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How do we measure “measure”?

Russian measure constructions and Metaphor

Elizaveta Kibisova

1. Introduction

In this study I examine four Measure constructions of Contemporary Standard Russian
from the perspective of cognitive linguistics. These constructions share similar syntactic
structure: a noun in the capacity of a quantifier (in this work I am going to use the term
“nominal quantifier” for such nouns) followed by a noun in the Genitive case: kyua NP-
Gen as in kyua dernee ‘pile of money’, rpyma NP-Gen as in epyda omeemcmeennocmu ‘pile
of responsibility’, mope NP-Gen as in mope ysemos ‘sea of flowers’, and tryaa NP-Gen as in
myuu necuurok ‘rain clouds of sand grains’. NP-Gen here is a formal representation of a
fillable slot in the constructions consisting of a noun phrase (NP) in the Genitive case
(Gen) L.

Generally, most constructions of this type express an indefinitely large quantity of an
object [JIz 2005: 3, Paxumuuma 2010: 353]. However, these constructions have semantic
differences, resulting in various combinatorial restrictions. Based on Lakoff and Johnson’s
theory of metaphor and other concepts of cognitive linguistics, I will attempt to present a
systematic view on the usage of the constructions in question. Results of this study can
help further researchers of Measure constructions in the Russian language, and will be
especially useful for learners and teachers of Russian as a second language.

1 The Russian Constructicon adopts a system of glosses used in Universal Dependencies analysis (UD, see
https://universaldependencies.org), employed by all existing construction projects (including constructicons
for English, German, Swedish, Brazilian Portuguese, and Japanese [Lyngfelt et al. 2018]. In this paper, I
adopt the same glossing system.
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This research departs from my work in the Russian Constructicon? project
(https://site.uit.no/russian-constructicon/, henceforth RC), that is building a searchable
database of Russian constructions. In this database, the constructions are accompanied
with descriptions of their semantic, structural and stylistic properties, and illustrated
with corpus examples [Janda et al. 2018]. This resource contains an extensive
classification and an advanced system of semantic tags that can be used to develop
linguistic descriptions of Russian constructions. Translation of definitions into other
languages and indexing according to levels of complexity make this resource useful to
students and teachers of L2 Russian.

Along with collecting new constructions for the database, the participants of the project
undertake additional descriptive and typological work, including grouping constructions
into meaningful semantic groups. 112 constructions in the database form a Measure
category. These constructions share the common semantics of Measure, but otherwise are
differ from each other both semantically and structurally. For the convenience of
description, search, and work with these patterns, I adopt a Cognitive Linguistics
approach and model my data in terms of a radial category [Rosch 1973 a,b]. A radial
category 1s a network of members that can have more central or more peripheral status
and are organized around a Prototype [Rosch 1977, 1978]. The 112 Measure constructions
under scrutiny are classified into eleven related families with some subcategories and
partial overlap. The constructions are grouped based on their semantic and structural
similarity to the prototypical concept of measurement and central constructions, and also
according to the additional meanings the constructions denote apart from measuring.
Constructions in the Measure class encode quantity of objects or quantified properties of
an object along dimensions such as length, volume, weight, etc. Based on their syntactic
and semantic features, I propose a radial category model for Measure constructions,
grouped into 11 closely related families that in some (mostly peripheral) cases can overlap
with each other.

The constructions in question belong to the Intensity family of the Measure radial
category. Together with two more constructions, yitma NP-Gen as in yiima dernee ‘a lot of
money’ and tosmma NP-Gen as in mosina cmydernmos ‘crowd of students’, they form a group
of constructions with nominal quantifiers as a common component. However, after
addressing the semantics of the nominal quantifiers mosina and yiima and their examples,
I decided to leave these constructions beyond the scope of this study for the following
reasons:

The noun yiima appears to be a quantifier, similar to m#oeo ‘a lot’. According to
Vinogradov [Bunorpamoe 2010] this word is interpreted as “variety, large quantity of
something”, used in colloquial language and doesn’t have any extra semantics other than
intensifying the speaker’s attitude to the amount or quantity. The etymology of the noun
yima does not reveal any additional semantics - apparently the word originates from
Common Slavonic “as much as one can take” [@acmep 1964]. Therefore, no metaphor and

2 In recent studies, the term “constructicon” refers to both the structured inventory of constructions in a
language and a thorough representation of this inventory [Lyngfelt et al. 2018; Fillmore 2008; Fillmore et al.
2012; Janda et al. Forthcoming].
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no collocational restrictions on the objects of quantification can be found in the
construction yiima NP-Gen.

Unlike yiima, the nominal quantifier mosina in the construction Tosma NP-Gen allows
a very limited range of collocations. Based on the dictionary definition of the word mosina,
it’s first and most concrete meaning is “unorganised group of people” [Vmaxos 2012].
Tonna occurs only with nouns defining people (mosina srodeii, monna rapooa ‘crowd of
people’), different social groups of people (mosina cmyoermos ‘crowd of students’), human-
like (monna opros ‘crowd of orcs’) or hominified objects (mosna npuspaxos ‘crowd of
ghosts’). Therefore, in all presented corpus examples this noun is used in its literal
meaning.

According to earlier research, there are about 30 nouns that can act as a nominal
quantifier and form a Measure construction [Paxmaunaa 2010: 363]. In this work, however,
I only address the four constructions already included in the Russian Constructicon

database:
Construction ITlustration
kyua NP-Gen Kyua Oenee ‘pile of money’
rpyaa NP-Gen 2pyoa omsemcmeaernnocmu ‘pile of responsibility’
tyua NP-Gen myuu necuurok ‘rain clouds of sand grains’
mope NP-Gen mope ygemos ‘sea of flowers’

Table 1: The four Measure constructions with nominal quantifiers from the Russian Constructicon

While collecting and formalizing constructions with the meaning of measure, I have
noticed that they express their meaning in different ways: through syntax (NP-Gen.Pl
Num - zzem mpuouyamse ‘about thirty years’, uenosex namos ‘about five people’), lexical
markers (Num NP B mmuny/mmupuny/seicoty ‘in length/width/height’ - nams mempos 6
onuwny ‘five meters long’, mpu canmumempa 6 wupury ‘three centimeters wide’), or
metaphorical extensions (NP-Gen.Pl srre kpsimnm ‘over the roof’- npobniem sviiue kpviuiu
‘too many problems’). Constructions with nominal quantifiers can have either literal or
metaphorical meaning. In this paper I focus mostly on the cases where a transition takes
place from a literal meaning of a noun to a metaphorical one.

To illustrate this metaphorical transition, compare the following phrases: azy6orxoe
cunee mope ‘deep blue sea’ vs. mope ¢niazos ‘a sea of flags’. The word mope in its first
definition is “a large body of water, limited on one or several sides by land and separated
from the ocean by islands or elevations of underwater terrain” 3 [Kysumeror 2014]. In this
definition the noun mope cannot be followed by a noun in the Genitive to specify its
contents, because by default it is always filled with water, not by anything else. However,
in mope garaco8 we use mope as a source domain to show that a large quantity of flags

3 The original text is as follows: “GosbIroe BogHOE IIPOCTPAHCTEO, OIPAHUYEHHOE C OJHON MJIM HECKOJIbKHAX
CTOPOH CYIIIEH U OT/IeJIsIeMOoe OT CAMOI'0 OKeaHa OCTPOBAMH HJIA BO3BBIIIIEHHOCTSIMHU IIOBOIHOTO pesbeda’.
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(target domain) is vast and looks like a sea. This way the noun loses its original meaning,
or at least parts of it, and turns into a nominal quantifier. This term is adopted from Lee
Su Khen’s study of such constructions, where she also offers some conclusions regarding
co-occurrence of nouns with various nominal quantifiers based on the examples from the
Russian National Corpus [JIz 2005]. The term allows us to draw parallels between the
nouns in question and “standard” quantifiers of the Russian language. The closest are
quantifiers such as mroeo ‘a lot’, cmosbro ‘so much’. According to Keenan and Paperno’s
classification, these are the value judgement quantifiers [Paperno 2012]. In the same way
as the nominal quantifiers, they govern a noun in the Genitive case and convey the
meaning of an indefinitely large quantity based on the speaker’s attitude. However, the
value judgement quantifiers mHo20 or cmosibko have no restrictions on semantic classes of
the quantified nouns, as opposed to the nominal quantifiers.

Because of the semantic differences of the nominal quantifiers, constructions with
similar syntactic structure can behave very differently in terms of their meaning and
collocations. For example, a native speaker can easily call a crowd of people at a rock
concert mope sirooeli ‘a sea of people’, but hardly ever ?epyda sirodeii ‘a pile of people’. A
scary swarm of bees can be described as myua nuén ‘a rain cloud of bees’, but unlikely as
2mope nuén ‘a sea of bees’. It seems that every nominal quantifier has its own range of co-
occurrence with quantified nouns. Still, there are many overlapping cases: a rich person
can have a large sum of money and call it kyua deree ‘a pile of money’, as well as mope
Oeree ‘a sea of money’. These differences are not obvious for learners of Russian as a second
language, and it seems quite difficult, if not impossible, to find descriptions of such
constructions in textbooks or dictionaries.

In this paper, I use data from the Russian National Corpus (RNC) to describe several
widely used measure constructions from a Cognitive Linguistics perspective. Such
analysis makes it possible to understand how the use of metaphors influences their
combinatorial restrictions. My corpus analysis in this paper investigates the types of
metaphor and metonymy used in the constructions with nominal quantifiers, and reveals
that the nominal quantifiers in question differ in collocations with various types of
concrete and abstract nouns.

The scientific novelty of this paper compared to Lee’s (2005) study lies in a deeper
cognitive analysis of the metaphors that underlie the data and in a more complex overview
of the corpus data. In the next paragraphs I will describe the dataset and methodology of
my research.

The article is structured as follows. In section 1 I presented the problem overview,
research question and hypothesis of the study. Section 2 includes description of the corpus
data and methods of study. My analysis is presented in Section 3, where subsection 3.1
focuses on the literal and metaphorical uses of the quantifiers, subsection 3.2 describes
the structure of the metaphors behind the quantifiers. The main conclusions are

summarized in section 4.

2. Data and Methodology

To create my database of Measure constructions with nominal quantifiers, I used the main
corpus of written text in the RNC, one of the largest openly available corpora of various
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Russian texts with convenient search instruments. Firstly, I extracted examples of each
construction from the RNC. To do so, I used the lexico-grammatical search engine of the
RNC website. I looked for the target lemma (mope/myua/kyua/epyoa) followed by a noun
in the Genitive case. To limit the number of results, in this study I did not include
constructions with nominal phrases in the Genitive case (such as rado sanyckamo Kyuy
manblx npoekmos ‘we need to start many (lit. a pile of) little projects) and limit it only to
single nouns (pabomas Hao dunoMmoMm, 8 nepepovlia Kywy mamepuasios ‘while working on
the thesis, I dug through a pile of papers). In addition, I have decided not to use examples
from texts written earlier than year 2000. This also allowed me to limit the number of
search results, but mainly ensured that I exclude collocations that are not frequently used
in contemporary Russian (for example, the word combination xyua copa ‘a pile of garbage’
was frequent in the 19th century, but cannot be found in examples after 2000, according
to the RNC).

The next step of preparing the data was ‘cleaning’. Apart from relevant examples,
search results also included some cases of word-form homonymy (ra 6epeecax
Banmuiicko2o mops 2opoda 00ur 3a opyaum cmaiu nepexooums 8 pyku Ilempa ‘on shores
of the Baltic sea the cities started to fall into Peter’s hands one by one’; homonymy between
the Genitive Singular and the Nominative Plural of the noun eopoo ‘gorod’), homonymy of
different parts of speech (Tyuu 6viriu 2opazdo nuce u ewyé 6ausce ‘rain clouds were much
lower and even closer’; the word 6vuiu ‘were’ here is a past form of the verb 6mims ‘to be’,
but it is homonymous to the Genitive Singular of the noun 6sw1s ‘truth’), some references
to proper names (mopa Poccuu ‘Russian seas’, mope Jlanmeswvix ‘Laptev Sea’), or occasional
sequence of nouns, e.g. at the borderline of two clauses (kazaprxu cmaeii 6pocaromes 8
Mmope, watiku samupaiom Ha aemy ‘a flock of barnacles rushes from to the sea, gulls freeze
mid-fly), etc. Such sentences had to be excluded manually. As a result, the database
included 1353 ‘clean’ examples of constructions with kyua, 385 sentences with mope, 364
with epyoa and 111 with myua. For closer study I have listed 100 randomly picked
examples of each construction. Thus, the database for this study consists of four hundred
examples, where each construction (kyua Np-Gen, rpyma NP-Gen, tyua NP-Gen, mope NP-
Gen) is represented by 100 randomly picked sentences from the corpus of contemporary
Russian language in the RNC.

3. Analysis of the Data

3.1. Literal and metaphorical uses of the four quantifiers
My first research goal was to determine the factors that underlie the literal and the
metaphorical usage of the four quantifiers.

Mope. As mentioned earlier, the noun mope in its literal meaning is a sea filled with
water and cannot be followed by a Genitive construction to specify its contents. Therefore,
Mmope can only be used in construction mope NP-Gen in a metaphorical sense. Exceptions
are Genitive constructions with proper names (mope Jlanmeswix ‘the Laptev Sea’) or
territorial belongings (mopsa Poccuu ‘Russian seas’).
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Tyua. Similarly to mope, the original definition of the noun myua already specifies that
it consists of water: “a large, usually dark cloud, bringing rain, snow, or hail” ¢ [Esrennesa
1957]. This means that any construction with an object in the Genitive case, describing
what myua consists of, is a metaphor with a rain cloud as its source domain.

Kyua. The definition of the noun xyua does not specify what kind of objects it goes with:
“a large amount of something in one place in a shape of a small hill” ® [Vimaxos 2012]. This
definition highlights several features of the object: quantity (large amount), layout (in one
place), and shape (a small hill). According to this definition, xyza can consist of any objects,
and the analysis of the corpus examples has shown that it is rarely used outside of the
Genitive construction, except in some fixed expressions like csannusamo 6 Kyuy or siexcamo
kyueti. In such cases, the contents of xyua are usually clear from the context. In the
database for this study, there are 31 examples of the nominal quantifier kyua in its literal
meaning, and 69 examples of metaphorical usage. The definition of the construction was
considered metaphorical if it was clear from the context that the noun xyua lacks one of
its original features (quantity, layout, shape). Compare the following sentences:

(1) Omn cbeean k Kyue xaMma U RPUMAULUTL 08Q AULUKA.
‘He ran to a pile of rubbish and dragged back two crates’.

(2) Ipuxooicy Ha c8010 OCMAHOBKY, KyUa Jiio0ell. ..
‘I come to my bus stop, [and see a] crowd of people...’

(3) Bopuc Ummarnyunosuu, bocameiiiuuli uesnosex, aiaoenel, Kyui npeonpuimili.
‘Boris Immanuilovitsch, an extremely rich man, owner of a heap of enterprises’.

In the first example we can imagine a pile of rubbish - a large amount of some objects,
all situated together in the shape of a hill. In the second example the object is people at a
bus stop, it is still possible that their quantity is large and they are standing close to each
other, but it is highly unlikely that they are heaped one over another. In the third sentence
the objects of kyua are enterprises. It is clear that the author underlines the large quantity
of the enterprises, but they cannot literally be all in one place, let alone shaped in a pile.
Therefore, examples two and three are metaphorical.

I'pyoa. The definition of the word epyda is very close to kyua: a large amount of objects
piled disorderly, one on top of the other. Just as xyua, epyda is defined through quantity
(large amount) and layout (one on top of another, which is practically the same as in one
place). The distinctive feature of epyoa compared to xyua is disorder of objects, lack of
shape - shapelessness. Ipyoda is also regularly followed by a noun in Genitive. However,
the ratio of literal and metaphorical meanings differs substantially from xyua: there are
77 examples of the literal usage of epyda vs. 23 metaphorical ones®. The following examples
show the difference between literal and metaphorical meanings in Genitive constructions
with the nominal quantifier epyoda:

4 The original text is as follows: “Bosbiioe, 00bIYHO TeMHOE 00JIaK0, HECYIIEE JTOMKIb, IPal, CHer .

5 The original text is as follows: “ Bosbiroe kostmyecTBO Yero-H., HaBaJIeHHOE B OJHOM MECTe TOPKOM .
6 I call these examples metaphorical, though further in the paper I will show that some of these
constructions are formed by a combination of metonymy and metaphor..
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(4)  3Omo srauum, ona ysuodena 0OJ0NCKY HCYPHANQ 8 2py0e 2a3em U KHU2 Y ROCMel.
‘It means that she saw a magazine cover in a heap of newspapers and books by
the bed’.

(5)  Own nepepwisan epyovt UCMOUHUKO08, WMobbL HAIMU eOUHCMBEHH0 Heobxooumoe U
becnperocio8Ho ybeoumesibHoe 018 803 MONCHO20 ONNOHEHMA.

‘He searched through piles of sources to find only necessary and unquestioningly
convincing things for a potential opponent’.

In the first example the literal epyoa of newspapers and books is mentioned: there are
many objects, they are in disarray and piled together in one place. On the contrary, in the
second sentence the objects are literature sources, which most likely are not collected in
one place. Thus, the first example of the epyoa construction is literal, and the second one
is metaphorical.

To sum up, measure constructions with nominal quantifiers mope and myua are always
used metaphorically, whereas constructions with xyua and epyda can be either literal or
metaphorical. Despite very close definitions of the nouns xkyua and epyoda, literal and
metaphorical examples are distributed unequally among them, as shown in table 2:

MOPE TYYA KVYA I'PYJIA
Literal meaning 0 0 31 77
Metaphor 100 100 69 23

Table 2. Ratio of literal and metaphorical examples of the constructions with nominal quantifiers in the database

3.2. The structure of the metaphors behind the four quantifiers

In the next paragraphs I will take a closer look at the types of metaphors involved in the
measure constructions with the four nominal quantifiers.

According to the Contemporary Theory of Metaphor [Lakoff 1993] a metaphor is ‘a
cross-domain mapping in the conceptual system’. To understand how metaphors in the
constructions with nominal quantifiers work, we need not only to identify source and
target domains for each metaphor, but also to define the features that were transferred
from the source domain to the target domain, since mapping is selective. The analysis of
the quantified objects in the database has shown that metaphors are mapped differently
depending on the semantics of the objects.

To categorize the objects (nouns in the Genitive case) into different types according to
their meaning, I used a system of semantic tags provided by the RNC. Semantic tagging
allowed me to discover several tendencies for each of the four quantifiers:

Mope. The nominal quantifier mope occurs rather often with liquids (30 examples out
of 100). Apparently, this collocation is the most natural one, since the noun mope has liquid
(water) as part of its literal meaning. For example:

(6) Ha cmosie 0okmop ysuoes OnpoKUHYMYI0 YePHUIbHULY U mope yeprusl. ‘On the
table, the doctor saw an overturned inkwell and a sea of ink’.

In this sentence, both the source and the target domains (sea and ink) are liquids, and
the image of the large amount of water in a sea is mapped onto the large amount of spilled
ink. Both terms here are concrete, and the comparison is occasional, not systematic. This
1s an image metaphor, similarly to the following sentences:
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(7)  Ona cmapanace He npukacambves Kk beckoneunbim 6ymepbpooam [...], nocse
KOMOPbLX XOMEJI0Ch 8bLNUMb MOPE HCUOKOCMIL.
She tried not to touch the endless sandwiches [...], after which she wanted to
drink a sea of liquid.

(8) A nomom mbt cKa3a10 — NPUCOCOUHALICA, Y HAC MOPE NUBA.
‘And then you said — join us, we have a sea of beer’.

The most frequent collocation of the type mope + liquid is mope kposu, and the metaphor
1s more complicated in this case. On the construction level, this is also an image metaphor,
where a large amount of liquid (water) of the source domain is compared to a large amount
of liquid (blood) in the target domain. Thus, the phrase mope kposu can be defined as
“large amount of blood”. However, this set expression can have various meanings in a
sentence depending on the predicate and broader context. In some cases it is used in a
literal sense, as in the example 9, but mostly it is used as a poetic description of war and
violence (examples 10 and 11). The usage of this phrase is remarkable in a metonymic
context: bloodshed occurs as one of the results of injury, and injury is one of many actions
typical for wars and armed conflicts. Therefore, a large amount of blood, or metaphorical
“sea of blood” in examples 10 and 11 can be considered a metonymic shift from effect to
cause (injury causes bloodshed), and from subevent to complex event (injury as one of the
events of war) according to Geeraerts and Peirsman’s definition of metonymy as a
prototypically structured concept [Peirsman, Geeraerts 2006].

(9) Budeopso sneuwamJiasn: nepeseprymasie CmMoJibl, MpYynvl HA NOJLY, U3-N00 KOMOPbLX
HamMeKJu uesible MOpPs KPOosL.

‘The video was impressive: upturned tables, corpses on the floor, from under
which leaked whole seas of blood’.

(10) Isecmu nem Poccusa conpuracanacy ¢ Yeurnelii, u 661710 nposiumo mMope Kposi.
‘For two hundred years, Russia came into contact with Chechnya, and a sea of
blood was shed’.

(11) 3mu mopsa kposu nozsonusu omoépocums spaza nod Mockeoti, 8bicmoams noo
Jlenunepadom, nobedums 8 Cmanunepade.

‘These seas of blood allowed to fend off the enemy near Moscow, to survive near
Leningrad, to win in Stalingrad’.

The metaphor mope c1é3 is less frequent than mope kposu (3 examples against 20), but
has the same structure and describes grief and suffering:

(12) Peru xkposu, mope cnes, a um éce Hunouem!
‘Rivers of blood, a sea of tears, but they don’t care!

The nominal quantifier mope is used with other concrete objects, apart from liquids:

(13) Berku, mope 18emos — OHU CMEHOU 3AKPLLIIU C8EHCULL XOJIM.
‘Floral tributes, a sea of flowers - covered the fresh hill like a wall’.

(14) B 3anie — mope Oesiecamos, CoeXa8ULUXCA U3 MHOUX, 0QXHCe CAMbBLX OMOAJICHHbLX
2opodos u paitioros Ilpukambps.
‘In the hall there is a sea of delegates who have gathered from many, even the
most remote towns and regions of Prikamye’.

In the examples 13 and 14 wmope is also a source domain for the image metaphor, but
instead of quantifying liquids we compare a large number of solid objects that, like a sea,
cover a vast surface.
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Sometimes the nominal quantifier loses most of its original definition, as in the
following example:

(15) Bom a8 sam npouumarn, eciu Xomume, MOope 3CIMICOK.
‘Let me read you, if you like, a sea of text messages’.

(16) Mope 00eocobt O doma — 6 « Mupe Kospos», Paradise, Yves Delorme,
Pimonteks.
‘A sea of home clothes i1s at the “Carpet World”, Paradise, Yves Delorme,
Pimonteks’.

Sentences 15 and 16 are examples of a dead metaphor, or, in terms of Cornelia Miiller,
a sleeping metaphor [Sullivan 2018]. The only feature of the sea in such examples is a
large quantity, and the noun mope acts as a “pure”’ quantifier, without any additional
semantics. However, such metaphors are often “awakened”:

(17 Ja u nonadu myoa, KAk COPUEHMUPOBAINBLC 8 IMOM MOPe O0KYMeHmMOo8?

‘Even if someone gets there, how can one find their way in this sea of
documents?’

(18) Oornaro 6oabWUHCMBO HENPOPYECCUOHATIbHBIX Yimameseli ouyu,aem
HACMOAMESIbHYI0 hompebHocmb 8 [...] anoHcax, opueHmupyrou,iux 8 Heobo3puUMoM
Mope AUMNPOOYKUUL.

‘However, the majority of non-professional readers feel an urgent need for [...]
announcements orienting in the boundless sea of literature’.

In the examples 17 and 18 the verb copuenmuposamucs, the participle
opuernmupyruw,ux and the adjective neobospumom borrow the same source domain of a sea
being endless and hard to navigate and transfer these features to the target domains
(documents and previews). In some cases the sea metaphor becomes rather elaborate,
including not only the features of a literal sea, but also biblical references:

(19) Onu nownu 06pamMHO CKB803b MOpe Hegecm, Komopoe PAcCmynaioch nepeo HuMiuL,
¢108HO neped Hapooom Mouces.
‘They went back through the sea of brides, which parted before them, as if before
the people of Moses’.

The nominal quantifier mope often forms a measure construction with abstract nouns.
These nouns denote objects that have no concrete physical representation. There are more
collocations of abstract nouns with mope than with any other nominal quantifier in this
paper. Apparently, this result is caused by an ontological metaphor EMOTIONS ARE
LIQUIDS [Stefanowitsch 2006], as most abstract nouns in the data are emotions
(8nevamnerus, Hcenarus, cuacmbe, y0080JbCIMaEUe):

(20) Ilooapume nr0bumol sHceHuLuRe Mope wyscmae u memnepamerm Kazanoswse. ‘Give
your beloved woman a sea of feelings and Casanova’s temper’.

To sum up, metaphors with the nominal quantifier mope are mostly based on the partial
mapping of its original definition i.e. being a vast amount of liquid. The database shows
that mope is more frequent with liquid objects and emotions. The latter can also be
considered liquids via conceptual metaphor EMOTIONS ARE LIQUIDS.

Tyua. In a similar manner to smope, most metaphors with myua are of the image
metaphor type. The distinctive features of myua are not listed in its dictionary definition,
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but can be drawn from our idea of a raincloud: it is a mass of small particles of water
(raindrops, snowflakes, or hailstones) located in the air and capable of moving. Especially
significant is moving towards the speaker, because it brings consequences such as rain, or
snow, or hail.

The most frequent semantic tag of objects to co-occur with myua is ‘stuff’, which is
assigned to substances and materials (nouns like nswis [17 examples], necox [8], dbem [5],
6pwizeu [5], ete). In all sentences with the tag ‘stuff’, the context shows that the objects are
hanging or moving in the air as a result of some event:

(21) Apwmeltickue «kobpow» yoice obiemasiu 0opocy, a 00UH 8epmoJiem onyCmuJics,
NOOHUMAS MYHY NbLIIU.
‘Army "cobras" already flew around the road, and one helicopter descended,
raising a cloud of dust’.

(22) Ioonsswulics om 8suHmMO8 gemep 830AAMYMUTL MYUU NeCKa, U 3ab0p,
KQ3aJ10Cb, 80M-80M COPBEMCSL U YJIeMUM Npoub.
‘The wind rising from the propellers stirred up clouds of sand, and the fence
seemed to be about to fall off and fly away’.

(23) Ona 80py2 noCKOIL3HYIACH U OYIMBIXHYJIACL NPAMO 8 8AHHY, NOOHAE MYUy
bpbi3e.
‘Suddenly she slipped and fell right into the bath, raising a cloud of splutter’.

In all these examples construction tyua NP-Gen is an image metaphor, based on
similarity between a rain cloud and described events by a large quantity of small particles
in the air.

Another frequent semantic tag is ‘animal’. Metaphors with animals have similar
structure to the objects referring to ‘stuff’. Almost all animals in constructions with myua
are small flying animals, usually staying in big groups: insects (komapbt ‘mosquitos’ [8],
myxu ‘flies’[5], mowrapa ‘flies’ [4] etc.) or birds (8oporse ‘crows’, zanku ‘daws’, coybu
‘pigeons’, yatixu ‘seagulls’):

(24) B sempeHbie OHU nPpU20HAC MYUL KOMAPO8 HA 20PO00K.
‘On windy days, it brings clouds of mosquitoes to the town’.

(25) U myuu 80poHbA HOCUSIUCH KAPYCENIbIO 8OKPY2 KPeCmos.
‘And the clouds of crows carouseled around the crosses’.

However, not all objects in the sentences with myua are airborne. There are several
examples where the metaphor becomes more complicated:

(26) ... B mo spemsa Kax mbl 0OCMAHOBUNUCH KA PotOHOPAOCKOT ntouw,adu, Ha HAC
HaJslemena c3a0l Uesias myua YeKucmos, Cpasy He c8aIUSULUX HAC HA 3eMJLIO. ..
‘As we stopped at Rybnoryadskaya Square, a whole cloud of Chekists flew at us
from behind, immediately tackling us to the ground’.

(27) Braeme, ckonvro mHe tem? Bam nanvuem kaunymos — myua 0egouex HaJlemum.
‘Do you know how old I am? You only need to swing a finger — a cloud of girls
will come swarming’.

(28) 3odecv y mebs 6ydem myua nOKJIOHHUKOS.

“You will have a swarm of admirers here’.

The grammatical objects in 26, 27 and 28 are humans, incapable of flying. Still, not only
the quantifier myua is used here, but also the verb naszememds in the examples 26 and 27,
which confirms mapping with a source domain, capable of flying. However, this verb along
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with the rest of contexts in these sentences show that the objects here initiate the act of
flying, opposed to the rain cloud that flies due to external impact. Therefore, the source
domain in the last three examples is not a raincloud, but more likely a swarm of insects
or birds, and the target domains are mapping the feature of active swooping upon someone
(compare with the Russian fixed expression kax nuénwvt na méo).

There is another feature that is sometimes mapped from the source domain ‘rain cloud’:

(29) JIoou xoousiu no dowamsim MOCIMKAM, OKDYHCEHHbIM O0IOMOM, U JIemoM HaAO
NPOXOHCUMU BUSIUCH CKPLLBAIOULLLE COTIHUE MYUL KOMAPOS.
‘People walked on boardwalks surrounded by a swamp, and in the summer,
clouds of mosquitoes hiding the sun would swarm above the passers-by’.

The ability to hide the sun is mapped not only in the literal sense, as in example 29,
but also through the conceptual metaphor EMOTION IS LIGHT. The ability to hide the
light in the source domain is mapped with negative consequences in the target domains:

(30) Cmarnuyus 3abuma suleIOHAMU U Mmy4eli Hapood.
‘The station is packed with trains and a swarm of people’.

(31) ... puckosamb, K020a 8 ciyHUQae NOPANCEHUS Mepaellb Mmyuwy 0eHea, Ha MoeM
Mecme He cmaJgt Obt HUKMO.
‘No one would risk in my place, when you lose a lot of money in case of defeat’.

In several examples negative attitude is underlined by using adjectives with xyua like
uepmosq, XpeHosa, Pueosq:

(32) Hapoo naamum xperos8y myuy 0eHez, umobbt e20 0mmIoHUH208AMb.
‘People pay a damn cloud of money to tune it up’.

Kyua. This is the most frequent nominal quantifier of all four discussed in this paper
(1353 examples of kyua-constructions vs. 385 examples with mope, 364 with epyoa and 111
with myua), and it has the widest range of collocations. Unlike mope and myua, Genitive
constructions with xyua can be literal, not only metaphorical. Out of 100 examples 31 in
my database include the word xyua in its literal meaning, there is an actual pile of objects
that the speaker describes:

(33) Ilepecmynus uepes sHYWLUMEIBHYIO Kywy 00€x4#c0bt, OHA YCMAJIO ONYCMUJIACH HA
CMyJi, 20Mm08as PA3Pe8emuCs Om OMUAAHUA.
‘Stepping over an impressive pile of clothes, she sat down on a chair wearily,
ready to burst into tears out of despair.

However, most of the sentences with xkyua, like example 34, are metaphorical.

(34) Bo-smopuvix, umobbt nosv3osamues yery2amu Mnmeprema, He HYHCHO
0OOPMIIAMD Y MO20 dHce nPos8aiidepa Kyuwy 002080p08 U NPOUUX O0KYMEHIMO08.
‘Secondly, in order to use the Internet services, you do not need to draw up a
bunch of contracts and other documents with the same provider’.

There is no literal pile of documents lying somewhere, and it is unlikely that someone
would collect them and put them into a shape of a small hill, as the dictionary definition
suggests. According to Lee Su Khen, the quantifier kyua is the most grammaticalized [JIu
2005], 1.e. has lost most of its semantics and almost turned into a quantifier, that only
denotes large quantity. In fact, the only difference from a “standard” quantifier mroeo is
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that xkyua is used in colloquial speech and conveys some of the speaker's intense attitude
towards the subject. This intensity may be caused by remaining mapping from the original
definition of kyua: not only the large quantity is mapped, but also the shape, through
primary metaphor QUANTITY IS VERTICALITY (a pile with more objects is higher than
the one with fewer objects) [Lakoff, Johnson 1980: 15-16] . The frequent co-occurrence of
verbs with the prefix na- in sentences with xyua (10 examples) may be supporting this
assumption:

(35) Ipyswa I'onwobepeos nanecnu Kyuy oeree, u Tarns nepesodusnia ux 6 pasHovie
KYJIUHAPHbIE U3bLCKLL.

‘Friends of the Goldbergs brought a lot of money, and Tanya transformed them
to various culinary delights’.

(36) Xouemcs sepHymMbCs dHcUBbIM U 300PO8bIM, NOMOMY UMO 3HACULD, Y MO
HAPABOMAHA KY1Ua MAMEPUAJIO8, HCYMKO NOJIe3HbLX OIS 8ceX, OJi8 Haulell
pabomue u 0214 cebs.

‘You want to return alive and healthy, because you know that a lot of materials
have been accumulated that are terribly useful for everyone, for our work, and
for yourself’.

In Genitive constructions xkyua appears most frequently with nouns describing money
(Oenveu [11], 6abku [1], eparmee [1]). The metaphor here has the same structure as in

example 34, and only adds expressiveness, money being an important part of everyday
life:

(37) A na sce amu yo080bcmauUs YX00UM Kyua 0eHe2, U HYHCHO Obimb No-
HACMOoAULLMY NPUNCUMUCMOLU, YMOObL COXPAHUMb XOMb KAKUe-MOo 3aNnachl.
‘And all these pleasures take a lot of money, and you need to be really fisted in
order to save up at least some reserves’.

Ipyoa. Even though the definition of the word epyda is very close to xkyua, Genitive
constructions with the nominal quantifier epyoda are significantly less frequent than those
with xyua (381 RNC examples for epyoda against 1459 for xyua). The noun epyda in
Genitive constructions is more often used in its literal meaning (77 direct against 23
metaphorical examples):

(38) Ilpoiideme no kamHam, nepeniezeme uepes o2paxcoerue, obotideme 2pyody bouek,
mam or u 6yoem.
‘Walk on the stones, climb over the fence, go around the pile of barrels, and
there he will be’.

In the 100 examples of my database there are co-occurrences of the nominal quantifier
epyda with abstract nouns. Further research of the full data on epyoa has revealed only
one such example’. There are several sentences, where the noun epyoa is grammaticalized
and acts similarly to xyua in example 34 — as a quantifier in colloquial speech:

7 BockpeceHckuit Muxamnii, ChIH CBAIIEHHUKA, 10 IIPO3BUIILY «3aMOCKBopelrkuii Bamsrep Crorm, ymep B 1867
TO/y, 4 ¥KUBBEM UyTKO YJIABJIUBAJ 3AIIPOCH YMTATEJIS «CPEIHEr0 COCTOSHUN), KIIMCYH TOJKYYEro PEHIHKAY, €ro
JIIOOWJTH, ¥ B POMAHaX ero (COPOK TOMOB) «IIeJIble TPY Il CTPACTEMN, 3aKOHHBIX ¥ ITPOTUBO3AKOHHBIX, COOBITHS
BEPXOM HA COOBITHSIX?, JEMOHHUYECKIE TePOH, UYBCTBUTEILHO BO3BBIIIEHHBIN CJIOr — KTO JaBaJ Bosioge kHuru
Bocrpecencroro? [Anerxcamnp Tepexos. Kamennsrit mocr (1997-2008)]
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(39) Bom monibko s 00H020 He MO2Y NOHAMb, 3AUeM MeHS 3ACMABIAI0M YUMAmb
maxyio 2pyoy bymae?
‘But I just can’t understand why they force me to read such a pile of papers?
However, the majority of epyda constructions are image metaphors that map
shapelessness as a distinctive feature of the source domain onto the target domain:

(40) Koeda mbt noKynaau JUHUIO, Mbl NPUOOPeMAil He RPOCmMO 2pyoy MemaJid, Mbl
NOKYRAJIU 803MONCHOCMb NPOU3B00UMDb ONPEOeTICHHYI0 NPOOYKULLIO.
‘When we bought the line, we were not just buying a pile of metal, we were
buying the opportunity to produce certain products’.

In this example, the shapelessness of a pile of metal is opposed to the structure and
functionality of equipment (runus ‘processing line’). This feature is often highlighted by
adjectives such as nenocayuwnas, nepexcesarnnas, becghopmernnas to the word epyoa:

(41) ...on oraoicemca 018 HAC YeM-Mmo 8PO0e KOMNLIOMEPQA, HA KJAABUAMYPE KOMOPOo20
O0NILUWLUHCMB0 KIa8UWL 3anadaem, U HA00 ewe YXUmpumoscs 4wmo-mo 88ecmiu 8
MYy HEnoCaYULHYI0 epyoy xHcese3a U MUKDPOCXeM.
‘...It will turn out to be something like a computer for us, with the keyboard with
most keys sunk, and we still have to manage to enter something into this
naughty pile of iron and circuits’.

14 out of 23 metaphorical examples have a structure and a meaning similar to examples
40 and 41. This is another case of combined metaphor and metonymy. As already noted,
the construction epyoa memasnnia in example 40 is an image metaphor mapping lack of
structure from the source domain (epyoa) to the target domain (equipment). However, the
semantic shift between metal and equipment happens in the same domain (equipment),
as metal is one of the materials the equipment is made of. In example 41, a computer is
compared to a pile of iron and circuits. This is a combination of metonymy (material to
object) [Peirsman, Geeraerts: 283] and image metaphor from the source domain (shapeless
pile) to the target domain (computer). In most of such sentences, metonymic transfer from
material to object is used to highlight damage, malfunction, or uselessness of various kinds
of machines, such as vehicles or computers. Several examples use the same metonymic
transfer (example 42), or transfer from part to whole [Peirsman, Geeraerts 2006: 280]
(example 43) to show a human’s apparent “malfunction” — negative transformation or
sickness:

(42) U sce-maru npucmpacmuuwiii 832710 Cepnyxurna y2aobi8asi 8 3anibléuleti HCupom
epyode maca moeo, mos100020 Mokes, wmo mak 00U HCU3Hb U HPABUJICS
HCEHULUHAM.

‘Still, Serpukhin’s biased glance could recognize the young Mokey, who loved life
so much and was liked by women, in the heap of meat swollen with fat’.

Comparing a person to the meat he consists of shows the speaker’s attitude towards
some negative changes that happened to this person.

(43) Moowcem cmambcs, on U ObLL 2pY00Tl MPAnbs, Wb0 mesa 8 HeM yxce NOUmu He
0CmasaJiocy.
‘It may well be that he was the pile of rags, for there was almost no body left in

)

him’.
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The same combination of metaphor and metonymy can also be found in the construction
with kyua, but it is not frequent - there is only one such example in the dataset:

(44) Mpbt npuexanu 6e3 cKeslemor08 U MOJIbKO 8 NOCTCORUTL MOMEHM 8bINPOCUSIL Y
0pP2aHU3AMOPO8 KAKYI0-MO KYYY MEMAJJIOJIOMA HA KOHbKAX.
‘We arrived without skeletons and only at the last moment we managed to ask
the organizers for some pile of scrap metal on skates’.

Again, a skeleton sleigh is named after the material it is made of via ‘material to object’
metonymy, and at the same time it is compared to a pile of metal via image metaphor to
highlight its bad quality.

4. Conclusion

In this work I address the semantics of the four measure constructions with the nominal
quantifiers kyua/mope/ryua/rpyma NP-Gen, based on the data from the RNC. Unlike
similar “standard” quantifiers such as m#oeo or cmosnvko, each of these constructions has
its own collocational restrictions on the governed noun in the Genitive case.

Constructions with the nominal quantifiers can have either literal or metaphorical
meaning. During the transition to a metaphorical nominal quantifier, the noun loses its
literal meaning, but still keeps some distinctive features. These features determine the
collocational restrictions of a quantifier. They also allow usage of metaphor and metonymy
in the structure of the measure constructions to highlight certain aspects of the quantified
objects. In these cases, the original definitions of the nouns xyua, epyoa, mope, and myua
act as the source domain, and the quantified objects are target domains. All four
quantifiers convey the idea of a large amount of an object. The word xyua is the most
grammaticalized quantifier, which has lost most of its original semantics, whereas other
nouns usually map their distinctive features to target domains. The main feature of mope
is ‘being a liquid’, therefore it is more frequent with liquid objects and emotions via the
conceptual metaphor EMOTIONS ARE LIQUIDS. Tyua is mostly distinctive by consisting
of small particles being in the air, thus it appears most often with free-flowing materials
such as dust or sand as well as with insects and birds. Kyuza is the most frequent quantifier
and has the widest range of collocations, its distinctive features are almost non-detectable
in the sentences. I pyoa is the least metaphorical quantifier, and mostly used in its literal
meaning (a pile). When we use epyda in metaphorical sense, the construction rpyma NP-
Gen represents a combination of metaphor and metonymy to express malfunction of the
object or negative attitude of the speaker.

To summarize, this research has shown that measure constructions with the nominal
quantifiers ryua, mope, myua, and epyoa are used in different, though overlapping,
collocations determined by the original definitions of the nouns. These nouns can be used
in their literal meanings, as well as in creating metaphors or even combinations of
metaphor and metonymy.

Data Sources

The Russian Constructicon: http://office.leosdr.space/
The Russian National Corpus http://www.ruscorpora.ru/
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