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PROBLEMS OF TRANSLATING ENGLISH PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS INTO
RUSSIAN AND KAZAKH: A REVIEW OF SET EXPRESSIONS DENOTING HUMAN
STATES

The translation of English phraseological units into Russian and Kazakh is a relevant issue in
modern linguistics, translation studies and intercultural communication. Phraseological units
denoting human states are especially important because they express not only direct semantic
meaning but also emotional evaluation, figurative imagery and linguocultural experience. This
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theoretical review and comparative analysis focuses on English set expressions that describe
psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual states of a person. The study examines the main
difficulties that arise when such phraseological units are translated into Russian and Kazakh. These
difficulties include the absence of full equivalents, transformation of metaphorical images, loss of
emotional colouring, cultural differences and context-dependent interpretation. The article also
considers the main translation strategies used to render human-state phraseological units, including
full equivalence, partial equivalence, functional equivalence, descriptive translation, contextual
translation and linguocultural adaptation. The review shows that successful translation requires
attention not only to lexical meaning but also to idiomaticity, figurative structure, emotional intensity
and cultural acceptability. Therefore, the study of English phraseological units denoting human states
contributes to comparative phraseology, translation theory and linguocultural analysis.

Key words: phraseological units; English idioms, translation problems; Russian language,
Kazakh language,; human states, linguocultural analysis.

INTRODUCTION

Phraseological units are one of the most culturally marked layers of language because they
preserve collective experience, national worldview and figurative ways of thinking. Unlike free word
combinations, phraseological units are reproduced in speech as ready-made expressions and often
have a meaning that cannot be understood through the direct interpretation of their individual
components. This feature makes them both expressive and difficult to translate. In English, such
expressions as to be over the moon, to lose one’s head, to be under the weather or to have butterflies
in one’s stomach do not function as simple lexical combinations; they represent figurative meanings
shaped by cultural, emotional and communicative experience. Recent studies on idiomatic
expressions also show that idioms are difficult to identify and interpret because their meaning may
depend on the interaction between literal form, figurative meaning and context [1].

Although delimited from other units of language and approaches to the study of phraseology,
the most fundamental question is: how does one define a phraseological unit? As Dobrovol’skij and
Gries suggest, the etymology of the word phrase goes back to the Greek word for speech, though it
seems to have been coined in the early nineteenth century. Traditionally, phraseological units have
been characterized by such properties as stability, reproducibility, idiomaticity and semantic integrity.
In classical phraseological theory, special attention is paid to the degree of semantic fusion between
the components of an expression and its overall meaning [2]. N. M. Shansky further developed
research in phraseology, emphasizing the stability and reproducibility of fixed expressions, as well
as their structural-semantic features in various semantic and narrative contexts [3]. A. V. Kunin’s
works are especially oriented toward English phraseology, defining idioms or phraseological units as
stable word combinations with fully or partially transferred, that is, idiomatic, meaning [4]. Of
significance for Kazakh and comparative phraseology is also the work of U. K. Abisheva, who draws
attention to the semantic interpretation, contextual explanation and linguocultural nature of idiomatic
expressions [5]. These various theories are important for the present study because English
phraseological units denoting human states often function as semantically indivisible expressions
whose meanings can no longer be translated phrase by phrase or in a word-for-word manner.

The relevance of this topic is magnified by the fact that phraseological units abound in
colloquial speech, literary works, mass media, public discourse and translation practice. They render
speech more vivid and culturally loaded, but at the same time complicate the work of translators and
language learners. In media and public discourse, phraseological units may carry social values,
emotional attitudes and culturally shared evaluations. Their translation must therefore be sensitive
not only to the lexical meaning of the expression but also to its image, style, emotional tone and
communicative function. The phraseological picture of the world is a corollary of the question of how
a society describes the world to itself through stable figurative expressions [6].

English phraseological units denoting human states are especially important for translation
analysis. Human states include psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual conditions, such
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as anxiety, fear, joy, anger, tiredness, weakness, confusion, hesitation and mental tension. These states
are often expressed metaphorically rather than directly. For example, anger may be represented
through color, heat, pressure or bodily reaction; fear may be expressed through loss of control or
physical stiffness; joy may be represented through upward movement or height. Research on emotion-
related idioms shows that such expressions may contain both universal conceptual patterns and
culturally specific metaphorical models [7].

The translation of English phraseological units into Russian and Kazakh is a complex issue
because these languages belong to different typological and cultural systems. English is a Germanic
language, Russian is a Slavic language, and Kazakh is a Turkic language. As a result, the same human
state may be expressed through different images in each language. For instance, English may use
body-based or color-based idioms, Russian often uses components such as dywa, cepoye, kposs and
eonosa, while Kazakh frequently relies on culturally significant components such as xewin, srcan,
Jrcypex, bac, mobe and ec. Studies of idiomatic expressions in different languages confirm that the
recognition and interpretation of idioms depend strongly on semantic structure, context and language-
specific patterns [8].

In the context of Kazakhstan, the comparison of English, Russian and Kazakh phraseological
units is particularly significant because multilingual communication is a common linguistic reality.
Russian and Kazakh often function together in educational, academic, media and everyday contexts,
while English is increasingly important in international communication, education and translation
practice. Therefore, the translation of English phraseological units into Russian and Kazakh is not
only a linguistic problem but also an intercultural one. The comparison of phraseological units across
Kazakh, Russian and English makes it possible to reveal how different linguistic communities encode
social behavior, emotions and states through stable expressions [9].

Although English, Russian and Kazakh phraseological units have been studied from different
linguistic perspectives, the translation of English phraseological units denoting human states into both
Russian and Kazakh still requires more focused analysis. Existing studies often examine idioms in
one language pair or concentrate on general phraseological equivalence. However, less attention has
been paid to the simultaneous comparison of Russian and Kazakh renderings of English expressions
that describe psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual states.

One of the main problems in the translation of phraseological units is the lack of full
equivalents. Sometimes, there are expressions with similar meaning and similar imagery in English,
Russian and Kazakh. For instance, to be in two minds can be rendered in Russian as xonebatbcs or
obITh B HepemmTenbHocTH and in Kazakh as exi oinbl 6omy. The Kazakh rendering preserves the
image of divided thought more directly, whereas the Russian rendering primarily preserves the
semantic meaning. However, quite often the metaphorical image present in the original is changed.
For instance, the English expression to have butterflies in one’s stomach can be rendered descriptively
in Russian as BonHoBathcs and in Kazakh as koOamky, whereas »yperi anpin-yiry may function as
a more idiomatic Kazakh functional analogue. Thus, the descriptive renderings preserve the core
meaning, while the functional analogue retains a greater degree of figurative and emotional force.
This makes it clear that linguocultural analysis is needed in order to understand how phraseological
meaning in general is organized and transferred [10].

Another important problem in translating phraseological units between different languages is a
certain loss of emotional colouring. Often, a phraseological unit carries, besides its meaning, a certain
intensity, additional evaluation and expressive force. In that case, if the idiom is rendered only
descriptively, that is, without preserving its idiomatic form, part of its emotional effect and idiomatic
emphasis is liable to be lost. For instance, to be scared stiff can be rendered as ouens ucnyrarbcs or
KaTThl KOPKY, Where again the physical imagery of stiffness is lost. Quite often, a phraseological unit
expresses some emotion through the image of colour. To see red, for example, expresses anger
through such a colour-based image. It is therefore not very useful to look for a literal equivalent;
instead, one may resort to an expression connected with rage, emotional heat or even the state of
losing self-control. Establishing a close relation between language, body, cognition and the
experience of emotion has much to do with these interpretations [11].
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This is why, in what follows, we would like to review the basic problems connected with the
translation of English phraseological units denoting different states of a human being into Russian
and Kazakh and to establish the most common translation strategies available for their interpretation.
We concentrate on the problems arising from the translation of phraseological units that express
psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual states of a person. The objectives of the article are
as follows: to describe English phraseological units denoting human states as a specific translation-
related group; to classify, in a tentative way, selected phraseological units according to the
psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual states of a human being they express; to compare
their equivalents in Russian and Kazakh and to see how they agree or differ from each other as well
as from their English sources; to trace the main points of difficulty in the translation of phraseological
units; and to examine their rendering in the light of varying moods, attitudes and cultural standards
of the languages involved. Phraseological units belong to the wider category of multiword
expressions, and their translation requires a structured analytical approach that considers semantics,
idiomaticity, context and cross-cultural variation [12].

The novelty of this study lies in identifying target-language asymmetry within a single English—
Russian—Kazakh analytical framework. The same English phraseological unit may require different
translation strategies in Russian and Kazakh even when its core semantic meaning is preserved. The
study further operationalizes this comparison through explicit equivalence criteria and a stepwise
translation decision model linking semantic class, metaphorical image, lexicographic evidence and
translation-strategy choice. Thus, the contribution lies not only in the three-language comparison
itself but also in demonstrating unit-level asymmetry between the two target languages. The
conceptual framework of the study is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study
MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study is a non-systematic theoretical review combined with a qualitative comparative
translation analysis. It does not claim systematic-review status, exhaustive database coverage or
statistical representativeness. The research does not set the goal of experimental investigation or
corpus statistics, but rather systematizes theoretical and practical problems pertaining to the
translation of idiomatic and set expressions. The foundation of its methodology is the descriptive
analysis of phraseological meaning, the semantic grouping of the selected units, the comparative view
of translation equivalents and the interpretation of linguocultural differences. This approach is
appropriate because the translation of phraseological units involves not only lexical meaning but also
figurative structure, semantic content, emotional colouring, cultural associations and contextual
function. Present research into translation and phraseology also lays considerable stress on the
necessity of a descriptive and interpretative approach to the problem of translation, since it tends to
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vary according to genre, culture and the degree of equivalence between the two languages at hand
[13].

The theoretical review drew on 14 academic and theoretical sources [1-14] selected for their
direct relevance to phraseology, idiom translation, multiword expressions and linguocultural analysis.
Recent empirical and theoretical studies were prioritized, while classical works were retained where
necessary for conceptual grounding. Four lexicographic reference sources were used separately to
verify the phraseological status, semantic meaning and Russian and Kazakh renderings of the selected
units. The review component was therefore targeted and interpretative rather than systematic.

The analytical material comprised a purposive sample of 15 English phraseological units
denoting human states: to be on edge, to be under pressure, to be at one’s wit’s end, to be over the
moon, to see red, to be down in the dumps, to be scared stiff, to be under the weather, to be dead tired,
to be on one’s last legs, to sleep like a log, to be in two minds, to rack one’s brains, to have butterflies
in one’s stomach, and to lose one’s head. The units were selected according to four inclusion criteria:
(1) they denoted a psychological, emotional, physical or intellectual state; (2) they were attested in
authoritative phraseological or idiomatic dictionaries; (3) their Russian and Kazakh renderings could
be verified using relevant lexicographic sources; and (4) they illustrated one or more of the translation
strategies examined in the study. Free word combinations, highly specialized terms, obsolete
expressions not supported by lexicographic evidence, and expressions unrelated to human states were
excluded. The sample was designed for qualitative comparative analysis rather than statistical
generalization.

Several complementary methods were used in the study: descriptive analysis, semantic
grouping, comparative translation analysis and linguocultural interpretation. Each English
phraseological unit was compared separately with its Russian and Kazakh renderings in terms of
semantic meaning, figurative image, emotional colouring and cultural naturalness. Translation
strategies were operationalized as follows. Full equivalence was identified when the source and target
phraseological units coincided in their core meaning, figurative image and idiomatic or expressive
value. Partial equivalence was identified when the core meaning was preserved but the metaphorical
image, lexical structure or expressive intensity differed to some extent. Functional equivalence
referred to a target-language phraseological unit that performed the same semantic and
communicative function but relied on a different metaphorical image. Descriptive translation referred
to a non-idiomatic paraphrase that transmitted the meaning of the source expression without
preserving its phraseological form. Contextual translation was used when the appropriate rendering
depended on the particular contextual meaning of a polysemous expression. Linguocultural
adaptation referred to replacement of the original image by a culturally conventional target-language
expression in order to preserve pragmatic and emotional effect.

The phraseological status and meaning of the English units were checked against established
English [15] and English—Russian phraseological reference works [16]. Russian equivalents were
additionally verified using the Phraseological Dictionary of the Russian Language [17], while Kazakh
equivalents were checked against I. Kenesbayev’s Phraseological Dictionary of the Kazakh Language
[18]. A Russian or Kazakh rendering was treated as a phraseological equivalent only when its
idiomatic use was supported by the relevant lexicographic source. Where no established
phraseological equivalent was available, the rendering was classified as descriptive, contextual or
linguoculturally adapted rather than as a full phraseological equivalent.

Particular emphasis is placed on three aspects: (1) whether the meaning of the source-language
phraseological unit is preserved in the target language; (2) whether the original metaphorical image
of the source-language phraseological unit is preserved, transformed or replaced; and (3) whether the
emotional and cultural effect of the source-language phraseological unit is appropriate in the target
language. These features make it possible to detect the basic problems of translating English
phraseological expressions denoting human states and to reveal the most appropriate methods for
their interpretation in Russian and Kazakh. The main stages of the research design are presented in
Table 1.
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Table 1 — Research design and stages of analysis

Ne Stage Procedure Analytical focus Expected result
1 Selection of English Human-state meaning Initial list of idioms
phraseological units
2 Semantic grouping Psychological, emotional, = Four semantic categories
physical, intellectual states
3 Russian and Kazakh Meaning, image, Translation variants
equivalent search naturalness
4 Translation analysis Equivalence, description, Translation strategy types
context
5 Linguocultural Cultural image and Explanation of similarities
interpretation metaphor and differences
RESULTS

The comparative analysis of English phraseological units denoting human states revealed
several important results concerning their semantic classification, translation equivalence and
linguocultural adaptation in Russian and Kazakh. Since the study is based on a theoretical and
comparative review, the findings are interpreted primarily as qualitative patterns within the
purposively selected sample of 15 phraseological units. Simple descriptive counts are used only to
summarize the distribution of translation strategies and do not imply statistical representativeness or
generalizability to English, Russian or Kazakh phraseology as a whole.

First, the selected English phraseological units were grouped into four main semantic
categories: psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual states. Psychological-state
phraseological units refer to anxiety, pressure, stress, fear, inner instability and loss of emotional
balance. Examples such as to be on edge, to be under pressure and to be at one’s wit’s end show that
English often represents psychological discomfort through the images of pressure, limit, tension or
loss of control. In Russian, these meanings are commonly rendered by expressions such as ObITh Ha
HepBax, ObITh MO/ AaByieHreM and ObITh B MOTHOH pactepsiuHocTH. In Kazakh, they may be expressed
through ner6ipi kamy, KeicbiMaa 6oy and He ictepin Oinmey. The result shows that psychological
states are usually preserved at the level of meaning, but the figurative image is often changed or
weakened in translation.

Second, emotional-state phraseological units were found to have the highest degree of
figurative expressiveness. Expressions such as to be over the moon, to see red, to be down in the
dumps and to be scared stiff demonstrate that English frequently uses spatial, colour-based and bodily
images to describe emotional reactions. In Russian and Kazakh, these meanings can often be
transferred through functional equivalents rather than literal translation. For example, to be over the
moon corresponds to 6Tk Ha ceibMOM HeOe in Russian and Tebeci kekke ety in Kazakh. Although
the metaphorical images are not identical, all three expressions convey the idea of strong joy and
emotional elevation. This indicates that functional equivalence is often more effective than literal
equivalence in translating emotional phraseological units.

Third, the analysis of physical-state phraseological units showed that descriptive translation is
frequently required. Expressions such as to be under the weather, to be dead tired, to be on one’s last
legs and to sleep like a log refer to illness, tiredness, weakness and bodily condition. Some of them
can be rendered through expressive equivalents, for example, to be dead tired as ycrars 10 cmepTn
in Russian and o6nen mapmay in Kazakh. However, other expressions, such as to be under the
weather, do not have direct phraseological equivalents in Russian or Kazakh and therefore require
descriptive translation, such as mmoxo ce6st uyBcTBOBaTh and ©3iH kaichki3 ce3iHy. This result
confirms that physical-state idioms may lose part of their original imagery when translated into
typologically and culturally different languages.

Fourth, intellectual-state phraseological units showed different degrees of equivalence across
the three languages. The expression to rack one’s brains has idiomatic counterparts in Russian
(momats ronoBy) and Kazakh (6ac xateipy), which preserve a closely related head- or brain-based
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conceptual image. By contrast, to be in two minds is more naturally rendered in Russian as
Kosebatbest or ObITh B HepemuTensHocTH, whereas Kazakh allows the structurally and figuratively
closer expression eki oinbl 6oisry. This contrast demonstrates that equivalence should be assessed
separately for Russian and Kazakh rather than assigned uniformly across all three languages. The

main comparative results by semantic group are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2 — Summary of comparative results by semantic group

Semantic Main Typical Russian Kazakh Main result
group human state English translation translation
expressed examples tendency tendency
Psychological =~ Anxiety, to be on Often rendered Often rendered = Meaning is usually
states stress, edge; tobe  through through anxiety, preserved, but the original
pressure, at one’s nervousness, pressure or image is often
inner wit’s end pressure or inability to act transformed or weakened.
instability confusion
Emotional  Joy, anger, to be over Frequently rendered = Frequently Functional equivalence is
states fear, sadness, =~ the moon; through expressive  rendered usually more effective
envy to see red; idiomatic through than literal translation.
to be scared = equivalents culturally
stiff natural
figurative
expressions
Physical Illness, to be under | Often translated Often translated = Descriptive translation is
states tiredness, the weather; = descriptively or descriptively common when no direct
weakness, to be dead through intensifiers = with natural idiomatic equivalent
bodily tired Kazakh exists.
condition expressions
Intellectual = Hesitation, to be in two = May be rendered Often has close = This group shows mixed
states confusion, minds; to either descriptively = equivalents equivalence: some head-
mental rack one’s or through close based on oit and = and mind-based
effort, loss of = brains head-/mind-based Oac imagery expressions have close
words phraseological phraseological
equivalents counterparts, whereas
others require descriptive
rendering in one of the
target languages.
DISCUSSION

The discussion interprets the observed translation patterns from semantic, comparative and
linguocultural perspectives, with particular attention to differences between Russian and Kazakh
renderings.

English phraseological units denoting human states as a translation problem. English
phraseological units are challenging to translate because they combine idiomatic meaning, figurative
imagery, emotional evaluation and cultural connotation. For example, to be over the moon denotes
intense happiness, whereas to have butterflies in one’s stomach expresses nervousness, excitement or
emotional tension. The translator renders this by first grasping the idiomatic meaning and then
searching for an equivalent in Russian and Kazakh.

Phraseological units convey both meaning and figurative imagery. A purely semantic rendering
may preserve the general idea while losing part of the original image and emotional force. Thus, to
be scared stiff can be rendered into Russian as ouens ucmyrarscst and into Kazakh as kaTTer Kopky.
However, although these variants suggest the connotation of fear, they do not reproduce the bodily
image of stiffness. In such cases, the problem posed to the translator is whether the first consideration
should be the fullness of the meaning, the degree of fright expressed or the preservation of the image.

Another major translation problem is that Russian and Kazakh do not always provide a
conventional phraseological equivalent for a given English expression. Some units have close
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functional counterparts, whereas others require descriptive translation. Thus, to be in two minds
demonstrates an asymmetrical relationship between the two target languages. In Kazakh, exi oiibl
6omy preserves the image of divided thought relatively closely. In Russian, however, more natural
renderings are kosnebarbcsi or ObITH B HepemuTenbHOCTH, Which preserve the meaning but not the
original figurative structure. This example illustrates why semantic and figurative equivalence should
be assessed independently. The English formula to have butterflies in one’s stomach is more difficult
to transfer because, although the image is vivid, it is perhaps not so natural in Russian or Kazakh. In
Russian, the expression is commonly rendered descriptively as BOJHOBAaThCS Or HCIIBITHIBATH
BosiHeHue. In Kazakh, ko6amky functions as a descriptive rendering, whereas »xyperi ajbIn-yiry may
serve as a functional idiomatic analogue depending on the context. Therefore, the two Kazakh
variants should not be treated as the same type of equivalence.

Similarity of form may not mean similarity of concept. In other words, two phrases of similar
appearance may have different force and emotional tone in their respective settings, since their
associations and contexts may also differ. For this reason, the translator of phraseological units is
obliged to go beyond dictionary equivalents in order to maintain a balance between meaning,
grammaticality, idiomatic usage and cultural association.

The above cases all have bearing not only on the phraseological unit itself but also on the
idiomatic allusion to a specific human state. The risks incurred in translating English phraseological
units that imply human states include, in the first instance, literal translation, which may lead to
distortion or loss of idiomatic meaning.

Semantic classification of English phraseological units denoting human states. For the purposes
of this review, English phraseological units denoting human states can be divided into four semantic
groups: psychological state, emotional state, physical state and intellectual state. This classification
is useful because it allows the researcher to distinguish different types of inner and outer human
conditions and to analyze whether they are translated into Russian and Kazakh through similar or
different phraseological mechanisms. The classification of selected English phraseological units and
their Russian and Kazakh renderings is presented in Table 3.

Table 3 — Classification of English phraseological units denoting human states and their Russian
and Kazakh translations

Semantic English Russian translation Russian Kazakh Kazakh
group phraseological strategy translation strategy
unit
Psychological to be on edge ObITh HA HEpPBaxX functional Jeroipi Kairy functional
equivalence equivalence
Psychological to be at one’s OBITh B MOJHOMN descriptive HE iCTepiH descriptive
wit’s end pacTepsHHOCTH / HE 3HATh, translation oinmmey translation
YTO JIeNaTh
Emotional to be over the OBITH HA CEOALMOM HeOe functional TObOEC] KOKKE functional
moon equivalence KETy equivalence
Emotional to see red TIPUATH B POCTH functional anryra functional
equivalence OyJBIFY equivalence
Physical to be under the TUIOXO ce0s YyBCTBOBATH descriptive ©31H JKalChI3 descriptive
weather translation ce3iHy translation
Physical to be dead tired ycTaTh 10 CMEPTH partial 901eH descriptive
equivalence napay translation
Intellectual to be in two minds KoseGaTbes / ObITH B descriptive €Ki OB partial
HEPEIIUTEIbHOCTH translation Oomy equivalence
Intellectual to rack one’s JIOMaTh TOJIOBY partial Gac KaTsIpy partial
brains equivalence equivalence

Table 3 shows that translation equivalence must be evaluated separately for Russian and
Kazakh. The same English phraseological unit may have an idiomatic or functional equivalent in one
target language but require descriptive translation in the other. Functional equivalence is particularly
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visible when the target languages preserve the emotional or communicative function of the English
unit through a different metaphorical image, whereas descriptive translation becomes necessary when
no conventional phraseological equivalent is available.

A descriptive count of the eight illustrative units presented in Table 3 shows that functional
equivalence accounts for 3 of 8 cases (37.5%), descriptive translation for 3 of 8 cases (37.5%), and
partial equivalence for 2 of 8 cases (25.0%) in both Russian and Kazakh. However, the aggregate
frequencies conceal important unit-level asymmetry. For to be dead tired, Russian is classified as
partial equivalence whereas Kazakh requires descriptive translation; for to be in two minds, the
reverse pattern is observed. Thus, the main cross-linguistic difference concerns the strategy assigned
to individual phraseological units rather than the overall frequency of strategy types in this illustrative
subset.

Main translation problems and strategies. The first major translation problem is the absence of
a full equivalent. This occurs when the target language does not have a phraseological unit with the
same meaning, image and emotional effect. The expression to have butterflies in one’s stomach is a
typical example. It denotes nervous excitement or anxiety, but its literal image is not equally
conventional in Russian and Kazakh. Therefore, the translator may use the descriptive rendering
BoHOBaThCs in Russian and xobamky in Kazakh, whereas xyperi anbin-yiry may function as a
Kazakh functional idiomatic analogue. In each case, the translation strategy should be identified
according to whether only the core meaning or also the figurative and expressive force is preserved.

The second problem is the difference in metaphorical image. In many cases, the same human
state is conceptualized through different images in different languages. The expression fo be over the
moon can be translated as 6vimos Ha cedbmom nebe and mebeci kokke scemy. All three expressions
denote strong joy, but their images are not identical. English uses the image of being above the moon,
Russian refers to the seventh heaven, and Kazakh uses an upward image connected with the top of
the head reaching the sky. This demonstrates that functional equivalence can be stronger than literal
equivalence.

The third problem is the loss of emotional colouring. English phraseological units often have a
strong expressive power. When they are translated by neutral words, this emotional intensity may be
lost. For instance, to be scared stiff may be rendered descriptively as oueHb ucmyrarbcst Or KaTThbl
KOpPKY, but these variants weaken the bodily image of stiffness. A more expressive Russian rendering,
such as oT cTpaxa oHeMeTb, preserves more of the original emotional and figurative force. The present
investigation of metaphorical collocations additionally makes clear that it is difficult to find clear
boundaries around figurative expressions, which occupy a grey area between completely free
combinations, collocations and idioms. This is relevant for translation, since figurative use involves
both the necessity of interpreting semantic meaning and the need to “tune in” to the stylistic elements
often present.

The fourth problem is dependent upon context. Some English phraseological units may have
more than one translation depending on the situation. The expression to lose one’s head might mean
to get confused, to panic, to lose self-control or even to act irrationally; thus, in Russian, we could
use as translations pacTepsThCs, MOTEPATH cCaMO00JIaJaHue, 3aIaHUKOBaTh Or ucnyrartbes. In Kazakh,
we can use abjapIpan Kajiy, eciH XOFaiTy or e3iH ycrail anmay, depending on the context. A
mechanical choice of equivalents is thus not possible, and the correct one depends upon knowing
which of the suggested meanings is paramount.

The fifth problem is cultural markedness. Some phraseological units contain images that are
natural in English but less natural in Russian or Kazakh. The expression to be under the weather is
usually rendered descriptively with phrases like mioxo ce0st uyBCTBOBaTh Or ©31H JKalCHI3 CE31HY, OF
by an idiomatic phrase with an equivalent meaning. We cannot render weather literally because the
image will not function idiomatically. The translator must be willing to dispense with the original
image if it ceases to sound natural in the target language.

The sixth problem involves the danger of literal translation. Where the problem of equivalence
is settled, the phrase to see red may speak directly of anger, but only if the target language contains
an idiom based upon colour. It may be that the literal use of the word red gives an undefined quality,
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and in fact we may fail to reproduce the effect of the original adequately. The translator, therefore,
must first determine whether the second language has a functioning idiom to convey the idea of anger.
The main translation problems are set forth in Table 4.

Table 4 — Translation problems and strategies in rendering English phraseological units into
Russian and Kazakh

Translation English example Russian rendering =~ Kazakh rendering Recommended
problem strategy
No full equivalent = fo have butterflies in BOJIHOBATHCS KoOamky / xyperi  descriptive translation /
one’s stomach aJIbII-YITY functional analogue
Different to be over the moon OBITh HA CEIBMOM Tebeci kekke xkery  functional equivalence
metaphor Hebe
Loss of emotion to be scared stiff OYEHb HCITYTaThCs KaTThl KOPKY descriptive translation
with intensifier
Context to lose one’s head pacrepsTbes / abapIpan Kaiy / contextual translation
dependence TIOTEPSITh €CIH J)KOFaITy
camMoo0Jatanme
Cultural to be under the TUIOXO ce0st ©3iH Kaiich3 ce3iny | descriptive translation
markedness weather YyBCTBOBATh
Literal translation to see red TIPUATH B APOCTH anryra OyIBIFy functional equivalence
risk

As shown in Table 4, the right strategy is predicated on the relation of the source expression to
the resources available in the target language. If the relation is close in meaning and image, a full or
near equivalent may be possible. If the meaning is close but the image differs, a functional equivalent
may be the best option. If there is no idiomatic equivalent, descriptive translation or linguocultural
adaptation may be required. If the meaning varies with context, contextual translation will be
required. The sequence of decisions for translating English phraseological units is illustrated in
Figure 2.

( English phraseological unit ]
¥
Identify human-state meaning ]
¥
Identify semantic group J
¥
Analyze metaphorical image
¥
Check Russian equivalent
¥
Check Kazakh equivalent
3
Choose translation strategy

¥

Preserve meaning, emotion and
cultural adequacy

/—ﬁ(—\/—\/—\fﬁ(—\/—\

Figure 2 — Translation decision model for English phraseological units

In deciding how to express an English phraseological unit in Russian or Kazakh, the first step
is to determine whether it conveys a psychological, emotional, physical or intellectual state. What
image does the metaphor evoke? Do Russian and Kazakh possess valid and natural equivalents? The
translator’s final decision should preserve, as much as possible, the degree of meaning, emotional
effect and cultural adequacy.
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Comparative and linguocultural interpretation. The comparison of English, Russian and
Kazakh phraseological units shows that all three languages use figurative means to describe human
states. However, the dominant images and components are not always the same. English often uses
body-based idioms, color metaphors, spatial images, pressure metaphors and weather-related
expressions. Examples include fo lose one’s head, to see red, to be over the moon, to be under
pressure and to be under the weather. These expressions show that English phraseology frequently
represents human states through physical position, bodily reaction, color and external environment.

Russian phraseology often uses components such as dywa, cepoye, kpogw, conosa, 1uyo, pyKu
and noeu. These components reflect the tendency to conceptualize emotional and psychological states
through the inner world of a person and visible bodily reactions. For example, oywa ne na mecme
expresses anxiety, Kposb 3akunena eXpresses anger, nomepsams 20108y expresses confusion or loss of
control, and gonocwr ovibom expresses fear. These expressions show that Russian equivalents may
preserve the general meaning of English idioms, but they often use different cultural and bodily
images.

Kazakh phraseology often relies on components such as xoyin, srcan, scypek, bac, mobe, myc
and ec. These components are culturally significant because they connect emotional state, inner
feeling, mental activity and social behavior. For example, xenini mycy expresses sadness or
disappointment, mebeci kekke odicemy eXpresses joy, oJicypeei anvin-yury €xXpresses nervous
excitement, eciu ocozanmy expresses loss of control, and 6acer kamy expresses confusion or mental
difficulty. These examples show that Kazakh translations should sound natural within Kazakh
linguistic and cultural norms rather than mechanically copy English imagery.

One extreme to be avoided is a literal translation of an idiom which misses the idiomatic
meaning and distorts it. The other extreme is the overneutralized idiom, where an expressive idiom
turns into a plain word and loses its charm. Our strategy should aim to keep the main meaning intact,
resulting in a natural target-language version, and also retain figurative and emotional force where
possible. For Russian, we can often pick the right idiomatic words with higher expressive value. For
Kazakh, we might need to choose a stable expression guided by the culture of the target language
rather than simply translating the English metaphor. Overall, the analysis confirms that phraseological
translation should be treated as a multilayered process in which semantic accuracy, figurative
structure, expressive force and cultural naturalness are considered together. This perspective explains
why Russian and Kazakh may require different strategies for the same English unit.

CONCLUSION

This study examined a purposive sample of 15 English phraseological units denoting
psychological, emotional, physical and intellectual states and compared their Russian and Kazakh
renderings. The analysis shows that translation equivalence is target-language specific: the same
English phraseological unit may be rendered through a functional or partial equivalent in one
language and through descriptive translation in the other. The main difficulties identified in the
selected material concern the absence of full equivalents, changes in metaphorical imagery, loss of
emotional colouring, context dependence, cultural markedness and the risk of literal translation.

The findings support a layered translation approach in which semantic meaning, figurative
image, expressive force and cultural naturalness are evaluated separately before a translation strategy
is selected. A key contribution of the comparison is the identification of unit-level asymmetry
between Russian and Kazakh renderings, which is incorporated into the proposed translation decision
model. Because the analysis is based on a small purposive sample (n = 15), the findings should be
interpreted as qualitative patterns within the selected material rather than as statistically representative
tendencies of English, Russian or Kazakh phraseology.
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ArbLIIIBIH (pa3eosorusiibIK OIpJIiKTepiH OpbIC KIHe Ka3aK TilAepiHe aygapy MaceJjiesiepi:
aJlaMHBbIH KYHiH OUIIipeTiH TYpaKkThI TipKecTepre moJay

*A. Maneesa!, E. Iloroxesa!, I'. A3bui0exoBa!

"TopatireipoB yHuBepcuTeTi, [laBnomap, 140000, Kazakctan

Agvlnuvln  (hpaseonocusnvly Oipiikmepin OpulC JiCoHe Kazax minoepine ayoapy Kasipei
JIUHSBUCTNUKA, AYOAPMAMAHY JHCIHE MIOEHUEMAPAnblK KOMMYHUKAYUS CANANAPbIHOARbL ©3eKMi
Macenenepoiy 0Oipi 6onvin mabwLiadvl. AdamHuvly Kyuin 6indipemin Gpazeonocusnvi Oipaikmep
epeKuie Maywvl30vl, cebebi onap mexk mypa CeMaHmuKaiblk MaeblHaAHbl 2AHA emec, COHbIMEH Kamap
IMOYUANBLIK Oaeanayobl, belineni 00pazovl Heare TUHSBOMIOeHU MadxCipuberi de b6indipedi. byn wony
MAaKanacvlHOa A0AMHbIY NCUXONOSUANBIK, IMOYUOHANObIK, (QUIUKANBIK IHCIHE UHMENNIEeKMYal0blK
KYUepiH cunammaimslt abliublH MiliHOe2i mypakmsl mipkecmep Kapacmulpsliaosl. 3epmmeyoe
MYHOaU (hpazeonocusiniblk  OIpaikmepoi opvic JicoHe Kazax mindepine ayoapy 6apbicblHOA
MYbIHOAUMbIH Hezi3el KUbIHObIKmap manodanaovl. byn xuvinOvikmapea monvix Oanamanapovly
boamayvl, Mmemaghopanvlk 00pazoapovly 032epyi, IMOYUSAILIK PEHKMIY IHCOATYbl, MIOEHU
QUBIPMAUDBLILIKMAD HCIHE MASLIHAHBIY KOHmMeKcmKe mayendi mycinoipinyi socamaodsl. Maxanaoa
COHOAU-aK adamuvly Kyuin Oi1dipemin ppazeonocusinwiy Oiprikmepoi ayoapyoa KOJIOAHbLIAMbIH
Hezi32l ayoapma cmpamezusiapvl Kapacmulpuliaobl, 01apobly iWiHOe moablK baiama, Hcapmoliail
banrama, QYHKYUOHANOLIK Oanama, Cunammamanisl ayoapma, KOHMEKCMIK ayoapma JHCoHe
JuH280M20eHU Oetiimoey bap. [llony namudcenepi commi ayoapma yuiiH mek J1eKCUKANbIK MABbIHARA
2aHa emec, COHbIMEH Dipee UOUOMATLIK CUNAMKQ, OetiHell KYPbLIbIM2d, IMOYUAIBIK KAPKbIHOLLILIKKA
JHCoHe MaOeHU madUuUIbIKKA Hazap ayoapy Kaxcem exenin kepcemeodi. COHObIKMAaH a0amMHblH KYUiH
Oin0ipemin azvliubii Gpazeonocusinvly OIipaiKmepin 3epmmey CATbICMBIPMANbL (hpazeonocusad,
ayoapma meopusiColHa HCaHe JTUHCBOMIOEHU MAN0AYea Yaec KOCAObl.

Kinm ce3dep: ¢hpazeonocusnvix Oipaikmep; avliuiblh UOUOMALAPLL, aAYyOapMa Macelenepi,
opblc mini; Ka3ax mini, a0amMHuIH KYuli, TUH280MIOEeHU MALOd).
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Martepuan 29.06.2026 6acnara TycTi

IIpo0JieMbl mepeBoIa AHIJIMHCKUX (PPA3€0IOrHYeCKUX eAMHHUI] HA PYCCKUI M Ka3aXCKUil
SI3BIKH: 0030P YCTOMYHBBIX BbIPAKEHUI, 0003HAYAIOIIUX COCTOSIHUS YeJI0BEKa

*A. Maneesa!, E. Iloroxesa!, I'. A3pui0OexoBa’

"TopaiireipoB yHusepcurer, I1aBinogap, 140000, Kasaxcran

Ilepesoo anenutickux pazeonocuteckux eOUHUY HA PYCCKUL U KA3AXCKUL A3bIKU 516/11emcs
aKmyanoHou npoONeMOU COBPEMEHHOU JUHSBUCTUKU, Nepe8o008eOeHUsl U MENCKYIbMYPHOU
KomMmyHukayuu. @paszeonozuyeckue eOUHUYbL, 0003HaAYaUUe COCMOAHUL Yel08eKa, umerom ocoboe
3HaueHue, NOCKOIbKY OHU GblpadCalom He MONbKO NpAMOe CeManmuyeckoe 3HayeHue, HO U
IMOYUOHATILHYIO OYEHKY, O0OPA3HOCMb U JIUH2BOKYIbMYPHBIN Onvim. JlanHas 0030pHas Ccmambs
NOCBAWeHA — AHSULICKUM — YCMOUYUBLIM — BbIPAMCEHUAM,  ONUCLIBAIOWUM  NCUXOT02UYecKue,
IMOYUOHATIbHBIE, u3UYecKUe U UHMEeNIeKMyalbHble COCMOSHUS Yenogeka. B uccreoosanuu
paccmampusaiomcs OCHO8Hble MPYOHOCMU, 803HUKAIOWUe NPU nepesooe makux ¢paseonocudeckux
eOUHUY HA PYCCKULL U Ka3axcKutl A3viku. K Hum omunocamca omcymcemeue noinvlx 3KEUBANEHMO8,
mpancgopmayus memagopuieckux 00pazos, nomeps IMOYUOHANLHOU OKPACKU, KYIbMYpHble
Pasnuuus U KOHMEKCMHO-3asucumas unmepnpemayus. B cmamve maxoce paccmampusaiomcs
OCHOBHble nepegooyecKue cmpameuu, UCNONb3yemble OJisl nepeoadu Gpaseonocuyeckux eouHuy,
0003HAYAIOWUX ~COCMOAHUA  4elo8eKd, 6KII0UAs NOIHYIO  IKEUBAIEHMHOCMb,  UYACMUYHYIO
9KBUBAIEHMHOCb, @yHKYUOHANBHYIO 9KBUBAIEHMHOCMb, onucamenbHulll nepesoo,
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KOHMEKCMYabHblU Nepeoo U TUHEBOKYIbMYPHYI0 adanmayuto. Q630p nokasviéaem, 4mo yCneuHbulil
nepeeoo mpebyem GHUMAHUA He MOJbKO K JEeKCUYeCKOMY 3HAYEHUI0, HO U K UOUOMAMUYHOCMU,
00pasHoll  cmpyKkmype, 3MOYUOHANbHOU UHMEHCUBHOCMU U  KVIAbMYPHOU — NPUEeMIEMOCHU.
CnedosamenvHo, uzyuenue aHIUUCKUX (Hpazeonocuyeckux eouHuy, o003HAYAIOWUX COCMOSAHUL
Yen06eKa, BHOCUM 6KIAO 8 CPABHUMENbHYIO (DPA3EO0N02UI0, Meopuio nepesood U TUH28OK)IbIMYPHbIL
aumanus.

Knrouesvie cnosa: ¢paseonocuueckue eOunuysl, anenutickue uouomMsl, npooiemvl nepesood;
PYCCKUlL A3bIK, KA3AXCKUU A3bIK, COCMOAHUSL YeNI08EKA, TUHSBOKYIbMYPHbIU AHANU3.
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B.K. Mombinosa!, A.M. ®aspLkan!, *K.B. Caamoexos!, U.A. Umanra3unal
A Baiitypceinyinsl atbinaars Tin 6inimi uaCcTHTYTHL, AnMats, 050040, Kazakcran

TL1 MUEJIMEH/IEPI KOJIIAHBICBIHAAFbI KYPJEJI ETICTIK:
TPAMMATHKAJIBIK CAYAT KAW JEHTENJE?

Ycvinvinzan maxanaoa xasipei kaszax min ueimMeHOepiHiy cayam OeHeeUiH aublKmayaa
OaIMMANEan NUHSBUCMUKATILIK CAVATHAMAHLIY Hamudicenepi Oepineen. Aman aiumkaunoa, min
uenmenOepiniy Kypoeni emicmikmep MeH emicmikmi epKin mipkecmepin KOJI0AHYOaH KaHwa Kame
Jcibepeeni, Kanoau cpamMmamuKkaiblk ayblmKy mypiepine Hcojl OepeeHi IMNUPUKATLIK OepeKmep
bazacvl MeH cmamucmuKkaIblk MaiiMmemmep apKulivl Heciz0eneodi. Kazipei kazax min ueimenoepiniy
KONOAHbICHIHOA HCYP2eH, Kypoelli emicmikKe KamulCmbl HCUi Kezoecemin Kame minodix Oipiikmepoin
Muni aHbLIKMaisin, OHblY Yaduci mankvlianaosl. Kazax mininiy Kypoeni emicmikmepine Kamulcmol
2PAMMAMUKANBIK OLTIMOED HCYUeCi YCbIHbLIAOb.

Tin uenmenoepiniy Kypoeni emicmikmepoi KOJNOAHYbIHA MANOAy HCYpei3y aca Manvl30bl.
Oumxeni Kazax mininiy emicmiei Ka3ax COUNEMIHIH He2i3el 83e2l, OHbIH MOOANbOIK, ACNEeKMYAObIK,
WAKMbIK MARLIHACHIH yemeyOiy 6acmovl epamMmMamuKansbly Kypaisl cananiaovl. OHvl Oypblc KOIOaHa
Oy — KOMMYHUKAYUsi MeH MINOECIMHIY Commi Hcy3e2e AcybiHblY Kenini. An minwinep ywin 0yn ana
Mil  MYMbIHYWbLIAPLIHLIY,  KOJAOAHBICHIHOA JHCYP2eH 0acmuvl 2paMMAMUKATLIK  AYbIMKYIApObl
AHLIKMAN, OHbL MY3€emy MeH HCOHOEYOIH SPAMMAMUKANLIK KYPALOaApblH d3ipieyee 63eKkmi 60IMak.
Aman aumkanoa, «Kazax mininiy kypoeni emicmikmep co30i2in» 0aublHOAYOblH ANbIUAPbL OAUbIH
den ounaumviz. Conoau-ak 6Oacka 0a JUHSBUCUKANLIK KYpanoapobly, OHbY IWiHOe Kame
KOJLOGHbLICMAPObIH 2PAMMAMUKANLIK AHBIKMASLIUBIH, HCACAHObL UHMeLIeKmicl yipemyae apHaleaH
JIUH2BUCUKATILIK 23ipiiemenepoi, ben2iieHimoepoi 0atblHOay2a MYMKIHOIK bepmek.

Jlunegucmuxanvlx cayainama Hamudiceci Kaszax min ueimMeHOepiniy Kypoeni emicmikmi
KOJLOQHY MeH emicmikmi co3 mipkecmepin Kypy2a Keizenoe Kanoai KUblHObIKmapaa man 601ambinbl,
Heze KejleeHOe KUHANAMbIHbIH Kepcemin Oepe anobl. YCblHbLIEAH MAKALAHbIY ©3eKminici MeH
KYHObBUIbIZbL OCLIHOA 0€2eH OUOAMbL3.

Kinm ce30ep: emicmix, Kypoeni emicmik, epamMmamuKkaivlk Kame, pamMmMamuKaibli ayblmKy;
unmepgepenyus; acnekmyaiowlk Kame2opusl.
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