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sana cneyugpux aneiv(TMA, Nel7) — aya ysenuanexne anvim, saxuibl NepcneKmMusHbull KUy nauoa
0yn10ul(TMA,Ne23)-kunauace omemne Kypeneon Kusy nauoa 6yaobwl.

I'ynenaz CadapoBa — momyssipubelid aumkeit “Tatap Paanocsl”, w3BecTHas TeneBemyllas
nporpammbl  “Illoy6e3” Ha kanane “TMTB”. B ornmume ot AiiBaza CanpipoBa ['ynbHa3 He
YIOTPeOJIIeT PYCCKUE CJIOBa B TaTapcKoil peud. 3a0bIB KOHKPETHBIM AKBUBAJIEHT, OHA oOpariaer
BHHUMaHHE Ha CEMaHTHUKY CJIOBa U MEPEaeT CIOBOCOUYETAaHUEM: 003ay — cvlep banacwl (meieHox —
Oumsi Koposbvl),JHcupuulii wipugpm — oypmmepenzan wpugpm. B Xoae vccneaoBaHus, Mbl 00paTHIH
BHHUMaHUe, 4To peub ['ynpHaz CadapoBoil H300MIyeT KpbUIaThIMU BBIpRXKEHUSIMH, aoprsmMamMu U
Mo3THYECKUMU cTpokamu. Hanpumep, B Beimycke ot 23.02.14 nporpammsl “llloy0e3” TeneBemymas
Havaya 3up co CJIOB BEeIUKOro Tarapckoro nodta I'. Tykas “meamp saxmoinvikka, Hypea unma’. B
BOIIPOCUTENBHBIX TpennoxkeHusx ['ynpHaz CadapoBa dacTo ynmorpediseT MepIuKaTHBHOE CIIOBO
“orieme?”- “na Bens” . Hammpumep: myawt 6ep kypeazma aucay o6yna, aveme? («Illoyoesy, 05.05.13),
One cuH acmpadaza Oepenye aodviMHapuiHHbl Acag) Boauee Oenon amnacan  uoew,
aueme?(““Llloybez”, 05.05.13), Hnoap abwiil, mena umoe ce3 yHuke el Oyena ¢hecmusaivbHe
acumarauces, atieme?(“Illoybes”, 15.12.13). Takxke cieayeT OTMETUThH MPUEM MAPUEIUIALIUN: O
MeH2 y3ey mypblHOa Oepec myeell Ma2biyMam YKbleaHbly, uwemxaney oapmwi? Maccaxynom
mazvaymam yapanapvinoa? («Llloyoesz», 05.05.13), Yn ewnapoa coxmaeo uvikkan Jlunus 6Genou
xa3epee Jlunuaune uacviuumulpcak, andoamma, aepmanvikiap Ouxk xynmep. Ten aepmanvlkiapHol
aumen kuma anaceiymol? («LLloyoeszy, 05.05.13).

bynar baiipamoB, Bemymwmii kymuHapHoro moy “Tomie kepom”-“Kymunapuas Gopbba”,
BOCXHMIIIAET HAC 3HAHUEM TATAPCKUX MOCIOBUI], MOTOBOPOK, adopu3aMoB. Kaxmyio mporpammy
bynar HaunHaeT ¢ MOCIOBHUIBI HAa TEMY €Ibl: UM auiacay-0apm, WYIna 3YCIH-uUPa anacvly
(“Tomne xepomr”, 13.12.14); aseieer myn xyxcamwiy dsue kvicka Oyavip (“Tomie kepomr”
08.03.14);0ypene asievt awama, ukenue Oepayne xamovinvi (“Tommne kepom”22.03.14). bymar
baiipamoB BemeT mporpaMMy 4YHCTO Ha TaTapcKOM S3bIKe, COONIOAas BCE CTHIMCTUYECKHE
0co0eHHOCTH s3bIka. CrenyeT OTMeTUTh, 4To bynar balipaMoB BRICTYIIaeT U B POJIM TIEPEBOIUHKA.
Haspanmst Omion, penenThl, a TakXKe KyXOHHas yTBaph JAeTCSi UM B TaTapCcKOM OSKBUBAJICHTE:
2PYOUHKA— MABLIK KYKpaee;, 0OO0N2apCKuil nepey — mamivl OOpblY, MACO NO-APCKU — apyayd
UM, 3AXCUSANKA  —SIHOBIP2ANKA, HAYUOHANbHLIL CMEUK — MUWIIU ICMIUK, KACMPIOAA-KIUmpYI,
neKuHcKas kanycma — koimaiu kabecmace. Ha nam B3risa, pedeBoit moptpet bynara Baitpamoa
SIBIIIETCS 00PA3I[OM MOAPANKAHUS JIJISI MHOTHX JPYTUX TEIE)KYPHAITUCTOB.

Ponw TeneBuaeHMs B BOMpoce M3y4YEHHUs POJHOTO s3bIKa O4eHb Benuka. “TMTV”- “Tarap
My3BIKQJIb TEJICKAHAIBI  WrPacT BAXKHYIO POJIb B BOCIUTAHUHU JIFOOBH K TAaTapcKOMY SI3BIKY, K
TaTapckoil mecHe. BoT moaToMy Tak ocTpo BCTaeT BONPOC O 3HAHUH TEIEBEAYIIUM CaMOOBITHOCTH
CBOETO POJHOTO s3bIKAa, BCEH OOpPa3HOCTH €ro JEKCHYecKoro coctama. s TOro 4roObl pedb
TejeBeayIlero Oblia MPaBUIbHON U KPAaCHUBOM, BaXKHO CTPOUTDH CIIOBOCOYETAHHUS, MPEIOKEHUS O
YCTaHOBJICHHBIM MIPABHJIAM U BBITIOJHSITH BCE TPaMMATHYECKIE HOPMBI SI3bIKA.
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The concept of adequacy is focused on post-structuralist ideology of language and appeals to
the qualitative assessment of the observer. Adequacy assesses translation for an illocutionary goal,
its expressive function; intention of adequacy is “to correspond to the goal”. Adequacy belongs to
the cognitive space which is defined by the conceptual metaphor “text is a living organism”.
Adequate translation provides pragmatic tasks at the highest possible level of equivalence,
preventing violations of norms and standards of the target language, respecting the genre and
stylistic requirements and corresponding to the conventional standard of translation [1]. The classic
definition of an adequate translation is in the fact that an adequate translation is supposed to be a
semantically and pragmatically equivalent one. Thus adequate translation is much wider than
equivalent translation. However, the interpretation of this term in linguistic theory is complex and
ambiguous. In this regard, it seems appropriate to study the adequacy of translation which is most
fully described in the works of Kazakhstani and foreign linguists, both individually and in close
relation with the notion of equivalence as there is a continuous close relationship between these
concepts in most linguistic theories. The goal here will be to highlight the most functional approach
to studying the issue of adequacy of translation.

According to the definition of the founder of Russian translation and interpreting studies
A.V. Fedorov, adequacy is a comprehensive transfer of the semantic content of the original and
complete functional and stylistic conformity to it [2]. In other words, adequacy is the ratio of the
transfer of content and form of the original by means of the target language via reproducing features
of the latter or creating functional equivalents to these features. The specified condition makes us
resort to such language means which “would perform a similar semantic and literary function in the
system of the whole” even without coinciding with the elements of the original in its formal content.
To achieve adequate translation or interpreting for the author it is particularly significant to
reproduce the ratio between a part, individual element or a section and the whole [2]. A.V. Fedorov
attaches great importance to this relationship: those or other changes in the part of the text are
unequal to each other in their value in the system of the whole text, some “are more important than
others, and the degree of approximation to the original and deviations from it ... inevitably relate to
the role of this section” with greater or lesser significance of an individual word. This idea allows
A.V. Fedorov to argue that “adequacy may not require the same degree of verbal proximity to the
original throughout the text”, i.e. a detailed accurate transfer of the individual elements of the
original does not mean a full translation of the whole, which resembles a definite system rather than
a simple combination of constituent elements.

A.V. Fedorov’s approach to the problem of adequate translation is, of course, interesting and
important for a comprehensive study of the problem. However, there are some obvious
contradictions. Besides functional and stylistic conformity with the original, adequacy of translation
and interpreting is a complete transfer of its semantic content. At the same time we are talking about
the need to sacrifice individual elements to transfer the whole, and these “victims” do not contradict
the principles of full translation, and a compromise mention of them in the form of a reservation is
unacceptable. But each of those non-essential elements, which are to be sacrificed here, is a particle
of the author’s intention, i.e. “semantic content” without which there is neither pragmatic intention,
no adequate translation. There is also another question whether such an approach will give the
inexperienced or even unprincipled translator or interpreter a chance and theoretical basis to justify
the shortcomings of their own translations with the “need to sacrifice small elements” for the sake
of the whole.

Zh.K. Karakuzova calls adequacy of translation as a unity of the form and the content on a
new language basis. Adequate (holistic or full) translation is the one which transfers information
communicated in different languages, by equivalent means. “Translation must transfer not only
what is expressed by the original, but also the way it is expressed in.” [3] This requirement applies
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“to the entire translation of the text as a whole and to its parts. [3] The criterion of correctness of the
choice of means to achieve adequate translation, according to Zh.K. Karakuzova, is the
correspondence of an element to the reality described in the original. At the same time equivalence
of means is determined not by identity but by the closest approximation of the achieved result —
translation or interpretation — to the influence of the original. The author does not specify what
impact it is. She seems to have in mind the degree of identity of perception (reaction) of receptors
of the original and translated texts (messages). According to Zh.K. Karakuzova, the basis for the
identification of equivalence of means can only be functional, rather than formal: “in the complex
process of translation there too many factors involved to be able to establish formal compliance at
the level of speech.” [3] However, the quantity and quality of factors that underlie functional
correspondences cannot be the constant value for all genres of translated material; common is only
the logical-semantic basis which determines the process of analysis and synthesis.
Zh.K. Karakuzova states that precisely these processes form methods of translation and interpreting.

Zh.K. Karakuzova indicates that the so-called “penetration into reality” that underlies the
denotative theory of translation cannot be a criterion for the adequacy of translation. Even in cases
where the translator “is fuller and deeper familiar with the segment of reality described in the
original than the author himself”’, he does not have the right to reproduce the situation in the way
other that portrayed in the original, it will distort the very essence of the translation and the author’s
idea and vision of reality [3]

Thus, Zh.K. Karakuzova defines the concepts of equivalence and adequacy of translation.
Equivalent compliances belong to the sphere of language and are persistent and relatively
independent of their environment; they serve to achieve adequacy which is the correspondence to
the segment of reality, a maximum approximation to the functional identity of the information
contained in the original and its translation.

L.S. Barkhudarov does not differentiate the concepts “equivalence” and *“adequacy”.
Speaking about the achievement of translation equivalence (“adequacy of translation”) Barkhudarov
calls a prerequisite — the implementation of translational transformations (numerous and
qualitatively different interlanguage reorganization) in spite of disparities in the formal and
semantic systems of the two languages [4]

L.S. Barkhudarov notes the possibility of occurrence of a completely normal situation in
which extralinguistic information available to speakers of source and target languages is not the
same — that is “background knowledge” of speakers of source and target languages is different. As a
result, the numerous, clear and obvious for source-language speakers becomes unclear and even
incomprehensible to speakers of the target language (and vice versa). According to the author, the
translator is obliged to take this into account in their work, because “even the most “accurate
translation does not achieve the purpose if it remains incomprehensible to those to whom it is
intended”. [4] As a result, consideration of pragmatic factors is a prerequisite for achieving full
translation adequacy.

At the same time it is necessary to take into account the fact that not all types of translated
materials require consideration of pragmatic factors to the same extent, and there are cases of
preference for pragmatics compared with semantics. However, the concept of translation adequacy,
defined by the author as “a requirement of equivalence of the text in the target language into the
source language”, implies equal emphasis on pragmatic and semantic factors, and the latter should
not under normal circumstances be sacrificed first. The maximum the translator can allow
themselves in this case is a slight loss of information irrelevant to the context. An example of such
losses there can serve the method of generalization, leading usually to minor semantic “victims” [4].

V.G. Gak in his “Comparative Studies and Translation Analysis” proposes to distinguish
between the two “floors” while evaluating translation: equivalence and adequacy. At the top “floor”
estimate is based on the adequacy of the response of the recipient of translation. However, this
criterion cannot be formalized and is virtually never used. Different people have different responses
not only to the original and translation, but also to the same text, especially if this text is literary,
because a language has an inherent fundamental variation of expression means. In many cases, the
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choice between the synonyms is not relevant in speech, it is impossible to find any objective criteria
for assessment here. But at a less high “floor” translation can be estimated with its “technical” side,
with respect to “the adequacy of employed means”. In this case, under the technical side we
understand not only words and patterns, but also stylistic features, sound, text pragmatics in the
social aspect. In assessing this level a comparative analysis can be of great benefit, because in many
cases it can show that this decision of the translator is not accidental, but reflects cross-language
patterns.

To eliminate the individual and subjective in determining the adequacy of translation the
author proposes to use methods of questioning. However, here as usual, whenever a questionnaire
relates to language norms, each of the respondents, according to V.G. Gak, will rely on their own
linguistic competence, on their intuitive understanding of the differences between the two languages.
But translators and editors in their work also rely on their language competence concerning the
correlation of the two languages. Therefore, the analysis of methods of translation of similar
phenomena in a number of different translations can be seen as a kind of questioning, where the
object should be practitioners of translation themselves.

This approach correctly takes into account the reaction of the recipient of translation as a
component of “the floor of adequacy”. At the same time the description “adequately used means”
looks simplistic as equivalence of words and patterns is placed on the same level with the social
pragmatics and stylistic features. The main factor for assessing translation is called the collection of
statistical data and questionnaires. However, it seems unlikely that the translator, even the most
responsible and experienced, will be looking in a large number of earlier performed translations for
confirmation and justification for each element of their translation or survey hundreds of people to
identify the adequacy of the response to the translation.

G.K. Kapysheva in her “Interlanguage Phraseological Equivalents of the Semantic Field
“Fear” in different languages (German, English, Russian and Kazakh)” says that the essence of
adequate translation is the use of replacements and correspondences. If the translator cannot transfer
all elements of the original they may have resort to adequate substitutes which create an equal effect
in translation. Thus, the problem of adequacy is to a large extent the problem of the proper use in
the translation of lexical and phraseological, grammatical and stylistic correspondences. Adequacy
should not be interpreted narrowly. This is a broad term that includes a dialectical approach to the
question of the nature of translation accuracy and the correct understanding of the very definition of
*accuracy”. Availability of adequacy also implies the possibility of substitutions (by which we
recreate the original by the means of another language) that produce the same effect and perform
the same function. It follows that the concept “adequate translation” includes three components: 1)
a correct, accurate and complete transfer of the content of the original; 2) the transfer of the
linguistic form of the original; 3) perfect correctness of the language into which the translation is
done. All three components of adequate translation constitute an indissoluble unity. They cannot be
separated from each other — a violation of one of them will inevitably lead to a breach of the other.

This approach to the problem seems to be quite reasonable and logical: in order to save the
pragmatic component during the translation to resort to replacements and correspondences in which
elementary units of meaning, despite some inevitable transformations will cause an appropriate,
“adequate” response of the translation receptor; lack in this definition of adequate translation of “the
necessity to sacrifice a segment for the sake of the whole” also leaves a feeling of satisfaction. A
certain contradiction is seen between the second and third principles of adequacy: the author points
out that “no desire to preserve grammatical constructions, phraseological combinations or stylistic
devices of the original cannot justify violations of the language norms, into which the translation is
done” [5]; there are examples of literal translation to support this theory. Along with this, “transfer
of linguistic form of the original” is called an integral component of adequate translation. Perhaps
we should specify that an idiom should always be transferred as an idiom, and colloquial
expressions must be reproduced by corresponding (equivalent) phrases in the target language, and
the use of literalism is naturally unacceptable, and the preservation of the stylistic features of the
original will not be a violation of norms of the target language.
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Unlike foreign translation studies, where it is preferable to use the term “equivalence”, the
category of adequacy has taken its place in the domestic theory of translation. Despite the
identification of equivalence and adequacy in the works of individual authors, these are self-
regulatory concepts, which, however, are interrelated and intertwined in translation theory and
practice.

Category of adequacy is bigger than that of equivalence whereupon it is more difficult to
formalize it. Adequate translation must be equivalent by definition, so it serves the implementation
of the pragmatic task at the highest possible level of equivalence. On the other hand, a translation
which is completely equivalent only at one of the level of equivalence is likely to be inadequate.

Adequacy id applicable to the process of translation, and primarily to the pragmatic
component of this process; however, the authors of the largest translation-critic concepts recognize
its assessment- normative character whereupon criteria of adequacy can be employed to analyze the
results of the translation process

The essence of adequate translation is treated differently: it is defined as the execution of
similar semantic and literary functions (A.V. Fedorov), as the correspondence to the segment of
reality (Zh.K. Karakuzova), as correspondence to the communicative situation (A.D. Schweitzer),
as the use of replacements and correspondences (G.K. Kapysheva), as providence of necessary
completeness of cross-lingual communication (V.N. Komissarov). However, almost all the authors
of the original concepts keep to the opinion that namely preservation of the content and form of the
original is an integral feature of adequate translation; wherein the transfer of content with the
pragmatic intention (the purpose of communication) is a priority and, subject to the objective
necessity, can change the shape of the original message.
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JLH.I'ymunes ateiaaarsl EYY ®unonorus dhaxkynbrerinig JKaumsl Tin OU1iM1 XKoHE aynapMma
TEOpHsICHI KadeIpackIHbIH MAaruCTpaHThl , Actana, Kazaxcran
Foueimu sxerexmi — JI.b. Kumanosa

Kaszak tin GimiMiHze ayiapMaTany moceneci — 0TkeH XX FachIp/IbIH COHFBI JKbUIIApbIHIA FaHA
KOJIFa aJIbIHFaH kaHa cana. Coi canaiarsl MOCeNeNpiH O0ipi — ayaapMma amicTepi.

Aynapma yzaepiciHae KOJIaHBUIATHIH OMICTEPi KapacThIpy aliblHAA 013 Kalmbl aynapMma
aHBIKTaMaJIapbIH KENTIPYl ®KeH KeplikK. AyaapMaHbl FalbIMAap «ayaapy OapbIChIHAA OHBIH TUIIIK
KaHa OecifHeCl MEH CTWJIMCTUKANBIK (OPMACBIH TYIBIPHIN, opi Olp MOTIHHIH EKiHII MOTIHTE
TYIMHYCKAHBIH CTHJIMCTUKAJBIK KOHE ©31HE TOH 0acKa Ja epeKIIeNiKTepiH 0acklM TypHae cakTaii
OTBIPBII, ©3TEPTETIH YPIIC PETiH/IE TIAIK MOTIHHIH KalTa TybIHIAyb» €T KapacTeipaasl [1, 38].
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