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Abstract

This article deals with interlingual relations somatic phraseological units of Different Languages.
The analysis is performed in comparative aspect: analysis of phraseological units of Russian and Kazakh
languages. When comparing the phraseological units in languages of different systems, we consider the
following types of interlingual relations: phraseological counterparts SPU Russian and Kazakh languages
that match the semantics, but having a partial or complete various in the lexical composition and imagery;
Russian SPU, to express which only unsomatic PU can be found in the Kazakh language; Kazakh SPU
semantically equivalent Russian unsomatic PU. Identification and PU definition of the general and specific
to the field of somatic phraseology compared languages makes it possible to obtain new data on the system
unit of language and differences in their systems, contributes to solving the wider problem — phraseological
universals and unique unrelated languages. The methodological basis of this article was the work of well-
known domestic linguists. This study used comparative-typological method, contrastive method
phraseology identification method. The data obtained show that in the culture of the language is spoken
most somatic phraseological units of similar meaning about, but there are interesting cases of discrepancy
values. The results of the comparative study of PU help to identify general and specific features of their
structural models, identify patterns of PU translation from one language to another.
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1. Introduction

Scientists-linguists began to investigate the somatic lexicon in more detail only in the end of XX —
beginning of XXI century, despite the fact that the words of parts of the human body, are one of the most
ancient course of any laguage (Vacc, 1964).

Under the PU to the component-somatism or SPU understood idiom, dependent component of which
is a word denoting not only the physical form of the human body (nose, head, arm), but also elements of
the cardiovascular, nervous and other systems (liver, blood, brain). It nouns that indicate hames of body
parts. Such SPU appear unexpectedly in the language and have a common basis in the study of man himself,
the parts of his body. Scholars such as A.M. Chepasova, V.A. Lebedinsky partially explored SPU; more
detail SPU researchers examined data in the works Dolgopolov, F. Vakk and others. Many of them are of
the opinion that the SPU belong to the oldest stratum of vocabulary.

Somatic vocabulary is one of the universal lexical groups in any language. As G.E. Kreidlin points
out, people's notion of body and body objects, their formation, structure and functioning, ways of interaction
of the body with the external world and internal human systems, such as the psyche and mind, have been
formed for a very long time. These representations, forming in the aggregate a fragment of the naive picture
of the world, are reflected both in texts of different genres and styles, and in the corporal sign non-verbal
code (Kreidlin, 2013).

Syntactic properties of phraseological units were a subject of the description in works of L.R.
Sakayeva (Sakaeva, 2008), D.S.Sknaryov (Sknaryov, 2006) and other scientists. M.A. Averina (Averina,
2013) and E.I. Boldyreva's (Averina & Boldyreva, 2013) articles are devoted to the comparative analysis
of idioms with a component-somatic.

Generation and use of somatic phraseology helps a person to learn the world and his own qualities
through himself, parts of his body, common physical and mental signs (Suein, 2013).

Of great interest in the last decade is the question of conceptualization in the language of the human
body in general and somatisms in particular. A number of studies were carried out on the material Both
Indo-European, Turkic and other languages, and interest in somatic lexicon, including in the composition
of somatic phraseology, not is getting worse. Both domestic and foreign scientists point to an important the
role of somatic vocabulary in the language, that is caused by a number of factors: somatisms are productive,

frequency and play a dominant role in the languages studied (Chertykova, 2014).

2. Problem Statement
Analysis of FE in unrelated languages reveals interlingual similarities and differences, promote deep
penetration into the essence of phraseology process in compared languages, reveals the general laws of
formation and development of phraseological phenomena, reveals the total phraseological core and specific
features for each language helps to the study of national problems expressions-cultural identity of a
particular language. Research material PUlearned from lexicographical sources of Russian and Kazakh
languages. It is fixed in dictionaries somatic idioms and widely represented in it, which must certainly be

studied and engaged as a linguistic object material raznostrukturnyh languages. We consider the study data
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etymological dictionaries should be considered necessarily as many somatism have changed, it is described
in detail in the work of the Kazakh scientist B.V. Kramarenko somatism investigated from the standpoint
of etymology in identifying so-called constructs — common parts with the same semantics of words from
different languages. He hypothesizes that somatism system in different languages, has been seen as a "'social

contract".

3. Research Questions

The Russian and Kazakh languages as PU components used different names for body parts, which
are mainly dependent on the semantic system of the given language. Somatic lexicon in these languages is
the most widely-used, since it describes the subject himself, a native speaker, it is huge role in the linguistic
world.

Somatic token Russian language in Kazakh somatic token corresponds to the same value. Such as:
PYKA — KOJI, 21143 — K63, 2071084 — 6ac, Ho2a — ask, cepoye — HCypeK, Cnuna — e, yxo — KYaaK, A3blK — mil,
naney — caycax etc.

The analysis SPU compared languages we have been identified:

1. A group of phraseological counterparts SPU Russian and Kazakh languages that match the
semantics, but having a partial or complete various in the lexical composition and imagery
(Kozhakhmetova, 1988):

B mpu copra ecmv / ayswi kenney — ‘MHOTO eCTh M IHTh’ (OYKB.: pTy He mpockixath): —OX, OH U
00o0pa, ¢ yTpa 10 Beuepa B Tpu ropia ect / — He aeren Memikei aeceHii, KyHi O0ibl TaMaKTaH ay3sl Oip
Kenmeii.

Bonmamo sizvikom / aysei kapan omeipmay — ‘TOBOPUTH 0e3 yMOJKy’ (OyKB.: ero pTy HE 3HATh
TIOKO$).

A3wik yewemes /ay3vl Kby — ‘“TPYAHO yAEP)KaThCsl, 9YTOOBI HE CKa3aTh 4To-1.” (OYKB.: yecaTbcs
PTY): — Mourgan 051, Koraa 3a TeOs roBopsT. Uto, 361k uenretcs? / — bipey ce3iHi ceiinece, ay3bIH KBIIIBIIT
Oapa ma?

Ianey 6 pom ne knaou / 6aceinan ce3 acvipmay — ‘1aTh OTBET Ha JIIOOOE CKa3aHHOE B CBOII ajpec
3aMeuaHue; nath oTrnop’(OyKB.: Yepe3 roJIOBYy He IPOIyCTUTh HM clioBa): — OHa O4eHb camMoo0uBa,
nanvya 6 pom e ne kiaou | — O xkebip Ke3epe aca HAMBICKED, OACHIHAH CO3 ACLIPA AAMALObL.

Kyoa noau necym / 6em anovl — ‘He BpIOMpasi MyTH, 0€3 OMPEIEICHHOT0 HANIPABJICHHUS; KY/a MOMaJIo
(mntH, 6pectr u T.11.) ° (OYKB.: KyzAa JuIo obpamieHo): — OH 1mIen U el 1mo 6e3If0IHBIM CTEIsIM, TIOKa Ho2u
necau | — On Hellle fananapMes, Oem andvl Kyiia 1y30eH xype Oepai.

Hem cmuioa 6 enaszax / 6emi 6yax emney — ‘He UCIIBITHIBATh YyBCTBA cThAa’ (OYKB.: €ro JIMIy He
JOpOrHYTh): — 3amonuu, Asumbaii! Uib, 6e3 cmeida 6 enazax pacmyCTHIN SI3bIK, Ja)xKe OTEL TBOW He
ocMmenuBaeTcss Takoe roBoputh! / — Tapt, O3im0Oaii, apcbi3 TinmiHai! OKeHHIH ay3bl 6apMac apaMabIKKa
bemiy Oviiw emneti ceH Oacaiipie fen e eH!? (M.O. AGaii.).

He 3namo, ¢ kaxumu 2nazamu nosigumscs / 6emi wvloamay — ‘He 3HaTh KaK JepKaThCsl, BECTU ce0s

TpPH BCTPEYe C KEM-JI. M3-32 YyBCTBA CTHIIA, HEMOBKOCTH (OYKB.: €ro JIMIly HE BBIICPIKATh B3TSIa). —
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IIpocture mens, gsansa Ecen. He 3uas, ¢ kakumu erazamu noasumscsa 'y Bac, s yexan / — Cis, Ecen ara,
KeIIipiHi3, MEH Ci3/iH Ke3iHi3re KopiHyTe 11e Oemim uibloamail SKOIBIKIIACTAH KETTiM.

Pyka 06 pyky / 6ip sicennen Kon, 0ip ocazadan 6ac wwieapy — ‘BMecTe, KaK ¢JMHOMBIIIJICHHUKH,
JICWCTBOBATH, )KUTh’ (OYKB.: U3 OJHOTO PyKaBa BHICYHYTh PYKH, M3 OJJHOrO BOPOTa — rojioBsl):— Eciiu Bech
HAIll HapoJ OyAeT NeHCTBOBATh CIUIOYCHHO, pyKd 00 pyKy, HUKAKOH Bpar He CMOXKET Pa30pUTh U Pa30rHATh
HAC, Kak BOPOOBUHYIO cTaro / — XalKbIMBI3BIH YJI-KBI3bI KYII OIpIKTIpIM, 6ip JiceyHeHn Ko, Oip scasadan
bac wwizapca, KiM 013711 TOpraiinait To3abIpa anap ei.

3aoupams Hoc / exi uvlebinaH 0emiH anvin Omulpy — ‘“UBAHUTHCS, BAKHIHYATh, TBDKUTHCS  (OYKB.:

JBIIIAT, TIPUIOAHUMAS TIIEUH) .

2. Group Russian SPU, to express which only unsomatic PU can be found in the Kazakh
language (Kozhakhmetova, 1988):

A3zwik xopowo nodseuten / (Cosze) asvin myp (asvin mypean) — ‘oparop’ (OyKB.: pedb CTPYUTCS): —
Y Hero HeIIoX0 nodseuler A3biK, OH MOXKET YacaMi FOBOPUTH Ha Jt00yto TeMy / — Bip cypakka 0ip carat
cellsiece, JKaJIbIFap €MEC, azbii Myp.

Paszesams pom / aii kapan sxcypciy 6e? — ‘OyKB.: Ha NyHY TIAuOIb 9to 1u?’: — Jpyr moit! U garo
e ITO 51 CTOM0, pasurnys pom? | — YKaHbIM-ay, oJIi OCBI MEH aii Kapar TypMbIH 0a?.

Cmompems u3 pyk / aumkaHslHa KOHOIPIN, audaybina sHcypeizy — ‘OyKB.: 3aCTaBHUTh CIYIIATHCSA U
MOTOHATH KOTO-JI.; CIymIaThca (KOTo-JI.) M XOAWTh IO yka3ke’: — Eciaum neBouka OyneT MOCTYIIHON U
MOKJIaJJUCTOM, TOJBKO TOT/J]a OHA CTaHET MHE POJIHOM, U JIIOOUTH 51 €€ Oyay HE MEHBIIE, YeM CBOETO ChIHA
Kymxana / — bana aliTkanra keHim, aiiiaraHra jkxypce rFaHa 0ajam, illiMHEH IIbIKKaH KyT)kaHHaH KeM
KOpMEHMIH.

He yxnaowisaemcs 6 econose / agwvinza ceitimay — ‘yMy HenocTmxmmo’ (OyKkB.. B yme He
yknaapiBaeTces): — TBOE NMpemsioKeHHe HUKAK @ 2onoge He yKaaovigaemcs | — MpIHAYBIH TINTI axblied
Cchilimail KeTTi.

He kaszams enaz [nocal / am izin canmay — ‘He TOSIBISATBCS, HE TPUXOIUTH (OYKB.: HE OCTaBISITh
cieJa JIomIan).

3onomoie pyku / 6ec acnan — ‘TanaHTauBbiil’ (OyKB.: Y€JIOBEK, B COBEPIICHCTBE UTPAOIIUI HA TISTH
HHCTpyMeHTax): — Y Tieybeprena B camoM jene 3010mule pyku | —TineybepreH — MIBIHBIHIA 1a, OHEP/I
MEHTepreH bec acnan XiTiT.

Bonvuwioe cepoye / arcazacer arcaiinay, mebeci Kbicmay — ‘0onopa Iuisi BCEX; OT3BIBUNBBIN, AYIIECBHO
1epeIi yenoBek’ (OYKB.: €ro BOPOTHHK — DKWY, a TeMs — 3UMOBKa): — Yenogek 60161020 cepoya, BbI
ObLTH orIopoH Ut Hac / JKazay sicaunay, mobey Kicmay ara eJliH,.

Knanamoecs 6 noeu / scarn emex 601y — ‘YHHKEHHO TPOCHUTH O 4eM-JI.’(OyKB.: HU3KO OIyCTUTh
noy1o1): — Llemoe neto 5Tu GeMHIKK HUKYIa He BBIE3XKAIH, TEPIICIH TOJI0/ U HYK1y. [I[poCcHTs KOPOBY OHH
CUHTAIH 711 ce0sl YHIDKEHHEM — CaMOJII00ne He TTO3BOJIIIO UM KIAHAMbCA 8 Hoeu MyInM / — JKa3 GoHbI
Oyumap yiineH mIBIKKAH KOK. AIITHIKTHI 1a, KeM-TapibIKTHI Aa Ko kepi. Kicire Gapsr, ke3iH cy3in cayslH

cypay¥a, Jicann emek 60yea HaMbICTaphl KidepMei.
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3. A group of Kazakh SPU semantically equivalent Russian unsomatic PU (Kozhakhmetova,
1988):

Ax maii ayzvinan agy(OyKB.: Macio BEITEKAET U30 PTa) / Kak 6y0mo colp 8 MACie Kamamscsi — ‘UMETh
M300MJIHE, JKUTh B JJOCTATKE .

Ay3vl enmi / enademv c1080M — ‘O YEJIOBEKE, YMEIOLIIEM yMECTHO TOBOPUTH’(OYKB.: y HEro
OCTOPO’KHBIH POT).

Aysvl-mypuvinan wvizy / 6umkom Habums — ‘o mpenena’(OyKB.: BRIXOAWTH 30 pTa M HOCA): —
TéMmHOe HU3KOE 3IaHUe IIKOJBI 3aII0JHEHO 10 OTKasa / — Ajaca, KapaHFBl MEKTeN YHi ay3vl-MypHuIHaH
WbI2bIN TYP.

Aysvinan ax um Kipin, Kapa um wley / Ha Yyem cgem cmoum — ‘04€Hb CHUIIBHO, HE CTECHSACH B
BBIPXKXCHUSIX, PYTraTh, IOHOCHUTH U T.II. KOro-J1.”(OyKB.: U3 ero pra Oesas codaka BEIXOJHUT YEPHOH).

Ay3zvinandicoipuin 6epy / ompuléams om ceOsi —  IENUTHCS NOCIEIHUM KYCKOM; JIMIIATH ce0s CaMoro
HEOOXOIUMOTr0, OTAABas IPyromy’.

bemxe xyiie scazy / Ha nozopuwye — ‘ONO30PHTH, OMOPOYUTH’ (OYKB.: BBIMA3aTh KOMY-JI. JIHLO
caxei).

bemxe manba bony / nokpeime nozopom — ‘HaBJIe€Yb TO30p HA KOTO-1.” (OYKB.: CTaTh KIEHMOM Ha
JUIE).

Bemin apuvl goincwin / ne npusedu 2ocnods — ‘0 HeXeNaTeNbHOCTH 4ero-l” (OyKB.: MyCTh JAEPKHUT
o nojansiie):—KoHbIHbI3, Oemin apvl Koiicoin, — neai JKoHiOek, — Ci3fiH i3ereHiHi3 pOMaHTHKA FOM.
O ouniy xepi emec (K.OK., Ilapaitna.) / — Jla 6pockre Bbl. He npueedu 20cnods monacTh BaM Tyjaa, —
cka3an JKaHnOek, — TaM HeT pOMaHTHKH, KOTOPYIO BBl HIIETE.

Exi asgvin 0ip emixke muizy / 6pamb 6 060pom — ‘PELIUTENILHO BO3ICHCTBOBAaTh Ha KOIO-II.,
3aCTaBILTh NOCTYINATh ONpPeleNIeHHbIM 00pa3oM’ (OyKB.: 00e HOTH 3aTOJIKaTh B OJHH camor).— Mononas
JKEHIMHA 6351 Meiipama 6 ob6opom, TpeOOBaHHs ee ObUIM 3aKOHHBI, JTOKa3aTebCTBA HEOCIIOPUMBI / —
Keninmex MeiipaMHubIH exi aszvii 0ip emikke moikmot. Co31 TINTI 3aHIBI, TSI

JKenim aywiz / kax 6anmwili iucm — ‘Ha30MIMBBINA, HaJOeIIMBbIA’ (OYKB.: KIeHKuUi poT): —MaHcan
Jiece, 1IIKEeH aChIH JKepre KOsATBIH, OIpeyiH Jlaya3bIMbIHAH JI933aT AJIbIII, IIOFbIHA JKbUIBIHBIN KYH KOPETiH
OCBIHIAHN orcenim ayvl3, KYHApChI3 Kyjap Kaiiman maiima Oomanel ekeH ? / — Orkyma OepyTcst Takue
NPOMIIOXH, KOTOPBIE payl Kapbephbl IPUCTAIOT KAK OAHHBIL AUCH K BBICOKOMY Ha4aJbCTBY, U, TOOUBILKCH

TEIIOrO MECTCYKaA, )KUBYT HpI/IHGBaIO‘II/I?

4. Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this article is to study somatic phraseological units on a material of bilingual

dictionaries. To achieve this goal done systematic study SPU Russian and Kazakh languages.

5. Research Methods
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Specificity of the material the tasks set in the article caused variety of methods and techniques of
research-oriented synchronous parallel comparative description of the studied material, lexicographical

analysis method (analysis studied dictionaries), and others.

6. Findings

Thus, a comparative approach, one of the oldest methods of cognition, in a study of somatic
phraseology allows to comprehend the world, to detect differences phraseology units somatic component
in Russian and Kazakh. Studies show scientists idioms with the component parts of the body in both
languages occupy a significant place in the phraseological fund, the differences are primarily in the
component composition and structural and grammatical organization, in varying degrees of activity of the
structural and grammatical models presented in these languages. The human body, its parts and organs, are
comprehended in these language pictures of the world with varying degrees of detail, from the perspective
of different cultural traditions, somatic idioms are the most "tenacious™ in the language and enter the cultural

code of the nation.

7. Conclusion

Comparative studies presented in Russian-Kazakh dictionary of phraseology showed "continuity of
language, culture, history and customs of ethnic groups, a deeper understanding of the laws studied
linguistic phenomena, to understand the uniqueness of language" (Zhunusova, 2013). At the same time, the
study of phraseology in linguistic-cultural aspect expands an idea of the similarities and differences in
idiomatic way helps to penetrate the essence and traditional idiomatic processes.

Comparison of somatic phraseological units has shown that there are many similarities in
intravenous verbalization component parts of the body, allowed to reveal the origins of universal creation

and functioning of somatic phraseological units in compared languages.
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