, likewise], niby [as if, like] (Mirecka, 2004: 58). In 
most general terms, metaphor is a kind of linguistic expression (A), in which the 
semantic features of some words (B) are transferred onto (A) on the basis of the 
observed similarity between them, sometimes even very distant. In this way, a new, 
characteristic whole emerges, often of semantic-illustrative nature. Metaphor has 
a creative dimension, “is a way of communicating indirectly (…), it overcomes 
conceptual limitations of the code, serves »to express the inexpressible«” 
(Dobrzyńska, 1988: 156). In Chlewiński’s (1999) analyses “metaphor can be 
termed as a construction in which the words used in a specific context, contrary 
to their code meanings in the dictionary, acquire a new meaning” (270). A very 
apt definition of metaphor was suggested by E. Dryll (2009: 3): “metaphor is 
the synthesis of connotations and contexts, containing a lot of subtleties in  
a short form”.

For the purpose of the present paper, metaphor is placed in the “semantic 
space” (Adamska-Staroń, 2016: 65) understood in the broad sense, it is linked 

5 Multifaceted and extremely profound reflections on analogy can be found in the book by 
A. Maciejewska (2015).
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to the child’s cognitive processes (Lakoff, Johnson, 1988), and is understood as 
the ability to discern similarities between different objects and phenomena in 
the surrounding reality. I believe that metaphorical thinking combines cognitive 
abilities, linguistic capabilities, and children’s imagination. I do not introduce the 
division into metaphor, metonymy, comparison, and analogy. It appears that all 
these tropes “are somehow based on the similarity between object A and object 
B” (Zawisławska, 2008: 71). I think that the use of metaphor (with respect to un-
derstanding and creating it) requires the acquisition of the appropriate degree of 
cognitive competencies together with linguistic and communicative competence 
in order to be able either to correctly decode a given message (not literal and 
short) or construct it in relation to perceived reality.

METAPHORS, COGnITIVE REPRESEnTATIOn 
AnD THE COnCEPTUAL SYSTEM

The fundament conceptions advanced by J. Piaget (1966), L. Wygotski (1989) 
and J. Bruner (1978) have influenced our knowledge of the ways of how children 
get to know the world; owing to these conceptions we have learned universal 
values that determine the ways of children’s thinking, and also understood the 
influence of the social environment and learning on the development of speech 
and thinking (cf. Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009). Attempts to present children’s mental 
capabilities from the perspective of the above-mentioned scholars would go be-
yond the scope of this study, nor is it the author’s intention to present them. In the 
present section of the article, when referring to the contemporary studies in cogni-
tive developmental psychology, I would like to highlight the positions that present 
relationships between understanding/creating metaphors and the development of 
cognitive competencies and linguistic competence.

Contemporary scholars studying children’s metaphorical thinking believe 
that children are able to recognize analogies and understand metaphors already at 
preschool age (Gardner et al., 1975: 125–141, cited after: Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009: 
76). They spontaneously create original and accurate metaphors the moment they 
start to speak, and not necessarily when they lack pertinent words but when the 
play situation requires transforming an object (Winner, 1979: 470). D. Kubicka 
(1994) says that children, while using metaphors, utilize “symbolic thinking about 
reality” (ibid., 8). In her view, the first metaphors appear in the second or third 
year of life. The motivation for creating them is not unfamiliarity with a name 
but an attempt to create a new one that children believed to be more apt. They 
most often try to seek names while playing. Development usually proceeds from 
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spontaneous metaphorization to conscious reflection. Over time, some children 
lose this ability, and there are also considerable individual differences between 
children in this respect.

What appears to be important from the standpoint of linking children’s meta-
phorical abilities with their cognitive development is the division of metaphors 
by the level of conventionality. P. Ricoeur (1984: 267–280; 1989) divided them 
into “dead metaphors” or conventional, commonly used, widespread in language 
as set phrases, and “living” metaphors, i.e. created on impulse, in communication  
exchange, a kind of semantic invention. In his view, if children acquire conven-
tional (dead) metaphors faster, one can image the mechanism behind it: the child, 
while learning to speak, at once learns a basic set of metaphors. Such metaphors 
are particularly often used in colloquial language (cf. Shugar, Smoczyńska, 1980; 
Rzepa, Frydrychowicz, 1988). Understanding conventional metaphors requires 
first of all a certain familiarity with the cultural message. Understanding creative 
metaphors also requires this ability but what is also needed is readiness to seek 
sense in the surprising similarity of contexts. Living metaphors would thus refer 
to children’s creativity6 (cf. Shugar, Bokus, 1988, cited after: Dryll, 2014 ).

In his studies, M. Haman (1993) asked the question about what is earlier 
in the development of children: the formation of conceptual representations and 
the system of concepts, or creating and understanding analogies and metaphors? 
Do metaphors fill in “gaps” in representation, or do they enable the formation of 
knowledge and notions? It is extremely difficult to answer this question. Haman 
refers to Piaget’s (1966) studies concerning such mental operations as adaptation, 
assimilation and accommodation.7 In his view, it is possible to discern analogies 
and metaphors only when an individual has a certain conceptual pattern. 

M. Białecka-Pikul (2002) studied representations of mental states by chil-
dren from the angle of the abilities to understand metaphors. The studies showed 
that “age is not a variable that directly influences the development of the child’s 
knowledge about the mind. Indeed, older children performed better in false be-
liefs tests, the metaphor test and the narrative test, but it was the result of their 
high communication skills rather than the age effect” (Białecka-Pikul, 2002: 110). 
From the standpoint of developmental psychology, studies on the cognitive devel-
opment and the development of communicative skills in children should seek to 

6 Moreover, understanding of living metaphors appears more difficult to less competent lan-
guage users (children of preschool age) than to persons who fully use the language: they know the 
rules of pragmatics, and syntax, have a rich lexicon, and are open to “all linguistic aberrations”  
(cf. Ricoeur, 1984: 267–280).

7 These are processes, owing to which changes in mental structures take place, whereby the 
child’s cognitive abilities develop. In particular, the process of assimilation (owing to which a new 
object is understood in terms of concepts or activities that the child already knows). According to 
Haman, this process is the process of children’s spontaneously searching precisely for analogies.
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answer the following questions: (1) which communication skills are innate, and 
which the children acquire while developing; (2) which skills are acquired earlier 
and which later; (3) which skills relate to all areas of development, and which are 
specific only to selected areas; (4) how does the development proceed in selected 
areas – continuously or by leaps? (Białecka-Pikul, 2002: 110). According to her, 
an attempt to answer the question about what is development is the results of lon-
gitudinal studies by P. Silva (1997). Studies report that “the diversity of children’s 
activity and wealth of experiences in many fields has the greatest impact on the 
child’s language development. Language development is, in turn, the best predic-
tor of cognitive development, the development of intelligence being its measure” 
(Białecka-Pikul, ibid., 111).

LOGOPEDIC DIAGnOSIS AnD DIAGnOSIS 
OF COGnITIVE PROCESSES

Postulates of cognitive linguistics allow conclusions that human language 
capabilities should not be isolated from “cognitive functions, biological devel-
opment, cultural influences, effects of the environment, and individual abilities 
to gather knowledge of the world and language” (Maciejewska, 2015: 56). That 
is why, in logopedic diagnosis, S. Grabias (2016: 173–184) highlights two re-
search techniques/procedures: description – describing the linguistic behavior of 
a given person, and interpretation – explaining this behavior in reference to the 
knowledge of human development. These two procedures allow diagnosis, i.e. 
determination of a subject’s mental states. In his further discussion of diagnos-
ing cognitive processes, the author represents the position of linguistic determin-
ism, according to which “language actively participates in perceiving the world 
because it organizes sensations in the human mind” (Grabias, 2016: 174). Every 
person has senses, which provide us with subjective, individual, unique knowl-
edge; only language enables us to organize these sensations in accordance with 
intersubjective rules contained in language structures since “it transforms individ-
ual sensations of individual persons into objectified social experience” (Grabias, 
2016: 175). The considerations by Grabias are conducted from the logopedic per-
spective on diagnosing language skills, and correspond with the claim of cognitiv-
ists that language reflects cognitive processes taking places in human minds. The 
picture of a person’s world explicated on the basis of linguistic behaviors testifies 
to his/her cognitive capabilities. The meaning of a word, in turn, is the result of 
interpretation by a language user who, while choosing the features of an object, 
emphasizes some and omits others; apart from typical, distinctive characteristics, 
the user includes rare, non-typical features that are the result of linguistic creation, 
individual observations and open thinking.

CHILDREn’S METAPHORS – An InSPIRATIOn TO CHAnGE THE THInKInG...
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RESEARCH ISSUES

One of the diagnostic steps in speech therapy is the examination of the con-
ceptual system of children in developmental terms: describing children’s seman-
tic interpretations of selected words, the examination of understanding words, 
of defining concepts (semantic skill) in different speech disorders. Diagnosing is 
usually conducted by asking questions, usually according to some pattern (guided 
conversation, a survey method), during spontaneous conversations, on the basis 
of pictures or while examining objects. During such procedures we usually seek 
to reconstruct a cognitive definition by referring to the knowledge on a subject 
that our child-interlocutor has. As a result of conversations with children, we refer 
both to the literal meanings of the words and their metaphorical meanings. When 
talking to us, children also use metaphorical meanings to explain specific con-
cepts.8 In logopedic therapy of preschool-age children, riddles are used which are 
very often based on metaphor.9

The analysis of literature on metaphor in cognitive terms shows that metaphor 
facilitates understanding the difficult and complicated content, vividly appeals to 
interlocutors’ imagination and enables comprehension of concepts, or at least “it 
[metaphor] appears to  indicate” that we have understood a concept.10 It should 
therefore be applied in logopedic therapy. “A cognitively-oriented logopedist/
speech therapist” should aim to develop cognitive abilities in children because 
s/he is dealing with disciplined thinkers who create bold theories and definitions 
(Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009). On the basis of different ways of defining concepts by 
children, the logopedist can determine the list of cognitive abilities expressed in 
the language of the patients. Such a logopedist should be aware that children have 
greater cognitive capabilities than has been assumed earlier.11 One more extremely 
important thing should be remembered from the standpoint of cognitive develop-
ment in children:

the presence of metaphors in language is proof of the functioning of one more kind of know-
ledge (apart from systemic and conceptualized). It could be called associative knowledge, 

8 After having conducted studies on understanding emotional concepts in a group 30 six-year-
old children, I can say that they use metaphors very often in their utterances.

9 On the role of riddles/puzzles as a tool for developing and improving speech through “di-
dactic play” utilized in logopedic therapy see E. Hrycyna (2018: 57–70). A. Maciejewska (2005: 
290–305) discussed the role of puzzles in the logopedic diagnosis and therapy of patients with 
impaired hearing.

10 The arguments by M. Zawisławska read: “(…) however, metaphor appears to build a pseudo-
concept” (Zawisławska, https://zawislawska.com/category/metafora/ [access: 24.09.2018]).

11 Similar demands addressed to teaching, formulated as a result of studies on the existing 
predispositions in children towards metaphorical thinking, were expressed by M. Wiśniewska-Kin 
(2009).
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which is manifested in a characteristic categorization not oriented towards actual objects in 
reality, but towards their notions, while the categorization groups these notions into whole 
associative complexes (Kubicka, 1989: 42).

Metaphors appeared very often in the linguistic material collected for stud-
ies on how emotional concepts are understood by six-year-old and ten-year-old 
children, as well as by tent-to-thirteen-year-old children with Down syndrome. 
I observed an interesting relationship connected with the age of the subjects and 
their metaphorical capabilities. Children of preschool age use metaphors defi-
nitely more often in order to explain the phenomena of reality than their older 
colleagues do. Intellectually disabled children do not in principle use metaphors.12 
The answer might appear to be simple. However, why do metaphorical abilities 
in children decrease and decline rather than increase?13 Or perhaps they are sup-
pressed as a result of “concretizing mass education”.14 Do children “grow into” 
into literal meanings and their creative thinking becomes “suppressed”?15 From 
the perspective of logopedic therapy such questions appear to be equally impor-
tant as from the teaching standpoint. After all, logopedics is concerned with chil-
dren of all ages, and each child expands his/her knowledge of reality, develops 
language skills, enriches experiences, and develops in cognitive terms. Therefore, 
the logopedists should also focus attention on children’s metaphorical skills be-
cause this kind of predispositions is a measure of the cognitive capabilities and 
functioning of the mind, but if they are not sustained and not developed, they 
tend to decline. “Preserve and develop the natural”16 should become a priority 

12 In children with mild intellectual disability, we can observe the lack of abstract thinking and 
stoppage at the stage of concrete and concrete-functional operations. This thinking manifests, inter 
alia, in difficulties in comprehending relationships between phenomena, inaccuracy of observations, 
and in lowered abilities associated with visual analysis and synthesis. Difficulties are also observed 
in accumulating knowledge on a subject and in making conclusions (cf. Błeszyński, Kaczorowska-
Bray, 2012). In the therapy of intellectually disabled children, the use of metaphors might prove 
difficult or even futile, assuming that metaphors appear at the conceptual level. If, however, while 
explaining metaphors we refer to the world of objects, to the features of referents perceived by 
senses (most often through eyesight) we might risk a statement that “language becomes literal” 
(Hohol, 2007) and then, the correctly selected exercises could have the intended result. This problem 
will be discussed in a separate study.

13 Wiśniewska-Kin (2009) expresses this problem as follows: “an innate, natural predisposition 
to combining distant things, easy translation of some properties of an object into others, will die out 
when not practiced, given up, underestimated. In few children it can survive in a hibernated form 
but as a rule we can speak of its disappearance, transition into the state of being alienated, forgotten, 
entirely driven out from consciousness” (Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009: 104).

14 Those and similar questions were asked in her studies on metaphorical abilities in children 
as regards school education (Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009).

15 I borrowed the expressions in the above-mentioned questions from the study by Wiśniewska-
Kin (2009: 99).

16 See: Wiśniewska-Kin (2009: 105)
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in programming logopedic therapy. The knowledge of metaphor and children’s 
metaphorical abilities may turn out to be extremely helpful in diagnosing lin-
guistic and cognitive capabilities. The logopedist assessing lexical, semantic and 
narrative skills can judge not only the child’s language development but also his/
her intellectual functioning.

MATERIAL

The material was obtained during conversations with six-year-old children 
about understanding the names of emotions: joy, sadness, fear, anger, surprise, 
curiosity, disgust, longing, and admiration. Due to the size of this study, I am go-
ing to illustrate metaphorical thinking using two concepts: “joy” and “sadness”.

In the collected language material I have found many living metaphors, “cre-
ated in a communicative situation defined by context” such as, for example: ota-
cza nas morze gwiazd; łzy są takie smutne; radość jest jak motyl; radość ma wła-
sne boisko; radość nic nie mówi jest bezgłośna i niewidzialna, jest z nami przez 
całe życie, kiedy jest nam dobrze; strach chowa się pod powiekami; kleks uśmie-
chu na twarzy; ptaki to takie kocie przekąski, oczy pełne łez, wazon radości, ra-
dość ukryta jest w nas, tęsknota podobna jest do deszczu kapuśniaczku, złość jest 
jak niebo przed burzą, burzliwe kolory, miłość jest jak laurka.

Joy is an emotion metonymically defined through smile, because children re-
gard a smile as the main manifestation of feeling, e.g. ktoś się śmieje i słyszymy 
radość (animization of joy), nie da się ukryć radości, bo radość jest w uśmiechu, 
wesoła minka, kleks uśmiechu na twarzy. If the key manifestation of joy in the 
case of people is a smile, in relation to plants a clear sign is the effect of blos-
soming, e.g. zakwitają ze szczęścia, wypuszczają pąki, szumią listeczkami, while 
typical animal behaviors include, for example: kiedy są radosne to przytulają się 
na gałązkach (cuddling up – birds), otwierają dzióbki ze szczęścia.

Emotion is often identified with the sun, e.g. słońce jest wesołe, bo przez cały 
czas się do nas uśmiecha; jest radosne gdy nie pada deszcz, ani śnieg, ani grad; 
słońce jest szczęśliwe, bo jest całe ze złota; słońce jest najbardziej szczęśliwe la-
tem; niebo jest szczęśliwe, kiedy jest niebieskie, a nie takie szare. The utterances 
cited above are clearly related to positively evaluated personification; moreover, 
the above cited behaviors of the sun connote its human features, which are clearly 
anthropomorphic. The utterances by the six-year-olds confirm the general belief 
that bright colors connote joy, that summer is associated with pleasant experi-
ences, just like sunny weather since “smile and joy means the summer of life”.17

When observing how children talk about the manifestations of joy, we notice 
the following regularity: the concept of joy is associated with the category of 

17 Wiśniewska-Kin  2009, p. 153.
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TOP/UPWARD, for example: ktoś się uśmiecha [someone is smiling – the corners 
of the mouth go up], można skakać z radości; kiedy dziecko skacze z radości to 
widać samą radość; podskakiwać; z radości to można aż wybuchnąć; radość jest 
jak fruwający kolorowy motyl, taki kapuśniaczek;18 [birds begin to fly] zaczynają 
fruwać, [dog is standing on the hind legs] staje na dwóch łapach, etc. The forego-
ing examples describing the behavior of people and animals show another regular-
ity in children’s reasoning: joy is associated with movement, energy.

The feeling of joy is perceived in terms of family, and bonds,19 e.g. jak jest 
cała rodzina i każdy ma uśmiechniętą buzię; jak ktoś biegnie do kogoś i rzuca się 
na szyję; tatuś ma dla mnie dużo czasu i razem się bawimy.

Joy is an emotion reflected on the face,20 on which the most clear are the eyes 
perceived by children as a container for feelings, e.g. moja mama uśmiecha się 
oczami; radość jest niewidzialna, ale zawsze można ją poznać po oczach; można 
płakać z radości, ale oczy wtedy są szczęśliwe; oczy pełne szczęśliwych łez.

Six-year-old children know that a person experiencing joy may show it in dif-
ferent, sometimes opposing ways, e.g. dziecko skacze z radości; z radości dostaje-
my skrzydeł i można płakać z radości; kaskada radosnych łez (hyperbole).

Especially worth noting is the fact that the lexical material describing joy 
contains an extended category of diminutives, e.g.:

a.  diminutive names, e.g.: dzióbek, piesek, kotek (formative -ek); żarcik, sa-
mochodzik (-ik); minka, rybka, myszka, czekoladka (-ka);

b.  hypocoristic names, e.g. tatuś, mamusia, babcia, córeczka (nouns deno-
ting proper names); diminutives functioning as hypocorisms, e.g. liste-
czek (-eczek), kwiatuszek (-uszek), słoneczko (-eczko);

c. children’s words, e.g. bobaski, fikołek;
d. names of small beings, e.g. pisklak (-ak), kaczątko (-ątko).
In addition to the meaning of smallness, a derivational morpheme in diminu-

tives also conveys an expressive overtone because it expresses a subjective, emo-
tional (positive) attitude of the speaker, in our case: children, towards the object 
being named, and it certainly is the property of derivational morphemes in hy-
pocorisms. Also observable in the collected material are: an expressive adjective 

18 The last utterance also confirms that bright colors are associated with joy.
19 The category of “bonds” in the description of joy also appeared in the studies by Wiśniewska-

Kin (2009: 159).
20 The most significant role in the expression of individual emotions is performed by the face: 

“In the first contact with another person it is the face that is the most important. (…) it enables iden-
tification of not only the person but also their emotional reactions. The face is the most important 
part of »social mirror« (…). The face does not lie; it is easier to control the motor reactions of an-
other type – hand and bodily movements, etc., verbal reactions, than facial expressions” (Kępiński, 
1977: 10). Emotions (genuinely experienced) are reflected in human faces because certain muscles 
become involuntarily “released” – without the intention of tensing and relaxing them.
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formed by means of suffixation, with the suffix -utk(i), e.g. słodziutki (dzidziuś) 
and an adjective in the superlative, e.g. najwspanialsza (przygoda).

The dominant manifestations of sadness are tears and crying. These observa-
tions are illustrated by the following utterances, e.g. w oczach, bo oczy płaczą; 
z oczu lecą łzy; można dotknąć własnej łezki; widzę dziecko, które płacze i wtedy 
wiem, że jest smutne.

What seems interesting is association of the weeping/mourning willow with 
sadness, which appeared in one utterance – taka wierzba, to smuci się przez cały 
czas, ma przecież takie pochylone listeczki. That extremely interesting observation 
is a consequence of orientational metaphorical thinking.21 Orientational metaphors 
utilize our everyday experience and popular knowledge. This example proves that 
when using concepts, six-year-old children already use the so-called spatial think-
ing (Lakoff, Johnson, 1988: 40). “Since a person cannot live outside of space 
and time, s/he places the reality being cognized not only in space and time, but 
also appraises it by means of elementary semantic oppositions” (Wiśniewska-Kin, 
2009: 34). Thus, that which is up, at the top, is consistent with joy, happiness, 
good, while the bottom/down relation is associated with sadness, which is why 
the willow is sad all the time because ma przecież takie pochylone listeczki. When 
seeking similarities that might connect sadness with other phenomena, children 
refer to their knowledge of nature, and its constant transformations. Some seasons 
of the year are sadder than others, e.g. Smutek to jest smutna pogoda, taka jak jest 
jesienią, kiedy leje i leje; kiedy pada deszcz; kiedy topnieje śnieg i bałwanek jest 
smutny, bo się stopi; smutek jest w spadających liściach i kwiatach, które więd-
ną. In Wiśniewska-Kin’s studies on the cognitive nature of children’s metaphors, 
we encounter the following statement about children’s comments by on sadness:  
“As understood by school children, crying is a characteristic manifestation of hu-
man sadness, but not only – nature also »cries«” (Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009: 162).

In the utterances concerning the feelings of such objects as the sun, we are in 
turn dealing with characteristic thinking based on the categorization of colors and 
on judging them. Warm colors are associated with positive emotions, therefore, 
słońce nie może być smutne, jest błyszczące i zawsze rozpromienione; moreover, 
it is ładne/potrzebne/uśmiechnięte, and these features connote positive values and 
feelings. Children perceive analogies between colors and sadness, they associ-
ate dark and grey colors precisely with this emotion, e.g.: [sadness is like] do 
czarnego nieba, takiego pochmurnego i zachmurzonego, przed burzą; do takiego 
szarego świata; do świata bez radosnych ludzi, do smutnego świata.

Sadness is “located” on the face; this conviction is proved by the following 
utterances, e.g. na smutnej twarzy; można wtedy dotknąć łezki płynącej po buzi; 

21 Literature lists the following oppositions and values assigned to them: top, close/near, the 
right (side), one of us, internal – positive; bottom, faraway, the left (side), stranger, external – nega-
tive. Cf. the study by R. Piętkowa (1991: 187–197).
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jak będę smutny i popatrzę w lustro, to zobaczę mój smutek; buzia jest tak skiero-
wana w dół; ktoś ma wówczas uśmiech przewrócony na drugą stronę, opuszczona 
głowa. The last expressions indicate another regularity: according to the meta-
phorical space, sadness is associated with the category of BOTTOM/DOWn. The 
eyes appear to be most emotionally legible, e.g. bo oczy płaczą; kiedy się smuci-
my łatwo rozpoznać smutne oczy; kiedy z oczu lecą łezki; łzy w oczach; łzy smut-
ku; smutek w oczach.

Children understand the essence of sadness, emphasizing its immateriality, 
e.g. smutek jest niewidzialny, jest jak powietrze; to taki duch, furthermore, sad-
ness is an inanimate phenomenon, e.g.: nigdy nie widziałem chodzącego smutku.

Six-year-olds are sharp observers of reality: they easily interpret the feelings 
of other persons, especially those closest like mother. The result of these observa-
tions is the following utterance, e.g. Smutek to jest czasami moja mama, bo mama 
ma takie dni, kiedy jest smutna.

COnCLUSIOnS

The collected examples of expressions used by six-year-old children are 
proof of their metaphorical thinking, of the presence of metaphors in language. 
The utterances quoted above were spoken during conversations about understand-
ing emotional concepts (they were collected using Piagetian individual clinical 
interviews), therefore, they were not the effect of a well-thought-out and planned 
experiment intended to test the children’s abilities in creating and understanding 
metaphors. Their presence demonstrates the children’s natural need to express 
their own thoughts precisely through metaphors.

Why do preschool children use metaphors? This question very often appears 
in the studies concerning cognitive developmental psychology.22 It is present less 
often in logopedic literature,23 particularly in literature related to programming 
logopedic therapy, whereas the logopedist is not only concerned with correct-
ing speech defects but also building and expanding the child’s language system.  

22 I have written about it in the section “Metaphors, Cognitive Representation and the Concep-
tual System”.

23 Of great significance are, indisputably, dissertations concerning the child’s speech develop-
ment, in which scholars refer to children’s neologisms created as a result of the action of analogy, 
e.g.: P. Smoczyński (1955), M. Chmura-Klekotowa (1971), L. Kaczmarek (1977), M. Kielar-Turska 
(1989), J. Porayski-Pomsta (1994), H. Borowiec (1999). Particularly worth noting in the field of 
logopedics and linguistics are the studies by E. Muzyka-Furtak (2010) regarding word-formation 
constructions in the awareness of deaf children, and those by A. Maciejewska (2015), whose goal 
was to test the ability to use analogy for forming derivative words in such research groups as primary 
school students, junior and senior high school students, and college students (also including those 
hearing impaired).
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In such cases, a rightly chosen metaphor may serve to develop semantic, lexical 
and grammatical skills (in the area of word-formation awareness and the ability 
to make inferences by analogy) (Maciejewska, 2015). When diagnosing semantic 
skills, the logopedist should bear in mind that the process of defining is an entirely 
different process than creating concepts. A child or an adult can have a well devel-
oped concept, which, as an element of knowledge, allows it to be used in different 
situations and to accurately identify referents, having at the same time problems 
with providing its definition.

The accurate use of metaphors by children shows that they are able to point 
out the perceptual features of objects and phenomena by discerning similari-
ties between them and emotional states. The perception of similarities between 
the fields of metaphor shows the “high interpretive activity” of the subjects (cf. 
Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009: 143). Six-year-old children pay attention to perceptual 
features (color), thermal features (sensation of warmth/cold), motion (up/down); 
they refer to esthetic feelings (nice/ugly). Metaphor appears to make it easier to 
define “undefinable” words. Metaphors used by children in this way can become 
indicators of their (children’s) semantic and lexical skills in the linguistic dimen-
sion because “an individual’s lexicon is the index of his/her knowledge of the 
world” (Grabias, 2016: 175) and of mental processes (e.g.: observation, think-
ing, remembering) in the cognitive dimension. Programming a logopedic therapy 
should include exercises based on the so-called creative thinking24 and figurative 
language.25 The logopedist, aware of these correlations, should bear in mind that 
in the utterances by children two developmental tendencies clash: “towards the 
originality of linguistic associations (in metaphors or anthropomorphizing con-
ceptualizations) and towards the schematic imitation of the language of adults” 
(niesporek-Szamburska, 2004: 8). From the standpoint of logopedic diagnosis 
and programming therapies, logopedists who work with children should try to 
maintain children’s predispositions to metaphorical understanding and to creating 
metaphors in line with their cognitive abilities.

How then to devise language/logopedic exercises so that they elicit meta-
phorical thinking in children? It appears that exercises in metaphorical skills 
should focus on identifying metaphor mechanisms comprising three aspects: ex-
plaining one field by means of another, finding similarities between the target field 
of a metaphor and the source (or known) field, finally – discerning differences 
between fields (cf. Wiśniewska-Kin, 2009). Metaphors create similarities, thus 

24 Creative thinking stems from the properties of the human mind. The effect of this thinking is 
the emergence of an accurate original work, in which the author’s abilities and imagination manifest 
themselves (cf. niesporek-Szamburska, 2004: 8).

25 Scholar investigating language distinguish several forms of figurative language, in addition 
to metaphors these forms include collocations, proverbs, idioms, similarities, metaphors and the like 
(cf. Kuszak, 2012: 321–339; Wiejak, 2011; Sala-Suszyńska, 2017: 147–154).
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making it easier to understand phenomena, which are difficult to conceptualize 
in a direct way (Czarnocka, Mazurek, 2012: 8). Metaphorical thinking is cre-
ative thinking, and creativity, in turn, presupposes a multiplicity of interpretations; 
however, by means of appropriately devised exercises based on color symbolism, 
on meaning expressed by shape, accidental coincidence of words, the logopedist 
can assess a child’s linguistic and cognitive capabilities. It appears advisable to 
use visual metaphors expressed in a picture (cf. studies by Białecka-Pikul (2002) 
in which the image and word interact). Metaphors not only make it easier to know 
reality but they enrich this cognition because children look at the world with curi-
osity, insightfully and originally.

According to the student of children’s metaphors, Kubicka, 

(…) the history of science demonstrates that correctly constructed and properly used meta-
phors enable (…) access to the area of reality that cannot be grasped by the senses, they are 
also a powerful tool of cognition. It is the metaphorical interpretation of some phenomena 
that made it possible to solve and to intellectually grasp many mysteries of nature and so-
cial life, e.g. the structure of the atom (the metaphor of the solar system), the structure of 
the DnA molecule (the metaphor of the spiral), the structure of the human mind (the meta-
phor of the digital computer), the structure of society (the metaphor of the living human or-
ganism) and many, many others (Kubicka, 1997: 50).
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