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The study highlights different types of cognitive metaphors, identifies motivational bases of
quantitative images, and reveals evaluative potential of these metaphoric imaging. Analyzing both
cognitive and language contexts helps establish correlations between the quantitative and qualitative
(axiological) judgments in terms of notions “good” and “bad”. Involvement of image-schemes as
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objectifying the motivational grounds of the language quantitative expressions.
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Introduction. Over the past few decades, both domestic and foreign research fields are
marked by a sharp increase of interest in cognitive aspects of language and, as
V. |. Postovalova puts it, in transition from analyzing the “immanent-semiological”
paradigm, which considers language “in itself and for itself’, to the anthropocentric
paradigm, which sets the language forth from the perspective of existentialism in its close
connection to human consciousness, cognition, and spiritual world [10, p. 28]. Thus, one of
the most promising areas of current research in the field of language quantification deals
with cognitive approach and rests on works of N.D. Arutiunova, N. N. Boldyrev,
L. I. Belehova, A. Wierzbicka, S. A.Zhabotinskaia, V. l. Karasik, S. A. Krylov,
Ye. S. Kubriakova, G. Lakoff, R. Langacker, B. Toshovych, S. O. Shvachko etc.

The system of ideas, associations, and all the accumulated information about the human
reality constructs a conceptual picture of the world with concepts as its operational
elements. Concept as a subject of linguistic pursuits appeals to its dichotomous nature.
Primarily, concept is a product of either individual or collective consciousness marked by
phenomenological nature. However, linguistic research has to deal rather with the “traces”
of concepts in language, not the concepts themselves. In other words, linguistics has at its
disposal only that part of the conceptual content which can get verbalized in a particular
linguoculture.

The subject area of the study constitute verbal representations of the INDEFINITE
QUANTITY concept in the English language; specific topic is imagery and evaluative
profile of the concept that they actualize in language.

The purpose of the study is to determine the content of imagery and evaluative layer of
the INDEFINITE QUANTITY concept as the one designed at the expense of the inner form
of language units, human associative capacity, and cognitively adopted prototypes. The
tasks of the study comprise:

1) identification of typical metaphorical images that constitute the imagery and
evaluative layer of INDEFINITE QUANTITY concept;

2) interpreting the content of the identified images;

3) defining basic cognitive features of the imagery and evaluative layer of the
INDEFINITE QUANTITY concept.
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To perform the tasks of the study, we turn to the identification and interpretation of
cognitive images of quantity through the methods of metaphorical analysis (cognitive
metaphor) and cognitive interpretation.

Despite the lack of unanimity among the scholars as to the principles of concept’s
structuring and labeling its structural parts, most cognitologists tend to recognize notional
(also informational or factual), imagery-perceptual (also figurative and associative), and
evaluative (value) layers (fields or components) [2, p. 7; 5, p. 73; 6, p. 29; 8, p. 713; 9,
p.106; 11, p. 55].

Along with the notional field, which frames the kernel of the concept, the imagery layer
is of no less importance in analyzing language explication of a concept. N. F. Alefirenko
considers image a prime form of the conceptual embodiment viewed as a fictitious object or
attitude of the object to the idea due to which the concept becomes a phenomenon of reality
and gets some form [1, p. 59]. Evaluative component is determined by the place of the
concept on the value scale of a particular linguoculture, its significance and frequency of
use in everyday life. We believe that both content and essence of the INDEFINITE
QUANTITY concept require an integrative approach to its imagery and evaluative layers
because 1) quantitative expressions of indefiniteness serve as a regular tool for expressing
personal or collective evaluations in discourse (cf. great cry and little wool — many gives
little — bad, to be Jack of all trades and master of none — many gives none — bad, too
many cooks spoil the broth / little knowledge is a dangerous thing — many/little — bad,
etc.) and 2) quantity is an attribute of the object of evaluation, a part of its image, so the
value of quantitative characteristics is predetermined by the specifics of the object which
possesses these characteristics and the evaluator in the context (cf. a Manhattan of books is
a good thing for a book lover but a great challenge for a tomorrow’s examinee).

This study considers evaluative field through the prism of the imagery one as we treat
these fields as complementary and nonseparable. This leads to identifying the syncretic
imagery-evaluative layer of the INDEFINITE QUANTITY concept. We also agree with
G. Lakoff and M. Johnson that the most fundamental values in a culture are coherent with
the metaphorical structure of the most fundamental concepts in the culture [7, p. 46-48]. In
other words, the metaphoric system with the images of indefinite quantity gives key to the
cultural values that mastermind these metaphors.

Cognitive mechanism known as “conceptual metaphor” is quite typical for designing
quantitative designations that are traced in language. The theory of conceptual metaphor
features metaphor as a language and speech cognitive mechanism designed for processing
information about abstract objects that can not be experienced perceptually by comparing
them with specific objects that have a perceptual basis [4, p. 3].

According to the functions performed cognitive metaphors are traditionally subdivided
into the classes of ontological, orientational, and structural metaphors [7; 15, p. 32-36]. At
the same time, it should be highlighted that metaphors are not arbitrary entities as long as
they are motivated by the structures that come from the experiential knowledge. These
structures, called “image-schemas”, constitute our preconceptual embodied experiences
[14, p. 19-21] and serve as an effective tool for cognitive interpretation of metaphors.

Ontological metaphors are primarily rooted in people's experience with physical world,
especially their experience with body organization [7, p. 51; 15, p. 16]. It speaks to the fact
that the human once became a cognitive tool for the human themself. Among a vast number
of ontological metaphors (some of them already featured in the study by Yehorova and
Kalchenko [3]) the antrophomorphic metaphor INDEFINITE QUANTITY IS HUMAN
stands out against the rest as a cognitive product of quantity personification:

(1)There was a rough wooden shelf with cheap editions of novels and a number of old
travel books in battered leather; and another shelf was crowded with empty bottles
(W. S. Maugham, The Force of Circumstance).

(2) The canals are thronged with tour buses, the bridges festooned with banners
(C. Greenland, Take Back Plenty).
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The cited fragments of literary discourse feature mainly negative evaluation of the
assemblage. It is also proved by the cultural practice of distancing peculiar of both the
English and the Americans [13, p. 114-116; 17, p. 73—-74]. A multitude or a high density of
something or somebody cause discomfort for they breach the “privacy-zone” and may give
rise to fear or anxiety — a typical reaction to the “big”, “unknown”, “unbounded”, and,
probably, “dangerous”. The confirmation to the thesis “many is bad” in this context is
found in the discourse:

(3) To be herded with fifty men, the scum of the earth, and never to be alone for a
minute — it was awful. That was the worst of all (W.S. Maugham, A Man with a
Conscience).

(4) ... And then terror seized him. He felt a horror of the winding multitudinous streets
of the Chinese city, and there was something ghastly and terrible in the convoluted roofs
of the temples with their devils grimacing and tortured. He loathed the smells that
assaulted his nostrils. And the people. Those myriads of blue-clad coolies, and the beggars
in their filthy rags, and the merchants and the magistrates, sleek, smiling, and inscrutable,
in their long black gowns. They seemed to press upon him with menace(W. S. Maugham,
The Taipan).

INDEFINITE QUANTITY IS MILITARY FORCE is a specification of the basic
anthropomorphic metaphor which projects conceptual features “multitude”, “power,
strength”, “hostilities”, etc.:

(5) She bombarded them with foolish questions (W.S. Maugham, A Man with a
Conscience).

(6) ‘Go along and do your packing, Mr Harrington,” said Ashenden, smiling, ‘and then
we’ll take you to the station. The train will be besieged’ (W. S. Maugham, Mr Harrington’s
Washing).

(7) They 've boomed her like an army of press-agents (W. S. Maugham, The Wash-Tub).

(8) Mr Gingrich, the former Speaker of the House of Representatives, has promised a
tougher tone in the race after finishing a disappointing fourth in lowa following a barrage
of negative adverts from Romney allies (The INDEPENDENT, January 10, 2012).

The presence of “military” image in the nominations of quantity determines negative
evaluation of the concept: lots of questions, press-agents, and adverts are viewed as a
means of assault that brings destruction, losses and entails defense behavior whereas the
image of many passengers in the train is associated with the state of siege that puts hinders
coming inside the train.

Cognitive image-scheme “container” serves a basis for ontological metaphors of
CONTAINER. G. Lakoff and M. Johnson neatly state that defining of a territory, putting a
boundary around it, is an act of quantification as long as bounded objects have sizes and
can be quantified in terms of the amount of substance they contain [7, p. 55]. Such
cognitive interpretation of metaphors like oceans of time, river of tears, torrents of
reproaches give reasons to consider great masses of water as large amounts of something
(CONTAINER SUBSTANCES) and the carriers of these masses — CONTAINER
OBJECTS.

The image-scheme “container” consists of the “interior”, “boundary”, and “exterior”
structural elements. All elements of this image-scheme are traced in language where they
feature the quantitative scale “many/much — more — the most™:

1) such word combinations as bushels of girls, a barrel of laughs, horn of plenty, a
handful of attorneys, a dreg of pity, a bellyful of lies feature the subjects of quantification
being indefinite (unknown) in quantity inside the container;

2) the image of an even a greater quantity is coded by the boundary-structure the
subjects of quantification are in such quantity that it reaches the brims of the container: e.g.
brimful of energy, up to the ears, bumper crop, to the hilt . In this light, G. Lakoff and
M. Johnson claim that every human is a container with a bounding surface and an in-out
orientation; we project our own in-out orientation onto other physical objects that are
bounded by surfaces [7, p. 54]. The proof of such cognitive motivation is revealed through
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a range of verbal signs that render the idea of human’s body as a measuring tool (cf. up to
one’s elbow / ears / eyebrows / eyes / chin, up to one's neck, to have a bellyful of, be fed to
the teeth, to one's / the fingertips, to be full (up) to the / one's throat with smth, etc).
Notably, mostly head and parts of the face get treated in terms of container brims. We
believe that it is preconditioned by the concentration of the “channels of cognizing” in this
part of the human’s body, i.e. eyesight, hearing, senses of smell and taste, brain activity;

3) the objects of quantification may appear in such a big quantity that they go beyond
the borders of the container (e.g. to overflow with joy, a deluge of requests, to go beyond
the mark, to go too far, to abound in mistakes, to grow in profusion, a superfluity of
unoccupied time), thus, actualizing the “exterior”” element of the image-scheme.

Our body organization and movement experience give grounds for mastering complex
designations able to be interpreted in several dimensions. Thus, on the one hand, we can
discriminate another typical anthropomorphic metaphor INDEFINITE QUANTITY IS
A PART OF A BODY which is a result of evolutionary experience of measuring “by
sight”. On the other hand, the interpretation of the metaphor should imply the image-
schema “center—periphery”, peculiar of structuring orientational metaphors which deal with
the projection of concepts spatially related to each other. This image-scheme is rooted in
the physiological experience of the humans who perceive themselves as entities each with a
center (head, trunk and the internals, especially heart and brain) and a periphery (fingers,
toes, hair, etc.) [12, p. 103-104]. Accordingly, the central part is conceived as something
specific, important, and clear while the periphery is viewed less important and not clearly
specified. Indefinite quantity, being not clearly specified in nature, is mostly associated
with the peripheral phenomena, in terms of body — with the extremities.

For example, the hand as the most distant part of the human’s body projects discursive
meaning “little”, whereas other parts of the upper extremities and the combination of hands
and legs explicate meanings “many”. Cf. Tommy Thumb, life is but a span, not a dram of,
a handful of people on the street, to be fathoms deep in love, give him an inch and he'll
take an ell, to cost an arm and a leg. Physical impossibility of grasping a big quantity of
something by a hand alone defines cognitive motivation of designating little quantity, while
the compass of both arms or involvement of both upper and lower limbs marks a
significantly greater quantitative volume. However, the range of extremities is not limited
to hands and feet and the meanings of little quantity get coded in the images of parts of the
human’s head (cf. to win by a hair / neck / nose / whisker, a hair of, within a hair of ..., by
the skin of one's teeth, etc.). This speaks for the tendency to identifying double-structured
center-periphery organization of the human body: heart and internals vs limbs and brain vs
other parts of the head.

Horizontal location of objects and change of their quantitative attributes is also
coordinated by the scheme “center—periphery”, due to which the motion from the center to
the periphery is conceived as broadening or distancing and correlate to the meaning of
enlargement (“more/most”), and from the periphery to the center — as narrowing or
approaching, which correlate with the meaning of lessening (“less/least”). In the center of
this scheme is the subject (learner / observer) whereas the periphery marks the limits of
their rational and sensory cognition: what approaches these limits or goes beyond them is
treated in terms of “much/many”; what approaches the subjects and whose size is not
reaching these limits is treated in terms of “few/little”.

Let’s consider several examples found in the literary discourse:

(9) ...but when a rumour spread abroad that he was going to marry her consternation
seized his friends and ribald laughter everyone else(W. S. Maugham, His Excellency).

(10) “...You see, all this will be his one day.” Freddy gave a sweeping gesture that
seemed to embrace the whole county (W. S. Maugham, The Alien Corn).

(11) He disliked him because he was narrow-minded and dogmatic(W. S. Maugham,
The Vessel of Wrath).

(12)Now they can say that art and beauty are all rot; when it comes to a pinch people
like us always let you down (W. S. Maugham, The Door of Opportunity).

«Dinonoziuni mpaxmamuy, Tom 9, Ne 2 ' 2017 45



Sentence (9) features rumor in terms of a substance capable of quantitative changes — to
grow due to “covering or extending over a larger space” [11]. Sentence (10) features a
gesture as a tool of spatial quantification in terms of “extending through a long stretch or
wide space” [11].

Lexeme narrow-minded in the textual fragment (11) objectifies metaphoric embodiment
of ITELLIGENCE IS CONTAINER where horizontal projection marks the volume of this
container as an indicator of the level of the human’s mental development (narrow-minded —
lacking in breadth of mind; incapable of broad views; illiberal, bigoted, prejudiced [16]),
namely its insufficiency (“little”). The seme “little” also comes to the fore in the metaphor
to come to a pinch that features an image of spatial compression, narrowing, imposing
limits (to pinch — to limit or restrict narrowly the supply of anything [16]).

Indefinite quantity variations according to the scheme “narrower/broader” are used as
tools for forming value judgments: what is cognitively perceived as “narrow” and “little”
usually gets negative utilitarian estimates, whereas expansion is viewed positively:

(13) Mr Gruyter both disliked and respected him. He disliked him because he was
narrow-minded and dogmatic (W. S. Maugham, The Vessel of Wrath).

(14) The cramped monotony of my existence grinds me away by the grain(Ch. Dickens,
The Mystery of Edwin Drood).

(15) My tightwad Uncle Irv joined an organization that fights inflation, but he was very
disappointed. An hour after he joined, they raised the dues (An Encyclopedia of Humor).

(16) Its [science’s] implications are as far-reaching and awe-inspiring as can be
imagined. Even as it promises answers to some of our oldest questions, it poses still others
even more fundamental (President Clinton Statement Regarding Mars Meteorite Discovery,
1996).

(17) At that early hour of noon they would have it to themselves, and Winifred had
thought it would be 'amusing’ to see this far-famed hostelry(J. Galsworthy, The Forsyte
Saga).

(18) “I follow terrorists, not mainstream politicians.”— “Well, then maybe you should
broaden your scope ”(F. Mathews, The Cutout).

Three-dimension spatial orientation of the human in the surrounding world enables
revealing quantitative images not only in horizontal projection but also in vertical one that
leads to metaphoric interpretation of quantity in terms of height and depth. Again, the case
marks harmonization of metaphoric representations of quantity: on the one side, it
objectifies “up—down” projection, and on the other side, activates the image-scheme
“container”. For example, such quantitative nominations as a pile of trouble, to heap gifts
on smb., debts are mounting, a Manhattan of books originate in the prototype of a rising
ground whose height poses a challenge for a perceiver. As long as any conglomeration or
multitude of something piled or heaped causes discomfort and problems, such images are
usually treated negatively.

The semantics of indefinite quantity is revealed in the nominations like a mine of
information, a well of quotations, to be fathoms deep in love, to be knee-deep in work, to
wallow in sin, to be swamped with complaints, abyss of hopelessness. Such models feature
depth as a container to be filled by the substances whose nature determines axiological
status of each particular quantitative nomination.

Metaphors MANY/MUCH IS UP and FEW/LITTLE IS DOWN are rooted in both
physical (perceptional) and cultural experience of the humans. Such metaphors project
results of our sensual and rational interpretation of quantity as an important attribute of the
denotata that enables forming judgments. For instance, the range of voice and tone
variations as a product of audible reception is primarily subjected to the quantitative
evaluation (in terms of “much/little”::“high/low” notions) and then to qualitative
assessment (“good/bad”), thus, activating conventional metaphors GOOD IS UP and BAD
IS DOWN:

MANY/MUCH IS UP:
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(29) In his measured high-pitched voice, without emphasis or expression, he read page
after page (W. S. Maugham, Mr Harrington’s Washing).

(20) “Bother her?” My voice shot up the scale (H. Garner, The Spare Room).

(21) Then I did lose my head. I ran in the direction of the sound, screaming at the top of
my voice (W. S. Maugham, Neil MacAdam);

FEWI/LITTLE IS DOWN:

(22) She gave a groan of horror and then burst into low, hoarse shrieks which sounded
hardly human, and she beat her head passionately on the ground (W. S. Maugham, Rain).

(23) “You bet your life she does,” boomed Frank in her deep voice (W. S. Maugham,
The Three Fat Women of Antibes).

(24) The girl went over to him and sat by his side. He whispered something to her, and
she started violently. For a few minutes they talked in hurried undertones, and then they
stood up (W. S. Maugham, Honolulu).

Another common case is the interpretation of the size of financial means or social status
in terms of vertical scaling:

(25) Mr Cheeseman was not a bad person to work for, so long as you understood that if
you worked till the Day of Judgment you would never get a rise of wages (G. Orwell, Keep
the Aspidistra Flying).

(26) The anonymous guests, who are nouveau riche social climbers and freeloaders,
attend Gatsby’s spectacles with the hope of acquiring aristocratic wealth, power, and
status (T. E. Tunc, The Great Gatsby: The Tragedy of the American Dream on Long
Island’s Gold Coast”).

(27) I'd worn pips on my shoulder, and my social standards had risen (G. Orwell,
Coming up for Air).

(28) His expenses didn’t go down, for he had to be smartly dressed or the manager of
the hotel made remarks ...(W. S. Maugham, Gigolo and Gigolette).

The grounding of such metaphors refers to the images of dynamics realized on upright
projection. Thus, quantity in human’s understanding doesn’t merely refer to a static
condition but is able to move and change. This, to its turn, leads to forming qualitative
judgments in discourse.

Conclusions. The study of imagery-evaluative layer of the INDEFINITE QUANTITY
concept proves that indefinite quantity actualizes in the English language worldview not
only as an abstract entity but also as sensual images embodied in cognitive metaphors and
provoking different evaluations. Cognitive features of this layer reveal association of
indefinite multitude with assemblage and consolidated force that may cause fear and
discomfort. The value of indefinite quantity takes the form of “quantitative motion” of
substances on “many/much — few/less” scale that is projected in reality through orientations
“up—down”, “broad—narrow”, “far—close” and estimated axiologically. Moreover,
conceptual features “social status” and “financial condition” refer to the particular elements
of the human’s value system. The given typology of quantitative cognitive metaphors
doesn’t bear a universal or an exhaustive character but rather leads to further investigation
into gnosiological potential of quantitative nominations in language, especially to
identifying and interpreting structural metaphors of quantity.
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V x00i 0ocniodicenns suokpemaroiomocs pisui munu KoeHimusHux memagop, ioenmugicyemscs

6MOMUBOBAHICIG KEAHMUMAMUBHUX 00pA3i6, BUSHAYAEMbCS YIHHICHULL NOMEHYIAN, wo cmoims 3d
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00NOMO02010 AHANI3Y KOSHIMUBHUX MA MOBHUX KOHMEKCMi8, Wo O00noMAazarmy CchiegioHecmu
KEAHMUMAMUGHI CYOJCEHHST 3 NO3UYIAMU «00Ope / noeanoy 3a aKcioloZiMHO WKANO0I0 YiHHOCMell
cy6’exkmie nisHanHA. 3anyueHHs «o6paz-cxem» 00 OCMUCTEHHA K8AHMUMAMUBHUX KOSHIMUGHUX
Mmemagop 3ymoeneHe iX eKCnIAHAMOPHOIO CUNOI0, WO GUABTAE 3AKOHOMIPHOCMI MUCTEHHS md
ocobnusocmi pobomu Hawioi yaeu, ixuvboi yuacmi y (opmyeanHi coMamuiuHo20 ma npocmoposoco
K00i6 JIHeBOKYIbIMYPU, 6 YNOPSAOKYGAHHI eKCHepieHYIanbHO20 (OHOY, a MaKodc y 00 exmueayii
YMOMUBOBAHOCMIT MOBHUX 3HAKIB KITbKOCMI.
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B xo00e uccredosanus evioensiromes pastvie munvl KOCHUMUGHBIX Memaghop, uoeHmuguyupyemcs
MOMUBUPOBAHHOCMb KGAHMUMAMUBHBIX 00PA308, ONPEOeAeMCs YeHHOCHHbIN NOMEHYUAT, CIOAUULL
3a memu unu UHLIMU Memagopuueckumu obpazamu HeonpeodeieHHozo Koauwecmea. Ilociednee
0Cywecmeisiemcst npu NOMOWU AHAIU3A KOSHUMUBHBIX U S3bIKOGLIX KOHMEKCMO8, NOMOLAIOWUX
COOmMHeCmU KEAHMUMAMUBHbIE CYICOCHUL € NOZUYUSMU «XOPOULO/NIIOX0» NO AKCUOIOSUYECKOU
wkanre yeuHocmell  cybvexkmos nosuanus. Ilpugneuenue  «obpaz-cxem» K OCMbICIEHUIO
KEAHMUMAMUGHbIX — KOZHUMUGHLIX — Memaghop — onpedeisiemcss ux — IKCHIAHAMOPHOU — CUIOU,
nposiensouell 3aKOHOMEPHOCIU MblulieHust U pabomvl HAule2o B000PAdICeHUs., UX YYacmus 6
PopMUposanUU COMAMUYECKO20 U NPOCMPAHCIMBEHHO20 KOO0 IUH2BOKYIbIYPbl, 8 YROPAOOUUBAHUU
IKCNEPUEHYUATLHO2O (POHOA, a MaKdice 8 00beKMUBAYUU MOMUBUPOBAHHOCHIU S3bIKOBLIX 3HAKOS
Konuuecmsa.

Knrouessvie cnosa: neonpedenennoe Koauvecmeo, cemManmuid, KOHYenm, oOpasHo-yeHHOCHHbI
cnotl, memaghopa, obpas-cxema.
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