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This study investigates the linguistic representation of human intellectual activity in English through a com-
prehensive analysis of phraseological units, metaphorical expressions, and semantic structures. The research
examines how intellectual abilities are conceptualised, categorised, and evaluated within the English linguistic
worldview, focusing on key lexemes such as “mind”, “reason”, “head”, and “brain”, as well as their antithe-
tical counterparts “stupid” and “‘fool”. The analysis reveals that English speakers employ a rich array of meta-
phorical models to represent intellectual capacity, including conceptualisations of the mind as a container, a
plant, a fire, an animal, and a person. Six primary thematic groups emerge through systematic examination of
phraseological units: smart-stupid dichotomy, gaining-losing intelligence, extensive-trivial knowledge, gifted-
ness-ordinary abilities, quick-slow wit, and good-poor memory. These categories demonstrate a hierarchical
evaluation system where intellectual skills are measured gradually, notably lacking a neutral “normal” category.
Component analysis of phraseological expressions identifies somatic elements (head, brain, mind), object-based
metaphors (knife, brick, light), natural phenomena comparisons (rock, whip), measurement metaphors (ency-
clopedia, fountain, sieve), animal references (elephant, bird, chicken), and action verbs as primary linguistic
mechanisms for expressing intellectual concepts. The study reveals a predominance of negative evaluations in
intellectual characterisation, with positive assessments typically requiring intensifiers. The research demonstrates
that intellectual activity representation in English reflects cultural values and social norms, where intelligence
is a virtue subject to moral evaluation. The analysis uncovers distinct conceptual boundaries between “mind”
(basic thinking ability) and “reason” (higher cognitive function), as well as between “stupid” (slow intellectual
capacity) and “fool” (violation of social behavioural norms). These findings contribute to understanding how
cognitive abilities are linguistically constructed and culturally transmitted through language. The study s impli-
cations extend to cognitive linguistics, cultural anthropology, and language pedagogy, offering insights into the
relationship between language, thought, and cultural conceptualisation of human intellectual capacity within
English-speaking communities.
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The statement of the problem. Language is
a mirror and a mechanism for human cognition,
reflecting and shaping how societies conceptualise
fundamental aspects of human experience. Among
these aspects, intellectual activity occupies a par-
ticularly significant position, representing one of
human personality’s most valued and socially rele-
vant characteristics. The linguistic representation
of intellectual abilities reveals individual cognitive
processes and collective cultural attitudes, social
hierarchies, and value systems embedded within
language communities.

With its rich phraseological heritage and ex-
tensive metaphorical expressions, the English lan-
guage provides a unique window into how intel-
lectual activity is conceptualised, categorised, and
evaluated. From everyday expressions like “bright
mind” and “sharp wit” to more complex metapho-
rical constructions such as “memory like a sieve”
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or “few sandwiches short of a picnic”, English
speakers employ diverse linguistic mechanisms to
describe, assess, and understand human cognitive
abilities.

This linguistic representation extends beyond
mere description to encompass complex evalua-
tive frameworks that distinguish between various
levels and types of intellectual capacity. The di-
chotomy between intelligence and stupidity, wis-
dom and foolishness, creates a linguistic landscape
where cognitive abilities are not simply described
but morally and socially evaluated. Such evaluative
dimensions reveal deep-seated cultural assumptions
about what constitutes intellectual virtue and social
competence (Fauconnier&Turner, 2002).

Studying intellectual activity representation in
language intersects multiple linguistic disciplines,
including cognitive linguistics, phraseology, se-
mantics, and cultural linguistics. We can uncover
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systematic patterns in how speakers conceptualise
mental processes through phraseological analysis,
while semantic investigation reveals the underlying
cognitive models that structure these conceptualis-
ations. The metaphorical dimension of intellectual
representation demonstrates how abstract cognitive
concepts are understood through concrete, embod-
ied experiences.

The aim of this research is to conduct a com-
prehensive linguistic analysis of how human intel-
lectual activity is represented in the English lan-
guage through phraseological units, metaphorical
expressions, and semantic structures, with particu-
lar focus on identifying systematic patterns of con-
ceptualisation and evaluation.

The tasks of the research are to analyse the se-
mantic structure and dictionary definitions of key
lexemes representing intellectual activity (“mind”,
“reason”, “head”, “brain”, “stupid”, “fool”), to
identify and classify metaphorical models under-
lying the representation of intellectual concepts in
English phraseology, to systematise phraseological
units expressing intellectual activity into thematic
groups based on semantic criteria, to examine the
evaluative dimensions of intellectual representation
and determine the predominant assessment patterns,
to conduct component analysis of phraseological
units to identify recurring linguistic elements and
their semantic contributions, to investigate the cul-
tural and social implications of intellectual activity
representation in English linguistic consciousness,
to determine the distinctive features between relat-
ed concepts (mind vs. reason, stupid vs. fool) and
their linguistic manifestations.

The object of this research is the linguistic
representation of human intellectual activity in the
English language system.

The subject of investigation comprises phrase-
ological units, metaphorical expressions, idiomatic
constructions, and lexical items that represent, de-
scribe, or evaluate human intellectual abilities, cog-
nitive processes, and mental capacities in English.

The presentation of the primary material.
Linguistic units that characterise human intellectual
activity define personality by the level of intellec-
tual abilities (stupid, narrow-minded, dull, smart,
clever, brilliant), as well as determine the intel-
lectual capabilities of an individual (quick-witted,
shrewd, perceptive, resourceful), and qualities of
thought processes (sharp, penetrating, keen mind).

The definition of intellectual properties of per-
sonality is connected with evaluation. Intelligence
is a virtue; its presence is evaluated positively,
while its absence is evaluated negatively. On the
normative scale of intelligence assessment, positive
deviations from the norm would be genius and ta-
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lent, and negative deviations from the norm would
be mental deficiency and madness. In contrast, in-
telligence and stupidity are evaluated as normative.
Intelligence represents an average level of intel-
lectual ability, while stupidity represents the lower
boundary of the norm for such ability (Gibbs, 2006;
Johnson, 1987).

Human intellectual abilities are represented
through the lexemes “head” and “brain”. The head
is the place where thoughts arise (it came to mind,
popped into my head), an organ of memory (keep in
mind, get out of my head, slipped my mind), while
the brain is the organ of mental activity (not the
sharpest tool in the shed, use your brain).

Thus, about a person endowed with intellectual
abilities, we say “clear head”, “bright mind”, while
about someone lacking such skills, we say “air-
head”, “scatter-brained”, “lost his head”, “head
in the clouds”, and others. When solving a vitally
essential but difficult task, we use the expression
“it’s a real headache”.

Other concepts expressing representations of the
level of human intellectual abilities in English are
the concepts of “mind” and “reason”. The concept
“mind” actualises specific intellectual skills and ca-
pabilities of a person that distinguish them from
animals. This evaluation is partially preserved in de-
rivative words from the lexeme mind: mindful, rea-
sonable (about a prudent, sensible person). Howe-
ver, the term “know-it-all” often has an ironic con-
notation, connected with the culturally condemned
desire to appear more intelligent than everyone else,
to stand out intellectually (Kovecses, 2002).

In some cases, within proverbs and sayings, the
concepts mind and reason are used as synonyms:
“Mind your own business and reason will follow”;
“A sound mind in a sound body”.

The lexeme “mind” expresses a person’s cog-
nitive ability (out of his mind, intelligent but not
wise, etc.). This lexeme in metaphorical usage in
phraseology and poetic speech represents the fol-
lowing metaphorical models:

1. mind as fruit (fruits of the mind, fruitful
mind, mature mind)

2. mind as plant (flowering mind, budding in-
tellect)

3. mind as seed (plant the seed of an idea)

4. mind as container (it’s brewing in my mind,
empty-headed)

5. mind as surface (shallow mind, surface
thoughts)

6. mind as animal (bird-brain, pig-headed,
sharp as a tack, cunning mind, etc.)

7. mind as person (English mind, German
mind, American mind, feminine mind, masculine
mind, vengeful mind, etc.)
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8. mind as repository (bear in mind, fill the
mind)

9. mind as fire (spark of genius, bright mind)
(Moon, 1998).

The mind is capable of understanding and expe-
riencing emotions (grasping with the mind, restless
mind, cheerful disposition). In reflecting representa-
tions of the mind, the category of space plays a sig-
nificant role (lose one’s mind, come to mind, mind
over matter, narrow mind, broad mind, comes to
mind, thought flashed through the mind).

The lexeme “reason” is no less actively used in
various metaphors and comparisons. In the English
metaphorical worldview, the lexeme “reason” is
endowed with features of higher spiritual power,
human, and animal characteristics. Let’s exami-
ne what linguistic means express these features in
phraseology and poetic texts:

1. reason as force (force of reason, strong rea-
soning)

2. reason as hearing/voice (/isten to the voice
of reason, reason dictates)

3. reason as bird (wings of reason, flight of
reason, soaring intellect)

4. reason as a person (enlightened reason, rea-
son abandoned him, arguments of reason)

5. reason as solid substance (solid reasoning,
firm reason)

6. reason as space (reason opens the door to
understanding)

Evaluating human intellectual abilities in the
English linguistic worldview is connected with the
opposition “smart—stupid/fool”. The content and
linguistic representation of the concept “mind” was
discussed earlier, so let’s focus on the second part
of this opposition — the concepts “fool” and “stu-
pid”.

These dominant lexemes for designating intel-
lectual ability differ in dictionaries by the degree of
possessing intellect: stupid — “lacking sufficient in-
telligence”, fool — ““a foolish person”. These words
also differ stylistically: the latter often belongs to
offensive vocabulary.

In the dictionary, the lexeme ““stupid” definitions
highlight the social aspect of human intellect: the
inability to behave appropriately and reason sound-
ly. Stupidity in English linguistic consciousness is
forgivable due to a young age and a lack of perso-
nal experience.

In everyday consciousness, the lexeme “fool” is
connected not only with representations of a stupid
person having intellectual abilities below the norm,
but also of someone behaving mentally inadequate-
ly, as well as a person deprived of reason.

Researchers, generalising observations on the
functioning of the word “fool” in various contexts,
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have made the following conclusions about the
character of intellectual norms in English linguis-
tic consciousness: the ability to formulate one’s
thoughts and understand others, and the presence of
cognitive skills in the scientific sphere. Non-com-
pliance with intellectual norms receives a negative,
contemptuous evaluation when using this lexeme
to designate a person (Taylor, 2003; Granger&Me-
unier, 2008).

Linguistic means representing this concept are
classified into four thematic groups:

1. performing foolish actions: foolish, silly,
foolhardy, act foolishly

2. behaving unseriously, playing around: foo/
around, act the fool, clown around

3. pretending not to understand: play dumb,
act stupid, feign ignorance

4. experiencing the influence of external or
emotional factors: be stunned, be dazed, lose one's
wits

In English proverbs and sayings, the social cha-
racteristics of a foolish person include: immodesty,
desire to stand out, self-admiration, arrogance, va-
nity, boastfulness, inappropriate speech and actions,
gullibility, aggressiveness, and a tendency to lecture
others (Lajoff&Johnson, 1999).

In contemporary linguistic culture, mythological
and ideological models of the concept “fool” also
prove relevant. The mythological model is based
on the folkloric image of the “foo/” from fairy tales
and literature. This image carries positive connota-
tions: the fairy-tale hero is rewarded with kindness,
selflessness, luck, and happiness (characters like
Forrest Gump or the “wise fool” archetype). The
ideological model is connected with the cultural
phenomenon of divine madness. The concept “fool”
refers to such behavioural traits as open truthfulness
and possessing higher spiritual virtues (holiness,
righteousness) (Langacker, 2008).

Thus, human intellectual activity is represented
in the English linguistic worldview through key
lexemes: “mind”, “reason”, “head”, and “brain”.

Several features can be identified when using
these lexemes in phraseology, poetic texts, and dic-
tionary definitions.

The concepts “mind”, “reason”, “stupid”’, and
“fool” are distinguished in most cases. Mind de-
notes a simple human ability to think, while reason
represents the highest manifestation of this ability.
A person is called stupid when they have slow in-
tellectual skills, while “fool” violates social beha-
vioural norms (Lakoff, 1987).

These concepts also have distinctive features at
the level of linguistic representation. The concept
“reason” lacks images expressing emotions, fee-
lings, or temporal characteristics.

2
9
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The concepts “head” and “brain” are opposed
in the English linguistic worldview to the concept
“heart”.

Let’s present the identified thematic groups of
analysed phraseological units:

1) Smart — Stupid

Smart: bright mind, sharp as a tack, head on
one’s shoulders, has a good, brainy, intelligent,
quick-witted, wise head.

Stupid: airhead, empty-headed, blockhead,
numbskull, dim-witted, thick-skulled, brain-dead,
not the sharpest knife in the drawer, few sandwiches
short of a picnic, lights are on but nobody s home

2) Gaining Intelligence — Losing Intelligence

Gaining: wise up, smarten up, learn the ropes,
get smart, come to one's senses

Losing: lose one’s mind, go out of ones head,
lose one s marbles

3) Extensive Knowledge — Trivial Knowledge

Extensive: walking encyclopedia, fountain of
knowledge, know-it-all, well of wisdom, human
Google

Trivial: doesn't know beans about, clueless,
knows nothing from nothing

4) Giftedness — Lack of Superior Abilities

Gifted: gifted, brilliant mind, reach for the
stars, touch of genius, born with brains;

Ungifted: no great shakes, nothing special,
won t set the world on fire, no Einstein.

5) Quick Wit — Slow Wit

Quick: quick on the uptake, sharp as a whip,
quick study, catch on fast, think on one’s feet;

Slow: slow on the uptake, thick as a brick,
dense, slow learner.

6) Good Memory — Poor Memory

Good: memory like an elephant, photographic
memory, sharp memory;

Poor: memory like a sieve, forgetful, ab-
sent-minded, scatter-brained.

The characterisation of human intellectual abil-
ities through phraseological units of the named
groups can be measured gradually: smart — very
smart — smarter — getting smarter; stupid — very
stupid — stupider — getting more ridiculous (Moon,
1998).

This scale lacks a middle link meaning “nor-
mal”, since normal is an unremarkable person who
is still above stupid, most likely intelligent rather
than ridiculous. As a result, a person can be either
silly or intelligent. We also note that in English, one
can both “wise up” and “lose one’s mind”, meaning
one can be smart but also cease to be so.

The phraseological units “smart—stupid”’, indi-
cating the presence or absence of mental abilities,
are the most numerous in terms of phraseologi-
cal units. This is not accidental, since intellectual
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abilities contain the basic evaluation of a person’s
personality.

According to our calculations, most phraseolo-
gical units with the meaning of human intellectual
activity negatively evaluate the basic type. Basic
evaluation assesses how competent or incompetent
someone is as a person.

Negative basic evaluation is expressed by phra-
seological units indicating:

— Absence of abilities (won t set the world on
fire, no great shakes);

— Poor memory (memory like a sieve, ab-
sent-minded, forgetful, scatter-brained);

— Slow wit (slow on the uptake, thick as a
brick);,

— Trivial knowledge (doesn't know beans
about, clueless);

— Loss of mental abilities (lose one’s mind,
lose one's marbles);

— Absence of mental abilities (airhead, emp-
ty-headed, blockhead, numbskull, etc.).

For phraseological units with positive evaluation
of mental abilities, the presence of intensifiers like
“very” or “extremely” is characteristic (brilliant
mind — someone very smart, sharp as a tack — very
intelligent, clever). Phraseological units with posi-
tive evaluation indicate extensive knowledge and a
person’s broad outlook.

Analysis of key components in the phraseolo-
gical units of the considered groups allows us to
determine what concepts intellectual activity is as-
sociated with in the consciousness of English-spea-
king people (Barcelona, 2000; Cameron&Maslen,
2010).

Let’s examine the corresponding groups of phra-
seological units by the nature of their component
composition:

Somatic Components (Body Parts)

Head, brain, mind: bright head, head on one’s
shoulders, have a good head, brainy, empty-headed,
blockhead, use your head, rack one’s brains.

Objects and Substances

Objects whose invention or use requires intel-
lectual abilities, as well as objects as standards for
lack of intelligence: knife (not the sharpest knife
in the drawer), sandwich (few sandwiches short of
a picnic), light (lights are on but nobody s home),
brick (thick as a brick).

Natural Phenomena and Materials

Natural phenomena and objects serving as
standards for talent or lack of intellectual abilities:
sharp (sharp as a tack, sharp mind), rock (dumb as
a rock), whip (sharp as a whip).

Measurement and Container Metaphors

Names of objects and phenomena serving to
measure the volume of intellectual abilities: ency-
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clopedia (walking encyclopedia), fountain (fountain
of knowledge), well (well of wisdom), sieve (me-
mory like a sieve).

Animal References (Zoonyms)

Components denoting domestic animals include
elephants (memory like an elephant), which refer to
animals known for particular traits related to me-
mory or intelligence.

Action Verbs

Human actions demonstrating the presence of
thought processes: catch (catch on, quick on the
uptake), think (think on one's feet), wise (wise up),
lose (lose one’s mind), pick up (pick up quickly).

The component “head” is most actively used to
characterise human intellectual activity. The head
is considered not only the upper part of the human
body but also a “container” for knowledge. If this
“container” is intact, then the person possessing this
“baggage” of knowledge will be considered smart
(have a good head on one’s shoulders, use your
head). The image of an “empty” head negative-
ly represents human intellect and mental abilities
(Johnson, 1987).

Through metonymic transfer, the head can also
denote the person as a bearer of intellectual quali-
ties (bright head, good head).

Another critical component figuratively conveys
human intellectual activity in phraseological units
is the “chicken” or “bird”. This is not surprising
since this image is the best way to evaluate a per-
son’s intellectual capabilities negatively.

The chicken is a stereotype of a simple-minded
bird in the consciousness of the linguistic commu-
nity. Consequently, phraseological units with this
word usually have a sharp and expressive character.
For example, “bird-brain” (about someone who is
not very bright), “memory like a sieve” or “scat-
ter-brained” (about poor, short memory, inability
to remember elementary things), “chicken-headed”
(foolish, simple-minded).

In English, bird-related expressions for intellec-
tual deficiency include:

— Bird-brain (stupid person)

— Feather-brained (silly, scatter-brained)

— Empty nest upstairs (lacking intelligence)

— Flying south for the winter (acting foolishly)

Another key component through which ima-
ges of human intellectual activity are created is the
lexeme “mind” and “wit”. Let’s identify the most
frequent and vivid phraseological units with this
lexeme: brilliant mind, come to one’s senses, wise
up, gain wisdom, sharpen one’s wits; lose one’s
mind, out of one’s mind, lose one’s wits, slow-wit-
ted. As a rule, most phraseological units with this
component positively evaluate a person’s intellec-
tual abilities.
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In traditional English understanding, “mind”
refers to the general name for human cognitive ac-
tivity, i.e., the ability to think; it represents the ra-
tional part of human nature. In the modern linguis-
tic worldview, the word “mind” correlates with a
person’s rational part, consciousness, and ability
to think.

Let’s characterise some of the presented phra-
seological units with the “mind/wit” component:

— Slow-witted (unable to make a decision or
figure things out in time) — a phraseological unit
expressing delayed intellectual response;

— Gain wisdom/wise up (become sensible and
intelligent) — this phraseological unit has a conver-
sational colouring, though in specific contexts it can
express sarcasm and irony, in addition to positive
evaluation of intellectual abilities;

— Sharp-witted (quick to understand) — indicates
mental agility and quick thinking;

— Quick-witted (mentally agile) — demonstrates
rapid intellectual processing;

— Half-witted (lacking full mental capacity) —
indicates intellectual deficiency;

Thus, the most frequent comparative images,
as shown by component analysis of phraseological
units, are concrete object components and animal
components (zoonyms).

Through these images, negative characteristics
of human intellect are most often expressed:

— Animal-based: bird-brain, pig-headed, dumb
as an ox, stubborn as a mule, memory like a gold-
fish

— Object-based: thick as a brick, dense as a
post, sharp as a bowling ball (ironic), dull as dish-
water, empty as a drum

— Material-based: thick-headed, block-hea-
ded, wooden-headed, stone-faced (when referring
to lack of understanding)

These expressions demonstrate how English
speakers conceptualise intellectual deficiency
through concrete, tangible comparisons that empha-
sise the absence of mental agility, understanding, or
cognitive capacity.

Conclusions. The comprehensive analysis of
the linguistic representation of human intellectu-
al activity in English reveals a sophisticated and
culturally embedded system of conceptualisation
that extends far beyond simple descriptive catego-
ries. The research demonstrates that philosophical
activity is described in English and systematically
evaluated, categorised, and integrated into broader
social and moral frameworks through language.
The study establishes that English speakers employ
nine primary metaphorical models to conceptualise
the mind: fruit, plant, seed, container, surface, ani-
mal, person, repository, and fire. These metaphors
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reveal how abstract cognitive processes are under-
stood through concrete, embodied experiences. The
container metaphor proves particularly significant,
representing the mind as a space that can be filled,
emptied, or organised, fundamentally shaping how
intellectual capacity is perceived and discussed.
The plant metaphors (flowering mind, budding in-
tellect) suggest developmental and organic aspects
of intelligence. In contrast, fire metaphors (spark of
genius, bright mind) emphasise cognitive activity’s
dynamic and illuminating nature.

The research reveals a pronounced hierarchi-
cal evaluation system where intellectual abilities
are measured gradually without a neutral middle
ground. This binary opposition between “smart”
and “stupid” reflects cultural values that position
intelligence as a fundamental virtue. The absence
of a “normal” category suggests that individuals
are perceived as either intellectually capable or
deficient within English linguistic consciousness,
with normal being implicitly categorised as bright
rather than neutral. This finding has significant im-
plications for understanding how English-speaking
societies conceptualise cognitive diversity and in-
tellectual standards.

The analysis uncovers crucial semantic dis-
tinctions between related concepts that reflect so-
phisticated cultural understanding of intellectual
phenomena. The differentiation between “mind”
(basic cognitive ability) and “reason” (higher intel-
lectual function) demonstrates recognition of cog-
nitive hierarchy. In contrast, the distinction between
“stupid” (limited intellectual capacity) and “fool”
(violation of social norms) reveals how intellec-
tual assessment intersects with social behaviour
evaluation. These distinctions indicate that English
linguistic consciousness recognises multiple di-
mensions of intellectual competence beyond simple
cognitive ability.

Through systematic component analysis, the
research identifies six primary categories of lin-
guistic elements used to construct intellectual rep-
resentations: somatic components (head, brain,
mind), objects and substances (knife, brick, light),
natural phenomena (rock, whip), measurement
metaphors (encyclopedia, fountain, sieve), ani-
mal references (elephant, bird), and action verbs
(catch, think, wise up). The predominance of so-
matic components, particularly “head”, reflects the
embodied nature of cognitive conceptualisation,
where intellectual activity is inherently linked to
physical structures.

A striking finding is the predominance of ne-
gative evaluations in intellectual characterisation,
with positive assessments typically requiring in-
tensifiers for expression. This pattern suggests that
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intellectual deficiency is more linguistically marked
and culturally salient than intellectual competence.
The research reveals that most phraseological units
expressing intellectual activity carry a negative
basic evaluation, indicating cultural sensitivity to
cognitive limitations and social emphasis on iden-
tifying intellectual inadequacy.

The study demonstrates that intellectual rep-
resentation in English reflects broader social hie-
rarchies and cultural values where cognitive abili-
ty is a social competence and moral worth marker.
The extensive vocabulary for describing intellec-
tual deficiency and the requirement for intensi-
fiers to express high intelligence suggest a cultural
context where intellectual performance is closely
monitored and evaluated. This linguistic evidence
points to societies where cognitive ability is a sig-
nificant factor in social positioning and personal
evaluation.

The analysis reveals that intellectual representa-
tion extends beyond practical description to encom-
pass mythological and ideological dimensions. The
concept of “fool” carries both negative connotations
(social incompetence) and positive associations (di-
vine wisdom, spiritual virtue), reflecting complex
cultural attitudes toward intellectual deviation. This
duality suggests that English linguistic conscious-
ness recognises multiple pathways to wisdom and
acknowledges that conventional intellectual stan-
dards may not capture all forms of valuable cogni-
tive contribution.

The research identifies significant attention to
temporal aspects of intellectual change, with nu-
merous expressions describing gaining intelligence
(wise up, smarten up) and losing cognitive capacity
(lose one’s mind, lose one’s marbles). This tempo-
ral dimension indicates cultural recognition that
intellectual ability is not fixed but subject to deve-
lopment and decline, reflecting a dynamic under-
standing of cognitive capacity throughout human
experience. While focused on English, the study
reveals potential universal elements in intellectual
conceptualisation, particularly container metaphors,
animal comparisons, and embodied cognition mo-
dels. The extensive use of animal references for
describing intellectual deficiency (bird-brain, dumb
as an ox) suggests cross-culturally recognisable
patterns of cognitive categorisation, though specific
cultural interpretations vary significantly.

The findings have practical implications for lan-
guage education, cross-cultural communication,
and cultural competency development. Understan-
ding how intellectual activity is linguistically rep-
resented provides crucial insights for non-native
speakers navigating English-speaking cultural con-
texts where cognitive evaluation plays significant
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social roles. The research contributes to cultural
linguistics by demonstrating how deeply embedded
cultural values shape everyday linguistic expression
and cognitive categorisation.

This analysis opens several avenues for future
investigation, including comparative studies across
languages and cultures, diachronic analysis of in-
tellectual representation evolution, and how digital
communication technologies influence intellectual
conceptualisation. The relationship between lin-
guistic representation and actual cognitive assess-

ment practices presents another promising research
direction, as does the investigation of how intel-
lectual representation varies across different Eng-
lish-speaking communities and social contexts. The
comprehensive nature of this investigation estab-
lishes intellectual activity representation as a rich
domain for understanding the intersection of lan-
guage, culture, and cognition, providing a founda-
tion for continued exploration of how human socie-
ties linguistically construct and transmit concepts of
mental capacity and cognitive worth.
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JIHI'BICTUYHE BITOBPAKEHHSA IH:FE.JIEISTYAJH)HOi
JAAJBHOCTI JIIOAUHU B AHIVIIMCBKIX MOBI:
®PA3ZEOJIOTTYHUMN TA CEMAHTUYHU AHAJII3

I'pom Oxcana IBaniBHA
Jekmop gaxyiomemy iHozemHoi ¢inonoeii
Vxpaincvkoeo oepocasrnozo ynisepcumemy imeni Muxatina /{pacomanosa
eyn. Ilupozoesa, 9, Kuis, Ykpaina

Hocnioocenns 6y10 npucesuene IiHe8icmuiHOMY 8i000PANCEHHIO THMENeKMYalbHOT OIAIbHOCIMI TIOUHU 8 AHTIIICHKIl
MO8i uepe3 KOMNIEeKCHUL AHANT3 (Ppa3eonociuHux 00uHUYb, MemAadoOPUYHUX BUPA3I6 A CEMAHMUYHUX CIPYKMYp, a Ma-
KOJC BUBYEHO, SIK THMENeKMYabHi 30I0HOCI KOHYenmyanizyiombCs, Kame2opusyombCs ma OYiHIIMbCA 8 AH2IICHKOMY
JHEGICIMUYHOMY C8IMO2NAOI, 30CEPEOHCYIOUUCH HA MAKUX KIIOYOBUX JIEKCEMAX, SIK «PO3YM», «2071084» Ma «MO30K», d ma-
KOJIC Ha IXHIX aHMUMeMUYHUX 8I0NOBIOHUKAX «OVPHULLY MA «OypeHby. AHANI3 NOKA3YE, WO HOCIT aHenilicbKOT MOBU BUKO-
pucmosyoms bazamuii Haoip Mema@opuuHux mooenetl 01 NpedCmasieHHs IHMeNeKnyalbHux 30i0Hocmell, 6KI0Yari
KOHYenmyanizayito po3ymy sk KOHmeuHepa, pocIuny, 602110, MEApUHU ma ToouHu. B cucmemamuunomy docniooicenni 6yno
BUABLEHO (PPa3zeono2iuni 0OUHUYI, AKI NOOLIEH] HA WICMb OCHOBHUX MEeMAMUYHUX 2PYN. OUXOMOMISL PO3YMHULI-OYPHULL, HA-
Oymmsi-empama iHmenexny, eiubOKi-mpusianibii 3HAHHS, 000aPOBAHICIb-36UNALIHI 30IOHOC, WBUOKUII-NOBLILHUL PO3YM
ma xopowla-nozana nam’ame. L{i kame2opii demoncmpyroms i€papxiuny cucmemy OyinIO8aAHHA, 8 AKIll IHMeNeKMYalbHi
30i6HOCIMI UMIDIOIOMbCS NOCHIYNOGO, NPUYOMY HOMIMHO GiOCYMHA HelmpanbHa kame2opis «HopmansHuily. Kounonenm-
HULl aHAi3 pazeonoeiuHux eUPA3Ie GUAGNAE COMAMUYHI eleMEeHmuU (20108d, MO30K, po3ym), Memagopu, 3acHO8aHI HA
00 ’exmax (Hidic, yeena, ceimio), NOPIGHAHHA 3 NPUPOOHUMU A8UWaMY (CKels, bamiz), Mmemapopu eUMIPIOBAHHS (€HYUKIO-
neois, hoHman, cumo), NOCUNAHHA HA MBAPUH (CLOH, NMAX, KYpKa) ma 0iecio8a Oii AK OCHOBHI IIHE8ICIUYHT MeXaHizML
07151 BUPAdICEHHS THMENeKMYaNbHUX NOHAMb. B docniodcenni 6y10 8UAGNEHO NEPesadCanHs He2amusHUX OYiHoOK @ iHmeiex-
MyanvHitl Xapakxmepucmuyi, RPU4omy ROUMUGHI OYIHKU 3a36UHALl UMA2AIOMb NIOCUTIOB8AYIE MA NPOOEMOHCIPOBAHO,
Wo Npedcmasients IHMe1eKmyaIbHoi ISIbHOCMI 8 AHSTIUCHKIN MOBI 8I000PANCAE KYAbNYPHI YIHHOCHI Md COYIATbHI
HOpMU, Oe IHMeNeKm € YeCHOMOI0, Wo NidA2ae MOPATbHIU OYiHyi. B ananizi 6Y10 6UAGIEHO YiMKI KOHYENMYaIbHi MexiCi
Mide «pozymomy (0azoea 30amuicms 00 MUCTIEHHA) | «PO3YMOMY (8UUa KOSHIMUBHA (OYHKYIA), @ MAKONHC MIdHC «OYPHUMY
(noginbHa inmenexmyaibHa 30amuicms) i «OypHeM» (ROPYUeH s COYIAnbHUX HOPM NoGedinKu). L]i eucrnosxu cnpusioms
PO3VMIHHIO 020, SIK KOZHIMUGHI 30I10HOCMI KOHCIMPYIOIOMbCSL TIHSGICMUYHO § NEPeOarmvcsi KyIbhypHo uepes Mogy. BucHo-
6Kl OOCTIOINCEHHS NOWUPIOIONBCS HA KOCHIMUBHY NIH2BICMUKY, KVALMYPHY AHMPONONO02II0 Md MOBO3HABCHIBO, HPONOHYIOUU
DO3YMIHHS 83AEMO38 A3KY MIdHC MOBOIO, MUCTEHHAM MA KYIbMYPHOIO KOHYENMyanizayiclo inmenexmyanbHux 30iornocmei
JIOOUHU 8 AH2TIOMOBHUX CNITbHOMAX.

Kntouosi cnosa: ppaseonoeis, KocHIMUGHA NiHeGICMUKA, THMETEKMYATbHA OIATbHICIb, Memapopuyni Mooeni, cema-
MUYHULL AHATT3, AH2TIICOLKA TTHeGICIUKA, KYIbMYPHA KOHYENMYani3ayis, 1eKCUuHA CeMAnmuKd, 1iHegicmudHull ceimo2iso,
OYIHOUHA MO8A.
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