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THE ROLE OF THE IMAGE IN THE SEMANTICS OF PHRASEOLOGISMS

Abstract. Both external appearance and internal structure are complex units — the semantics
of phraseological units is considered one of the most important issues in the world of phraseology.
It is relevant from this point of view to describe the features of the image in the phraseological
meaning by interpreting the meaning of phraseological units in the Kazakh and Turkish languages.
The article concludes that special units in the language system — phraseological units perform all
three functions of the language — communicative, cumulative, aesthetic, and this function of
phraseological units is realized through the internal form — image. Based on this conclusion, the
image motivates the true meaning of the phraseology; that it shows evaluation and emotionality in
the phraseological sense; that it is a carrier of cultural connotation proven by comparing qualitative
semantic phraseology in the Kazakh and Turkish languages. It is concluded that phraseologisms are
motivated not by the meaning of their components, but by the associated image of the real world in
the mind of the language owner. In some phraseological units, the initial base-image may not be
clear, but it is said that it can be determined etymologically, because the image is an internal form,
and without the internal form, it is concluded that the phraseology itself does not exist. The fact that
the image shows components in the range of “good-bad”, “approve-disapprove” — evaluation and
emotionality is confirmed by a comparative analysis of phraseological units in two languages. It is
considered that the connotative content of an ethno-cultural nature is not an auxiliary meaning
adverb in the structure of phraseological meaning, but a mandatory and main element, because the
image base — internal form of phraseological units is formed on the basis of the national-cultural
worldview. It is determined that the category of imagery is characteristic of all qualitative semantic
phraseological units.
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emotionality.
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®Dpa3eo10ru3mMaep CEMAHTUKACBIHAAFbI 00Pa3bIH PoJIi

Anparna. CpIpTKBl  TypmaTel Ja, 1IKI KYpbUIBIMBI  Ja Kypaeni Oipiikrep —
(dbpazeonoru3mMaepIiH CEMaHTHKAChl QeMIIK (ppa3eosiorusiia MaHbI3ABl MOceleepIiH OipiHeH
caHananpl. Kaszak >koHe TYpiK TiaepiHzeri (pazeosioru3MIep MarblHACHIH HHTEpHpeTanusiay
apKbUIbl (hpazeoMarblHAaFbl 00pa3[blH EPEeKIIENIriH CUmaTTay OChl TYPFbLAAH NaiibiMJaraHia
©3eKTi Oonbim TaObIIaAbl. Makanaga TUIMIK >KyHenmeri epekimie Oipiikrep — (pa3eoIoru3Miep,
TUIAIH KOMMYHUKATHUBTIK, KYMYJSTHBTIK, SCTETHKAIbIK — YII KbI3METIH J€ aTKapaTbIHJAbIFbI,
dpazeonmorusmuepain Oy QyHKOHICH imKi ¢opmMa — o00pa3 apKbUIBl JKY3€Te acaThIHIBIFBI
TYXbIpbIMAanaabl. OCkl TY)KBIPBIM HeETi3iHIe 00pa3ablH (hpa3eosoTU3MHIH IIbIHANBI MarblHACHIH
YOKIEUTIHAITT, (DPa3eosIOTUSIIBIK MAaFbIHAIAFbl Oarajlay MEH AMOTUBTUIIKTI TaHBITATHIHJIBIFHI;
MOJCHH KOHHOTALMSHBIH TachIMANJIAyIIbIChl OOJIBIN  TaOBUIATHIHABIFBI Ka3aK JkKoHE TYPIK
TUACPIHCTI KBAJTUTATUBTI CEMAHTHKAIBI (hPa3e0IOTU3MACPAl CAIBICTBIPA OTHIPHII, JIJISIICHE/TI.
®pazeonoruzmaep ©3iHiH KYpaMbIHIaFbl KOMIOHEHTTEPiHIH MaFbIHACKIMEH €MeC, aKUKaT JYHUCHIH
TIT WMECIHIH CaHAChIHJIA accolMalallaHFaH oOpa3bIMEH yokumenerinairi tydingeneni. Keibip
dpazeonoruzmaepae 6acTankpl Heri3-00pa3 alKbIH OOJIMaybl MYMKIH, allaii/la OHbI ATUMOJIOTHSUIBIK
KOJIMEH aHBIKTayFa OOJATBIHBI ATHUIAIBI, OUTKEeHI 00pa3 — imki Gopma, ai imki Gopma OGonmaca,
(bpazeonoru3mMHiH 031 J1e 00JIMalThIHBI TY)KbIpbIMAanaasl. OOpa3ablH «OKaKChI-)KaMaH», «KYIITay-
KyITamay» JUana30HbIHaFbl KOMIIOHEHTTEp — Oarajay jKOHE IMOTHBTUIIKTI TAHBITATHIHIIBIFBI €Ki
Tinaeri (pazeosoru3MAepAl calbICThIpa Tajaay apKbUIbl JoHEKTenell. DTHOMOACHU CUIIaTKa He
KOHHOTAIHSITBIK Ma3MYH (hpa3eosIOTUSIIBIK MaFbiHA KYPBUIBIMBIHIAFBI KOCATIKBI MOH YCTEYIII eMec,
MIHJICTTI JKOHE HETI3r1 AJIEMEHT OOJIBIN TaObUIATHIHABIFBI, OUTKEHI (Ppa3eosoru3mMaepIiH o0pas3 sl
Heri3l — 1Kl opMackl YITTHIK-MO/IEHN AYHUETAHBIM HET131H1€ KalbIITaCAThIHABIFBI TYHIHAEIE 1.
OOpa3bUTBIK KaTeTOPHUSICBIHBIH OapiblK KBaJUTATUBTI CEMAaHTUKAIbl (pa3eoJOoru3MIepre ToH
€KEHJIIT1 KOPBITHIH/IbLIAHABI.

Kiar ce3aep: 06pa3, 00pa3nbUIbIK, KBATUTATUBTI CEMAHTHUKA, MOJICHH KOHHOTAIUS, YOXKAEMe,
SMOTHUBTLIIK.
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Poub 00pa3a B ceManTHKe pa3eoIOrM3MOB

AHHoTanus. CeMaHTHKa (pa3eoIOru3MoB, CIOXKHBIX Kak Mo GopMme, Tak U 10 BHYTpEHHEH
CTPYKType, SIBJISIETCS OJHOM M3 BaXHEHIMX mpolieM B MHpOBOH ¢paszeonoruu. OnucaHue
XapakTEePHBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH o00Opa3a B (pa3eo3HAYCHUH YEpe3 HWHTEPHPETAUI0 3HAYCHUS
(bpa3eosorn3MoB Ha Ka3aXCKOM M TYPELKOM s3bIKax SIBJSIETCS aKTyaJbHBIM B 3TOM acrekre. B
CTaThe JENAeTCsl BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO (Ppa3eosorM3MBbI BBIOJIHSIOT BCE TPU (QYHKIUHU S3BIKA:
KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHYIO, KYMYJSTHBHYIO M O3CTETHMUYECKYIO, 4YTO 3Ta (YHKUUSA (pa3eosoru3mMoB
peannzyeTrcsi yepe3 BHYTpeHHIOI (opmy — oOpa3. Ha ocHOBaHMU 3TOro yTBEpXKACHUS, 4YEpe3
cpaBHEHMs (Hpa3eoJOrM3MOB Ha Ka3axXCKOM WM TYPELUKOM f3bIKaX JIOKa3bIBaeTCs, 4TO 00pa3
MOTUBHUPYET UCTUHHBII CMBICH (pa3eosoru3mMa; 1eMOHCTPUPYET OLEHOYHOCTh ¥ AMOLMOHAIBHOCTh
BO (ppa3eosOruuecKoM 3HAYCHUH, SBISIETCS HOCUTEIEM KyJIbTypHOH KOHHOTauuu. Pe3romupyercs,
4T0 (pa3eosoTu3Mbl MOTHBHPOBAHBI HE 3HAYEHHEM COCTABISAIOLNIMX €ro KOMIIOHEHTOB, a
acCOIIMMPOBAHHBIM 00pa30M HCTHMHHOTO MHpa B CO3HAHMU HOCHTENS S3bIKa. B HEKOTOpPBIX

151


mailto:gulmira.yakiyaeva@ayu.edu.kz

ISSN-p 2306-7365

SACAYH YHUBEPCHTETIHIH XABAPIIIBICHI, Ne4 (130), 2023 ISSN-e 2664-0686

¢pazeonorn3Max MCXOJHA OCHOBa — 00pa3 MOXKET OBITh HE OUYCBHIHBIM, OJHAKO €€ MOXKHO
OTIPEICNIUTh AITUMOJIOTHIYECKUM MYTEM, TaK Kak o0pa3 — 3T0 BHYTpeHH:s ¢opMa, a 6e3 BHYyTpeHHEH
(dopMBI HE MOXKET CyIIecTBOBaTh M caM (ppaseonorusm. ToT ¢akT, 4TO KOMIIOHEHTHI oOpasa B
IMana3oHe  «XOPOMIO-IUIOXO»,  «IIPUBETCTBYETCSA-HE  IPUBETCTBYETCA»  JEMOHCTPUPYIOT
OLIEHOYHOCTh M 3MOIIMOHAIBHOCTh, MOATBEPKIAACTCS CPAaBHUTEIBHBIM aHAU30M (pazeoIOTU3MOB
Ha IBYX s3bikax. Dopmymupyercs BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO KOHHOTATHBHOE COJAEp)KaHHE, MMEIoIIee
ATHOKYJIbTYPHBIN XapakTep, SBISIETCS B CTPYKTYpe (Hpa3eoJorndeckoro 3Ha4eHus 00s3aTeIbHBIM 1
OCHOBHBIM JJIEMEHTOM, a HE TNPHUAAIOIIMM BCIOMOTAaTEJbHOE 3HAYCHHE, MOCKOJBbKY OOpa3Has
ocHOBa (hpa3eosoTU3MOB — BHYTpeHHssE (opma — ¢GopMUpyeTCss Ha OCHOBE HAI[MOHAIBHO-
KyJbTYPHOTO MHPOBO33PEHHS. 3aKIIOYaeTcsi, YTO KaTeropust OOpa3sHOCTH IPHUCYIIAa BCEM
KBaJIUTATUBHBIM CEMAHTHUECKUM (pa3eoI0ru3Mam.

KnioueBbie ciaoBa: o00pa3, o00pa3HOCTh, KBUINTATUBHAs CEMaHTHKA, KYJIbTYpHas
KOHHOTAI[HsI, MOTHUBAIIHsI, SMOTUBHOCTb.

Introduction

Linguistic units that take a significant place in the vocabulary and testify to the beauty and
richness of the language are phraseological units. Phraseologisms are language units created for the
purpose of conveying a certain concept figuratively and thought in a particularly impressive way.
This imagery, impressiveness is realized through an image inspired by a phraseological meaning.
For example: in Kazakh:jylannayn’ aiyagyn korgen who saw the legs of a snake “quick, cunning,
nimble”, jumyrtqadan jy'n gyrqu who cut wool from an egg “found money from nowhere”, bit
ishine gan qyiu who poured blood into a louse, shaitannyn’ artqy aiyvagy, qoly men keudesinin’
arasy qyryq jyldyq jol “a cunning person who knows what others don't know” or in Turkish the
meaning given by the phraseology: seytanin art ayagi 'very cunning', eliyle koynunun arasi kirk
yiullik yol ‘very greedy' can also be given by individual words, however, the images such as: seeing a
snake's leg, cutting wool from an egg, pouring blood into a louse, the distance between the arm and
chest of the devil is a forty year road, more precisely, image-situations are relevant to the
phraseological meaning and give a different character and meaning that distinguishes
phraseological units from other language units. “That's why many reporters consider imagery as one
of the most important features of idioms™ [1, p. 45]. It is natural that imagery is the main feature of
phraseology: “an image is an internal form of phraseology. Phraseology without internal form has
no meaning, and without meaning, phraseology itself does not exist. Without an internal form,
phraseological units cannot perform their communicative function” [2, p. 32]. G. Smagulova, a
scientist who studied phraseologisms in various aspects, defines the phraseological internal form as
follows: “The internal form of a phraseology is an image, a certain situation, a “gestalt”, a “picture”,
a figurative representation of the situation described by a phraseology, which is the motivation of
the meaning of phraseology” [3, p. 75]. The following conclusion: the main element defining
phraseology as a linguistic sign is an image. The article aims to prove this conclusion by
distinguishing and analyzing the role of the image in the semantics of phraseological units. The
semantics of phraseological units is a complex phenomenon: it includes the properties and signs of
the objective world determined by the language owner, and the language owner’s assessment,
evaluation of this objective world, emotions take place at the same time. Therefore, V.N. Telia
states that “the structure of phraseological semantics is formed by an ordered series of
macrocomponents, which are a “bunch” of properties, providing one type of information” [4, p. 34].
The differentiation of the role of the image in the semantics of phraseological units of the Kazakh
and Turkish languages is highlighted by the definition of the essence of these components by means
of interlinguistic similarities and differences. The goal sets out the tasks of sorting out qualitative
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semantic idioms in two languages, including idioms, discussing the problems of image and internal
form directly related to it.

Research methods

The image, which arises on the basis of the experience of the native speaker of the language
of cognition and perception of the real world, imposes a variable meaning on the phraseological
meaning that is motivated by it. The ways of creating phraseological variable meaning is
differentiated in A.T. Sinan’s following work : “Ad aktarmasi, Mecaz-1 Miirsel / metoniimia (goze
girmek, basinda torbasi eksik); deyim aktarmasi / metaphor (elegini eleyip duvara asmak, ayakl
kiitliphane); tesbih-benzetme (acem bahgesi gibi, t1 gibi delikanl); kinaye (agir bash, yiizii ak);
telmih (derdini Marko Pasaya anlatmak); abartma-miibalaga (igne atsan yere diismes, yumurtaya
kulp takmak)” [5, p. 75]. All these methods are based on the image. “Phraseologisms are not
depicted by the meaning of the words contained in them, but by the image” [2, p. 39]. The research
is carried out by focusing and describing the role of the image thoroughly, that is the basis for the
semantics of phraseological units. The method of component analysis was used to determine the
significant meaning of the phraseology in the process of comparative description of the role of the
image of the internal form of phraseology in the Kazakh and Turkish languages, the cognitive
approach was used to show the properties and signs of the real world of the internal form based on
of the image, and the etymological analysis method was applied to find out the motive underlying
the image.

The first role of the phraseological image: the image motivates the true meaning of the
phraseology.

“The purpose of phraseology is to express a certain concept in a special form, in an
impressive, different sense” [6, p. 39], the image that motivated the phraseology adds an evaluative,
emotional-expressive tone to the concept-comprehension, that is, evaluative in the phraseological
sense, emotional components are determined by the image.

“Imagery is a lexical-semantic category that summarizes the structural-semantic features of
phraseology in the linguistic system and it is formed by the combination of extralinguistic factors™
[3, p. 79]. Ethnolinguistic meaning created on the basis of extralinguistic factors is based on cultural
information. If we say that this ethnocultural information is fixed in the image, another role of the
phraseological image is defined: the image is a carrier of cultural connotation.

“The figurative phraseme is enriched with semantic-stylistic and expressive properties based
on its internal form” [7, p. 56]. The conclusion from this conclusion: the phraseological image
determines the stylistic feature of the phraseology.

In summary, the role of the phraseological image, which determines the communicative,
aesthetic, cumulative function of the phraseology, is as follows: the image motivates the meaning of
the phraseology; the image shows appreciation and emotionality in the phraseological sense; the
image is a carrier of cultural connotation; the image determines the stylistic features of
phraseological units.

The phraseological image and its functions were analyzed and differentiated using
phraseological units describing human behavior in the Kazakh and Turkish languages. This was
caused by the exceptional number of phraseological units describing human behavior in both
languages, especially in Turkish, and the fact that some of the phraseological units are used
colloquially only in certain parts of Turkey. For example: Turkish phraseology kirk giin kaynatsan
bir damla bali ¢ikmaz 'a bad man' has the meaning of agzinin i¢i yumus dolu “a person who only
knows how to give orders” in Alania and Antep, in Gaziantep it means bir yiizii insan, bir yiizii
kopek “a two-faced man”, in Chankyri it has the meaning of is ‘famous’ [8, pp. 240, 276, 370].

As a source of material the following phraseological dictionaries were used: in Turkish
O.A. Aksoi’s, M. Hengirmen’s, A. Puskiilliioglu’s phraseological dictionaries, the dictionary
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“Bolge oziilarinda atasozleri ve deyimler”, in Kazakh I. Kenesbayev’s “Phraseological dictionary”,
G. Smagulova’'s “Phraseological dictionary of the Kazakh language” and “Meaningful
phraseological dictionary”.

Analysis and results

The image motivates the meaning of the phraseology

Figurativeness is a dominant feature of regular phrases, especially phraseological units
describing human behavior [9, p. 55].

We have already mentioned that factual objects and phenomena in reality, their properties and
signs recognized by humans are imaged, and this image is a stimulus for the formation of
phraseological units. The facts of the collection and grouping of quality-semantic phraseology in the
Kazakh and Turkish languages showed that phraseology describing human behavior was often
motivated by images based on somatic and zoomorphic names. For example: the phraseology Aqyly
algymynan aspaghan in Kazakh “a person who does not have more intelligence than himself, who
does not have the ability to understand others”, in Turkish akli basindan bir karis yukar: “a person
who does what comes to his mind without thinking”, Kaz. auzy auyr ‘hard-mouthed’ describes a
person who ‘doesn't gossip, keeps secrets, doesn't like to talk’, Turkish: agz: killitli 'keep a secret’,
Kaz. a bad mouth “a foul mouth that says whatever it is”, in Turkish this meaning is given by the
phraseology agzi kalabalik. The word “kalabalyk” in Turkish means “a group of people, a collection
of unnecessary, disorderly things”. Similarly, the Turkish word agzinin perhizi yok 'speaks whatever
comes to mind' gives the character of a person. Kaz. auzynan sozi, koinynan bozi tusken "a clumsy
person who can't form the beginning of two words, whose words fall from his mouth, auzyn ashsa,
zhuregi korinedi ‘his heart is visible when he opens his mouth’ a sincere, open-minded man. In the
Turkish phraseological units eli bayrakli ‘immoral, argumentative', gok goézlii 'dishonest,
oppressive', there is an image based on the words mouth, heart, hand, throat, chest, eye.

At the same time, we can see that in both languages, the image associated with the names of
animals and birds is motivated by the phraseological meaning: Turk. gemi aslany with the meaning
of the phraseological phrase "a man who thinks he is strong, but is incapable of doing anything"
because of the nature of the ship lion, which, no matter how strong he looks, can't do anything, that
is, if the lion is on the ship, he is in captivity. Aslan yiirekli 'a real guy, not afraid of anything’, this
phraseology also exists in the Kazakh language arystan jurekti, it is used in this sense: lion-hearted
‘unfazed, unyielding, fearless'. Turk. haymana ékiizii “lazy” in Turkish, haymana means a meadow
where animals graze freely, i.e., a lazy person is characterized by the image of a grazing ox, who
only knows how to eat and drink, cénet Gkiizii means “pure in heart, but naive as to be called a
fool”. Turk. it disi domuz derisi 'dishonest person', yiizii esek derisi 'shameful, disgraceful’, this
meaning in Kazakh language is given by phraseological units betin tilseng gan shykpaidy, beti
galyng, if you cut his face, blood will not come out, his face is thick. Turk. horoz wsikilr 'stupid,
without character, blunt, dumb’, in Kazakh, this meaning is given by the phraseology tauyqgtyng
miyndai miy joq that, an idiot, have no brain, like a chicken's brain. In Kazakh language: qoi
auzynan sho’p almas, shokken tuiyege mine almas, qoidan qongyr, jylgydan tory, “one who can't
get grass from the sheep’s mouth, who can't ride a sunken camel, more meek than a sheep,
inconspicuous, will not muddy the water”, murnyn tesken tailaktai, sylbyr, 'yielding, agreeable,
complaisant' phraseological units are used actively. We can see that the concept and understanding
of the four food animals, which takes place in the life and experience of the people, is based on the
meaning of phraseological units, because the meaning of the phraseological unit is an imaged
fragment (situation) of real existence.

Prof. K. Akhanov says that various legends are the basis for the creation of some fixed
phrases [10, p. 182], that is, the image that motivates the meaning of phraseological units can be
born from a certain event. For example, in G. Mussabayev’s works on the history of language,
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there are the following data about the phraseological units of the country that swallowed the heart
jurek jutgan, elden shyqggan alaiyaq: “We call a brave and courageous person “the one who
swallowed the heart”. In order to join the main troop, a young man first of all kills the first enemy
he hits in a battle, and then swallows his heart. He cuts off the ear and uses it to count the number of
people Kkilled. This is where the expressions gan isher, jurek jutqan, bastan quy’lag sadaga canara
“blood drinker, heart swallower” and “sacrifice an ear for a head” come from those legends [11, p.
152]. Similarly, elden shyqgan alaiyaq what we call a rogue, can be understood only if we compare
it with the tradition of the ancient Ghun tribes. At that time, the seriousness of the crime was
stealing a show horse, and the seriousness of the punishment was deportation. People gather, cut the
face of the accused, put two colored shoes on both feet and say “Get out of the country”. That's
what he said, elden shyqgan alaiyaq “a spotted foot from the country” [12, p. 150].

In addition, the meaning of the phraseology kds dinlemis deve gibi 'cold-blooded' is
understood by the Turkish people who know the meaning of «kos», which is based on the image.
There is also the following story of the origin of this phraseology: “Kos is a loud, big drum. It was
transported from one place to another by horse or camel. For many years in the Ottoman Horde,
when one of the camels carrying this “kos”, got old, a decree was hung around its neck saying
“anyone who touches this camel will be punished”. One day, the camel entered a man's garden, and
the owner of the garden, being afraid to touch him too hard, tried to scare him away by banging the
lids of the dishes on each other, but the camel did not pay attention to this voice. Then the neighbor
of that person said: - Don't bother, the sound of the lid of the dish is not for him, he has been
listening to “kos” for many years” [13, p. 81].

The image that motivates the meaning of phraseology may not always be clear. According to
it, “the phraseology cannot be said to have no internal form, the destruction of the image, that is the
basis for the formation of the phraseology, may be unclear, which can be determined through
etymological analysis” [14, p. 40]. For example, in the Turkish language there is an idiom “Agzinin
¢t yumug dolu a person who constantly gives orders, literally translated: his mouth is full of work.
Image-forming word work in the Kazakh literary language: 1. Business, service, work, labor; 2.
Active is used in the sense of action, measure, activity [15, p. 318], however, this word is one of the
oldest words in the Turkish language. Today it is unique to some regions and has different
meanings. For example, yumug — 1. Is, hizmet buyrugu in the sense of “business, service order” in
Afion, Eskisehir, Urfa, Gaziantep, Ankara, Mugla, Adana; 2. In Afion and Manisa it is used in the
sense of “meeting, society”; 3. Vazife, hizmet, buyrulan is, séz 'duty, service, ordered deed' in
Malatya; 4. Vazife, vazife 'task, duty' in Kyrshehir; 5. And the idiom Odiin¢ alinan sey is used in
Ordu land in the sense of “temporarily borrowed thing” [16]. And the image forming the idiom of
Agzynyin yiimug dolu was inspired by the meaning of the word “command, order, task™: the given
idiom describes a person who only knows how to give orders.

A phraseological synchronic or diachronic image not only motivates the semantics of a
phraseology, but also shows its evaluative and emotional character.

The image shows appreciation and emotionality in the phraseological sense.

The components of the semantic structure of the phraseology are the assessment given by the
speaker in the “good-bad” range, the emotivity determined by the “approve-disapprove” dimension,
which corresponds to the emotional attitude of the subject, and is determined by the image.

In the meaning of phraseology, truth is not only an imaged fragment of existence, but also a
positive or negative opinion of the speaker about this fragment, the situation, i.e., its assessment.
“Evaluation is characteristic of idioms to fulfill their symbolic function” [17, p. 84]. “Evaluation is
information that expresses the value of what is represented in the denotative content of the idiom”
[2, p. 40]. Evaluation takes place in the context of feedback. For example: in Kazakh auzyn aiga
bilegen “very brave, bold, fearless”, his inner world is open, “he does not think evil of anyone,
friendly” or in Kazakh tas bauyr stone liver, in Turkish bagri tas “merciless, does not feel sorry for
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anyone”. In the phraseology in Kazakh shyk bermes Shygaibai, shyk tatyrmas in Turkish tastan yag
¢tkar, ondan ¢ikmaz, yumurtadan yonga soymak, cebinde akrep var ‘mean, greedy’, shar ainassy
shalgasynan eken ‘very hostile, malicious’ the good and bad characters of a person are evaluated.

Positive or negative evaluation depends on the world view of the language owner. For
example: in the Kazakh language the image goyan jurek has the meaning of a rabbit heart “fearful,
timid” based on the cowardice of a rabbit, while in Turkish the meaning of “timid, very afraid” is
given by the phraseology deve yiirekli, meanwhile, it seems that the timidity of the camels was
denotated, because the Kazakh language has also the phraseology urikken tuye kozdendi, “two eyes
came out in a panic, and it was screaming”. There is phraseology “two eyes staggered, shivered”. In
the same way, the Turkish language has the phraseology gozii dar ‘a person who does not give
anything to someone, greedy’, however, in the Kazakh language kozi tar "narrow-eyed" is not
used, the phraseology ishi tar gives the meaning “feeling an envious resentment of someone or their
achievements, possessions, jealous”.

One component of the structure of phraseological meaning - emotivity means the subject's
emotional relationship. “Emotionality is measured by the “approving-disapproving” scale.
Approving and disapproving are extreme points of the scale, among them are features such as
hating, despising, scolding, mocking” [2, p. 43]. For example: Kaz. murnyn//tanauyn ko ’kke
ko ’teru, uzengi bauy alty qabat eken, raise the nose // stretch the nose to the sky, the stirrup belt is
six layers, Turk. burnu yere diisse almaz, burnu kaf daginda, biyig1 yelli describe a person's
arrogant, haughty, arrogant character. From the meanings of these idioms, and the meaning of
‘ridicule; mockery’ can be noticed the emotiviity, Kaz. uy’a bo riktey kisi ‘shy, timid, hesitant’ is
meant neglect, disdain, Turk. diinya yikilsa umurunda degil ‘irresponsible, carefree’ is implied
scolding, shouting, Turk. cehennem kiitiigii ‘tozaqta januga laiyk adam’, yiiziine tiikiirseler yagmur
yagwor sanr ‘very rude, cheeky’ can be noted intense hatred of the speaker.

In both languages, there are many phraseological units that have a negative value and express
disapproval. The fact that there are a lot of phraseological units with a negative meaning in any of
the common languages was noted by A.M. Emirova connecting it with the features of the human
brain: “the right hemisphere of the brain is responsible for thinking and imagining the image, the
left hemisphere is responsible for speech and logical thinking. Positive emotions occur in the left
hemisphere of the brain, and negative emotions occur in the right hemisphere. The reason for the
numerical superiority of negative phraseological units is explained by the fact that the “image-
thinking” right condition of the sphere plays a key role in the formation of phraseological units”
[18, p. 140]. This fact also indicates that phraseological units are the result of image thinking.

The evaluation and emotionality conveyed by the image in the sense of phraseology shows
the experience of knowing and perceiving the world, the culture of the ethnic group. Therefore, the
image is a carrier of cultural connotation.

Image is a carrier of cultural connotation

Connotation — Lat. con “together”, notatio “notation” means secondary, additional, and
complementary. “Cultural connotation is the interpretation of the meaning inspired by the image in
cultural categories” [19, p. 214]. “The imagery of phraseology has an internal structure that
provides cultural information” [20, p. 157]. This internal structure — the connotative content of an
ethno-cultural character is not an auxiliary meaning in the structure of phraseological meaning, but
a mandatory and main element, because the image base of phraseological units is formed on the
basis of the national-cultural worldview. “The main characteristic of the image is its national
identity, pronounced national colour” [21, p. 39]. For example: The phraseology Kaz. jeti atasyn
mal o’ltirgen “a greedy man, miser” ko'n ko ’n’ildi, “a hard-hearted, trembling, insensitive, cruel
man”, qu bastan quyrdaq et alady “a miser who grabs both heads and bites in the middle”, gynanin
qynandai, taiyn ta’'n’irindei ko rgen ‘who saw his cattle like a god, “a very strong man”. The motifs
and images in the phraseological units “stingy”, qulygyna naiza boilamaidy “a man with strong
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cunning”, kybidei isingen “proud”, gamshysynan gan sorgalagan “evil, wicked” have cultural
connotations specific to the Kazakh people.

One peculiarity of the life of the Turkish people is the variety of food, and in this regard, we
can see that the names of food and drinks are the basis for the phraseological image related to
behavior: 6gli acik ayran delisi 'foolish person', bagr: yufka 'kKind', her kéfteye maydanoz olmak
‘sticks his nose in each business and gets involved in everything', agzina ayran durmaz, agizinda
bakla islanmamak ‘a person who can't keep a secret', akillisi degirmende yogurt 6giitiiyor, "all are
stupid’, siit anamin yogurt oglu 'a pure, honest son of a noble mother', suyuna pirin¢ salinmaz ‘a
man cannot be trusted' in regular phrases “man” the connotative content is given by the names of
national food and drink, and the phraseological units are finished with national-cultural coloring.

One of the most important cultural features of the people is customs, traditions and national
ceremonies, which are reflected in phraseology. For example, in the Turkish language, elinin kinasz,
yiiziintin karast meaning “dirty, lazy” was the main motif of henna smeared on a girl's hand, i.e.,
this phrase initially meant that a young bride turned out to be lazy, and then gave the general
character of a dirty, lazy person. In general, the tradition of “smearing henna” is considered one of
the most important traditions of the Turkish people. A “henna party” must be organized at the girl's
wedding, henna was smeared on the girl's hand, at this party the girl says goodbye to her mother,
sisters, and friends, and the crowd gives the girl a gift. “Since ancient times, in the knowledge of the
Turks, the earth and the soil have always been blessed, and the henna that comes from this place is
also considered sacred. That's why henna is applied to a girl who is going to be married off, and a
boy who is going to the army, with the intention of “protecting them from calamities and slanders”.
After washing and beautifying the deceased, sprinkling with henna is still preserved, and this is also
born from the belief that “he should not have trouble in the afterlife, he should not fall into the fire
of hell” [Durak, 2021, orally]. In this way, the preservation of traditions born from the beliefs of the
people through language units and being the object of synchronous and diachronic researches, in
turn, allows to widely introduce the national mentality and culture to humanity.

Another source of information preserved in the meaning of fixed phrases is related to the
mythological and religious beliefs of mankind. Kaz. shaitan kisi a damn person “a person with
unstable character, unlucky”; 'a sharp one that stabs someone's jinn', Turk. shaytana papucu ters
giydirir, shaytana yirgigi bilen ‘very cunning', shaytan tiiyii bulunmak 'finds the language of others,
cin fikirli 'very cunning', cehennem kiitiigii 'a person who deserves to burn in hell' are the basis of
the image in the phraseology of satan, demon, and hell which has clarified the connotative feature.

The image determines the stylistic features of phraseological units

O. Aitbaiuly, who studied Kazakh phraseology and paraphrases, sums up that the main feature
of phraseological phrases is their stylistic meaning, “the meaning” is conveyed through an image,
and thinks that “the object of study of stylistics is formed based on phraseology” [22, p. 67].

G. Sagidolda states that as the image supported by a constant phrase becomes clearer, the
clarity, accuracy, and emotional-expressive power of the ideological meaning of the phrase
increases [23, p. 286].

“When we talk about the place of phraseological units in the general language system, first of
all, their stylistic function stands out. A characteristic feature of a thorough phrase in language and
speech is a stylistic feature” [24, p. 601]. “The bookishness of phraseology or the simplicity of use
in colloquial language, even the rudeness that goes beyond the limits of decency has stylistic
significance” [25, p. 14]. A stylistic macro component takes place in the phraseological sense. A
stylistic macrocomponent is, in simple terms, a sign of appropriateness/inappropriateness of using
certain phraseology in linguistic communication. This sign is also determined by the image-
motivational basis. In this regard, idioms are used depending on a specific field of linguistic
communication: some idioms are specific to the literary language, while some are specific to the
spoken language. For example: Kaz. basqgan izine sho’p shygpaidy grass does not grow on his
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footprints. bastigi yerde ot bitmez 'cunning, dishonest, cruel person' phraseology and Turish
phraseological expressions “burnunun bokunu yemis” or kapist kus bokuyla sivanmis have their own
context of use. Language units — phraseology which perform the function of figuratively conveying
the speaker's thoughts to influence the listener, also differ in their use depending on a certain social
environment.

Many idioms in the Turkish language have the character of being used in the people’s life, and
according to this character, are attributed to the heritage of folklore, such as proverbs. Another
stylistic feature of phraseological units in the Turkish language is that they belong to a certain
region, therefore a phraseological dictionary entitled “Bolge agizlarinda Atasozleri ve Deyimler”
was published.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the main component forming a phraseology is an image or internal form. There
iIs no phraseology without an image. The meaning of some phraseological units may not be
synchronistically clear or even unknown, but it can be found etymologically. Phraseologisms are
units born from the purpose of conveying thoughts concretely and figuratively, figuratively and
impressively, so the image is a component that determines the main function of phraseology. The
image motivates the meaning of the phraseology: it defines its character as a linguistic symbol.
Through the image, the potential of communication becomes stronger, the aesthetic character of the
language takes precedence through the clarification of the image that distinguishes the phraseology
from other language units, the image that preserves the emic truth characteristic of the ethnos
performs a cumulative function. The value of evaluative and emotive components in the
phraseological sense of “good-bad”, “approve-disapprove” is determined by the image. The image
is a carrier of cultural connotation, because the extralinguistic reality that testifies to the existence of
the people, the Kazakh and Turkish people in our analysis, is based on the image. The stylistic
coloring of phraseology is also transformed by the image. A phraseological meaning is formed
through an image, and the process of interpreting this meaning is realized through an image. The
process of interpretation of meaning brings up the problems of phraseosemiosis and sets the task of
considering these problems in Turkic studies in the future.
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