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Abstract. This article investigates a literary text as a means of conveying
national and cultural information and analyzes the peculiarities of its translation.
The significance of cultural components in literary works is emphasized, and
methodological approaches to their translation are presented.

The purpose of the study is to consider a literary text as a source of cultural
information and to identify the challenges involved in transmitting its semantic
and stylistic features in Russian and English translations. To achieve this goal, the
following methods were used: semantic-stylistic analysis to compare lexical and
stylistic features of the original and translations; comparative analysis to assess
equivalence in Russian and English versions; and content analysis to identify
retained or lost cultural elements.

The research object was the novels of Kazakh writers: A. Nurpeisov’s
“Ymyrt” (Twilight), “Sergelden” (Ordeal), S. Elubay’s “Aq boz ui” (The Lonely
Yurt), and M. Zhumabaev’s “Sholpannyn kunasi” (Sin of Sholpan), as well as
their translations into Russian and English.

The findings indicate a considerable degree of loss and transformation of
cultural elements in translation, especially in English versions mediated through
Russian. Literal translation often fails to capture the emotional and symbolic
nuances of the original, while the methods of adaptation show greater success in
preserving cultural meaning.
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The theoretical significance of the article lies in its contribution to the
development of translation studies and intercultural communication, providing a
foundation for further exploration of issues in literary translation. The practical
significance lies in the possibility of applying the results in the professional
activities of translators when addressing tasks related to conveying cultural
features in the process of translating literary works.

Keywords: literary text, national and cultural information, cultural
marker, extralinguistic information, explication, generalization, transliteration,
foreignization, domestication

Introduction

A literary text is not only a means of expressing the author’s worldview,
but also an invaluable source of national and cultural information. Literary works
reflect traditions, customs, linguistic features, and ethnic stereotypes, shaping
the unique identity of each nation. The internal structure of the text — including
descriptions of characters, nature, and everyday life — is rich with ethnocultural
markers that convey the specifics of speech behavior and mentality. One can say
that a literary text is like a mirror reflecting the spiritual development of society
across different eras, embodying cultural traditions, everyday realities, and the
value system of a particular ethnic group. These ethnocultural elements serve as
identifiers, allowing for a deeper understanding of the national character of the
depicted people.

Every national literature possesses its own thematic content and unique
conceptual and imaginative system, which may both coincide with and differ from
the traditions of other literature. In this sense, prose fiction represents a complex
cultural and linguistic phenomenon, the perception of which largely depends on
the reader’s cultural background, extralinguistic knowledge, and ability to grasp
implied meanings. However, conveying these national and cultural characteristics
becomes especially challenging in the process of translation.

The translation of literary texts is a difficult task, as the translator must not
only convey the content but also preserve the cultural specificity of the original.
One of the key challenges is the transmission of nationally marked vocabulary,
unique metaphors, symbols, and idiomatic expressions that have no direct
equivalents in another language.

Indeed, literary work influences the reader through a wide range of linguistic
tools: metaphors, symbolism, rhythm, and stylistic techniques. These elements
create the unique atmosphere of a work, and the translator’s task is not only to
convey the content but also to preserve the artistic value of the original, ensuring
a comparable perception among speakers of another language. In this context,
the translation of literary works plays an important role in intercultural exchange,
contributing to the dissemination of new ideas, aesthetic concepts, and literary
forms across different cultural systems.

The process of literary translation is not merely a transfer of words from
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one language to another, but a complex interaction with cultural factors requiring
deep analysis and a creative approach. It is no coincidence that in recent years
there has been growing interest in studying literary texts as a cultural unit. As
noted by B. Ospanova, cultural values embedded in language — such as symbols,
phraseology, and concepts —serve as key elements of national identity and require
special attention in translation [1, p. 283]. The translation of such texts remains
one of the most complex tasks in translation studies due to their multi-layered
and multi-structured nature. Therefore, the study of how cultural elements
are conveyed in literary translation is a highly relevant issue, as the accuracy
and adequacy of the translation determine the preservation of the national and
cultural uniqueness of the original work and its reception in a different linguistic
environment.

Methods and materials

Existing translations of works by Kazakh writers were used as practical
material in the research. These included the first and second parts of A. Nurpeisov’s
trilogy “Ymyrt” (Twilight) and “Sergelden” (Ordeal), the first part of S. Yelubay’s
trilogy “Aq boz ui” (The Lonely Yurt), and the short story “Sholpannyn kunasi”
(Sin of Sholpan) by M. Zhumabayev.

The Russian translations of the first and second parts of A. Nurpeisov’s
trilogy were completed by Y. Kazakov based on a literal translation provided by
G. Belger. The first part of S. Yelubay’s trilogy was translated into Russian by L.
Kosmukhamedova. The novels of Kazakh writers were translated into English
through the Russian versions by the American translator K. Fitzpatrick, who
is well known for her social activism and for translating the works of Soviet
politicians. As for M. Zhumabayev’s short story, its Russian translation was
carried out by the bilingual scholar A. Kodar and was published in 2010 in the
journal “Tamir”. A. Kodar made a significant contribution to the translation of
national classics into Russian. The English translation of the story was done
from the Russian version by Nadezhda Bogoslovskaya, a student of Al-Farabi
Kazakh National University, and was published in 2010 in the Bulletin of the
Abai Research Institute.

In the process of the research, the following methods were used: content
analysis to identify national and cultural elements preserved or lost in translation;
semantic and stylistic analysis to examine the correspondence of lexical,
figurative, and stylistic features between the original and translated texts; and
the comparative method to analyze the Russian and English translations in terms
of their equivalence to the original. In total, 155 units of national and cultural
meaning were analyzed, including phraseological expressions, metaphors, and
realia. To provide a clearer representation of the scope of the analyzed material,
these units were grouped into major categories according to their semantic and
functional characteristics. This classification reflects the types of culturally
marked elements most frequently encountered in the selected literary works and
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forms the basis for subsequent analysis. The distribution of the units is presented
in Table 1.

Table 1. Distribution of the national and cultural units analyzed

Category of units Number of Units | Examples included

Phraseological expressions 40 idioms, culture-specific comparisons
Metaphorical expressions 30 zoomorphic and ethnocultural metaphors
Realia (material, domestic, social) 60 clothing items, ornaments, livestock terms
Culture-bound lexical elements (general) |25 kinship terms, ritual vocabulary

Total 155

Results and discussion

When translating literary works, the translator faces two key challenges.
First, it is necessary to preserve the literary merits of the original in order to
convey its artistic value to the reader. Second, it is important to reflect the cultural
features of the source text, as they are an integral part of the author’s intent.

Literary translation is characterized by elements that reflect a different
cultural background. However, the process of translation inevitably leads to the
loss of some foreign cultural markers, and in some cases, to their replacement with
elements that are more familiar to the target language audience. The replacement
of a cultural marker in translation is particularly interesting from a creative
standpoint and is often motivated by the desire to preserve expressiveness. At
times, conveying expressiveness becomes significantly more important than
maintaining the functional and stylistic affiliation of a cultural unit. The complete
substitution of a marker in translation can be considered adequate only if it
accurately conveys the meaning of the original utterance along with its expressive
and stylistic coloring.

One of the most illustrative examples of cultural loss involves the phrase
“>XaynmbeIFbIH Kkenmingen Oaparcein”, which carries symbolic and emotional
meaning in Kazakh discourse.

Original: bBipeyniH MoOIHMHECIHE MIHIIL.. J/CAYIbIRbIY  KEIIUIICT
OaparchiH... [10, p. 143].

Translation by L. Kosmukhamedova: Cena B uybto-T0 Mamuny... Kak 3to
nonumars? [11, p. 152].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: You took off your jaulyk. How can that be
understood? The jaulyk is the white kerchief of the married woman [12, 6. 165].

The Russian translation omits the emotional and cultural nuance entirely,
while the English translation introduces an inaccuracy by implying that the woman
“took off” her kerchief, which is not present in the original text. In the Kazakh
context, the expression “>kaymbIFbIH Keminaen 0aparceie’” does not mean a literal
action; rather, it is a metaphor that conveys reproach, disappointment, and a sense
of impropriety. The phrase figuratively means “you rush forward without looking
back”, “you pay no attention to anything else”, and implies that the woman’s
behavior appears careless or light-minded in the eyes of the speaker. The line is
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spoken by a husband to his wife who got into another man’s car, expressing his
frustration and casting doubt on her propriety.

In the Russian translation, this culturally rich metaphor is simply omitted,
removing the emotional intensity and the husband’s hinted jealousy. In the
English version, however, the translator distorts the meaning by rendering the
phrase as “you took off your jaulyk”, thereby transforming a figurative reproach
into a literal act of removing a married woman’s headscarf. This not only
misrepresents the situation but also adds an unintended negative connotation,
implying immodesty or inappropriate behavior that is not present in the original.
Such an error results from insufficient knowledge of Kazakh clothing traditions
and broader cultural symbolism, and it ultimately alters the woman’s character,
making her seem more frivolous than the author intended. This example clearly
illustrates how inadequate cultural competence can distort character portrayal
and weaken the ethnocultural layer of the text.

The following example illustrates how translators rely on cultural analogues
to preserve pragmatic equivalence.

Original: OHmeninae Ko ay3viHaH won aimaumoiy Kyac 00JFaHMEH, YPhIC
ycTinze Oip Typii jkelnik naiaa 6on denebeci Kosvin 1blFa KeleTiH [2, p. 538].

Translation by Yu. Kazakov: Kazanoce 051, umo ¢ neco 6o3vmeutv — myxu
He 00uoum, — a B TAXKEIYI0 MUHYTY camblil cmouKutl u cmensiii yenogex [3, p. 5017.

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: It would seem looking at him that he
couldn 't hurt a fly, but in a difficult moment, he was the most solid and bold of
them all [4, p. 508].

Both translations reflect the contrast between the character’s seemingly
gentle nature and unexpected bravery. The Kazakh original uses culturally rich
idiomatic expressions such as “koii ay3bIHaH mmern aamMaiTeiH xyac” (literally: “so
meek he wouldn’t even take grass from a sheep’s mouth”) and “genebeci ko3y” (a
vivid image meaning ‘“his blood gets up” or “he becomes excited/agitated in the
heat of action”), which are replaced in both Russian and English versions with
more familiar idioms for their respective audiences. This is a clear example of
cultural adaptation in translation — substituting unfamiliar cultural markers with
expressions more accessible to the target reader while striving to maintain the
expressive and emotional content of the original.

The cultural marker “koi” (ram/sheep) holds a special place in Kazakh
culture due to its economic importance. The ram symbolizes wealth and well-
being. The Kazakh language contains a large number of idiomatic expressions
with the component “ko#t” (ram), most of which carry a positive connotation.
The idiom “koii ay3biHaH men aamaiTeIH” is used to describe a person who is so
gentle and wouldn’t harm anyone.

In order to achieve acommunicative effect in the translation equivalent to that
of the original text, translators employ pragmatically motivated transformations.
As aresult of this strategy, translators manage to preserve the pragmatic meaning
of the original unit while completely altering its semantic and syntactic structure.
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Thus, the idiomatic expression “Koil ay3bIHaH 11en anMaTeIH 1s translated
into Russian and English with culturally equivalent idioms such as “myxu He
obunut” and “he couldn’t hurt a fly.” In the Russian translation, the ethnocultural
marker of the source text is replaced with one that belongs to the target culture.
In the English version, the method of calquing is applied.

It is important to note that preserving a cultural marker in translation can
sometimes lead to a distortion of meaning. One of the culturally specific features
of the Kazakh people is the metaphorical transfer of animal characteristics to
human traits. For example, the expression “ko# ke3mi” (literally: “sheep’s eyes”)
in Kazakh culture is associated with kindness, gentleness, naivety, as well as
beauty.

Original: bliru xyJin KaHa TypatslH Kot ke30i [5, p 178].

Translation by A. Kodar: C kpacuBsiMu Oapanbumu 21a3amu... BCETIa
CTOUT nocmeusaercs [6, p. 10].

Translation by N. Bogoslovskaya: His grey eyes are always laughing [7,
p. 85].

In the Russian translation, the cultural marker and imagery of the original
are preserved. However, the expression “Oapanpu mmaza” (“sheep’s eyes”) in
Russian does not carry the desired aesthetic or positive connotation. It may
evoke associations with foolishness or submissiveness, which distorts the
original meaning. In this case, the translator should have used a descriptive
method, conveying the meaning of the expression through alternatives such as
“kind eyes” or “a gentle, deep gaze.” Although the zoomorphic image is lost,
these expressions are more appropriate for the perception of a Russian-speaking
audience and sound more natural.

A similar approach could have been applied in the English translation by
using lexical choices such as “big, gentle eyes” or “soft, kind eyes”. Moreover,
the original text does not mention the color of the eyes, whereas the English
version introduces the word “grey”, which alters the original meaning. In English-
speaking culture, grey eyes can be associated with cold-bloodedness, composure,
and calmness, due to the cool tone of the color. It is likely that the translator chose
this characteristic for that very reason, but this decision introduced an additional
layer of interpretation that was not present in the original text.

It is well known that the extralinguistic information in the original and
translated texts may not coincide, as background knowledge differs among people
from various cultures. What is obvious to native speakers of the source language
may be difficult for speakers of the target language to understand. Achieving
translation adequacy requires considering the pragmatic aspect. In this regard,
the process of translation often involves adapting the original text, viewed from
linguistic, sociocultural, and pragmatic perspectives [8]. This leads to changes
in the text that account for the psycholinguistic and sociocultural differences
between cultures.

As a rule, translators use two main strategies. They may focus either on
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the cultural norms and values of the target audience or on the original norms and
values of the source text. These approaches were formulated by American theorist
Lawrence Venuti in the late 1990s. He introduced the terms “domestication” and
“foreignization” [9].

With the domestication strategy, the translation is adapted for the reader:
complex elements of the original are neutralized to make the text more accessible.
In the case of foreignization, the translator strives to reproduce the original text as
accurately as possible using the means of another language, avoiding adaptation
and simplification, even if this makes the translation harder to understand.

Original: Conna, 6aii Oyapra KeJleHiH 1IIH/ET1 eH KaMaH Komblp mauiax
nieH kamna maauwvl 6epeni [10, p. 74].

Translation by L. Kosmukhamedova: Tor BbiOpas um B TalyHe
napuueo2o 20008ai020 6epONINCOHKA U CTapyro obriesnyro BepOmonuiy [11,
p. 82].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: He selected out of the herd a lousy yearling
camel and an old mangy female camel [12, p. 97].

In this example, we can observe the domestication technique. In Kazakh
culture, the term ““raiinak” refers to a camel calf aged between 1 and 2 years. The
translator L. Kosmukhamedova, used explicitation and rendered it as “a one-
year-old camel calf” (a one-year-old baby camel). Despite the loss of the original
form, this translation can be considered successful because it retains the lexical
meaning of the term. In the English intermediary translation, the word “yearling”
is used, which in English refers to an animal aged between one and two years.
However, this term is primarily applied to foals, calves, or lambs. Therefore, in
the English translation, the reality has also been neutralized, as its specific form
was not conveyed. Foreignization in translation is typically achieved through
transcription or transliteration.

Original: Jlabak axyH 6ac 0oIblIM, )XYpT Hazapbl TYTeNl Kapa apeblMaeblH
HIaMIIay astHAAThIN Kejle JKaTKaH MOMBIH Kapa KiriT byisimTa [10, p. 99].

Translation by L. Kosmukhamedova: OOmee BHHMMaHue, B TOM
grciae U BHUMaHue Jlabak-axyHa, MPUKOBaH K YEPHOMY, KaK 4yryH, ByssImry,
MIOCIIEBAOLIEMY K HUM Ha gopoHom apeamaxe [11, p. 108].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: Everyone’s attention, including that of
Labakh-akhun, was fastened like iron on Bulysh, hurrying back to them on his
raven argamak [12, p. 129].

In this example, the reality “apreimak” is conveyed in both languages
through transcription. In Russian, the transcription is recorded in the dictionary
of loanwords, which ensures its communicative impact and the transmission of
the lexical meaning to the recipient, as well as preserves the form of the reality. In
English, only the denotative meaning of the reality is conveyed, as the adjective
“raven” (black) is a lexical unit describing the color of a horse but does not convey
the national connotation. In Kazakh, this reality refers to a beautiful and purebred
horse. These semantic components are not reflected in the English translation.
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Nevertheless, the translation can be considered successful, as the word “raven” in
the phrase conveys the denotative meaning of the reality to the recipient.

A further issue arises in the translation of phraseological and metaphorical
units whose figurative imagery is removed in the target text. The loss of imagery
often diminishes expressiveness, and when preserving the metaphor is not
possible, translators typically rely on compensation to maintain the pragmatic
effect of the original.

A clear illustration is provided by the following example:

Original: Onan caiiblH aybu1 iiHae AkOanara ara-xe3 kebeini [13, p. 15].

Translation by Yu. Kazakov: ...u, koHe4HO e, IEPBBIMU He831100UNU €€
KEHIIUHBI ayina [ 14, p. 9].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: The women of the aul hated her [4, p. 16].

The Kazakh expression “ama-ke3 keOeiimi” literally contains a strong
culturally marked metaphor that evokes the image of “hostile, side-glancing,
envious looks” directed at a woman. This phrase carries emotional intensity and
conveys the social pressure and disapproval that the heroine experiences. Both
the Russian and English translations simplify the expression by neutralizing the
imagery and replacing it with a more general negative evaluation “HeB3mo0mT”,
“hated”. Although semantically adequate, these renderings lack the metaphorical
nuance present in the original.

This is a typical case of imagery removal, which reduces the expressive
richness of the text. In such situations, translators may employ pragmatic
adaptation, aiming to produce an equivalent communicative effect in the target
language. Pragmatically motivated transformations preserve the emotional and
functional meaning of the original even when semantic, lexical, or syntactic
structures undergo significant modification. This strategy is particularly relevant
when translating culturally specific idiomatic expressions and realia-based
metaphors, where direct transfer of imagery may lead to misunderstanding or
stylistic awkwardness.

When translating a work rich in realities, translators may choose to omit
them in the target language to simplify the perception of the text. In such cases,
the method of generalization is often used, where reality words are excluded, but
their semantic equivalence is preserved.

Original: — Yo—o! Umcucex exemr urcurek Te Maynen eceai—ay, oip [13,
p. 44].

Translation by Yu. Kazakov: — Jlaxe umcueex...Benb U UTCUTEK, LIBETET
710 TIOpHI 110 BpeMeHu [ 14, p. 32].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: — Even the itsiget flowers in its time [4, p.
43].

The reality “nrcurex” in Kazakh ethnoculture refers to a leafless shrub
resembling the saxaul, also known as Anabasis aphylla. This plant is highly toxic:
it grows rapidly, and new shoots quickly appear at the site of broken branches.
Sheep that accidentally consume it die within minutes. When translating this term
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into Russian and English, the translators use the method of transliteration with
an explanatory comment (“nrcurex” — a grass not suitable for consumption by
livestock. Literally, “dog urine”). However, in the English version, K. Fitzpatrick
made an error in the transmission of the graphemes of this lexical unit by replacing
the letter “k” with “t,” which led to the appearance of a non-existent word in
Kazakh culture. To avoid such graphic errors and make the text more accessible
to foreign readers, the method of generalization would be more appropriate. In
this context, what matters is not the term itself, but its characterization as a toxic
plant. In such a case, a suitable translation could be the phrase: “Even the most
poisonous and resilient weed blooms for a time.”

Another culturally significant realia frequently encountered in the texts
is “monmsl”, a traditional silver ornament attached to a girl’s braid. In Kazakh
culture, “monmer” is not merely jewelry but an item with protective and social
functions: its delicate sound signaled the presence of a young woman and
symbolized grace, modesty, and femininity. Because of this culturally rich
background, the translation of “monmsr” requires accuracy.

Original: [llonneicel ceuiapipan yire Kipin-LIbIFbINT KYHOEHJEN XKypil,
mambl enripin bankus akeipsl katein Kanrad [10, p. 11].

Translation by L. Kosmukhamedova: [lonro bankus kpytunace 1o
XO35IUCTBY — MOSBISIACh, MCUYe3ala, — 3TO OHU IO 3BOHY W/0Nbl YTaJbIBalIU.
Lllonnvr — MeTaMUYECKHE MOABECKU-yKpaieHus B kocax” [11, p. 13].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: Balkiya bustled about her chores for a
long while, appearing and disappearing, which they guessed from the tinkling of
the sholps. The sholps are silver pendants [12, p. 11].

In the Russian translation by L. Kosmukhamedova, the realia is rendered
through transliteration combined with a clear explicitation: “monmer —
MeTajInyeckue noaBecku-ykpamenus B kocax”. This explanation successfully
conveys both the material form and the cultural placement of the ornament,
preserving the national coloring of the original. The translator also enriches the
microcontext by adding descriptive detail — “oHu 110 3BOHY IIOJMBI yrabIBaIN’
— which aligns with the stylistic norms of prose and maintains the ethnocultural
nuance of the source text.

In contrast, the English translation by K. Fitzpatrick employs transliteration
followed by an external gloss: “the sholps are silver pendants”. However, this
gloss leads to misinterpretation, as pendant in English typically refers to jewelry
worn on the neck. As a result, the target reader may imagine a completely different
accessory, and the culturally significant acoustic detail — the gentle tinkling
characteristic of “monmner” — is lost. Moreover, the translator introduces three
inconsistent transliteration forms (sholp, sholpi, sholpy), violating the principle
of terminological consistency. One of these forms (sholp) also contains a phonetic
error, incorrectly rendering the final Kazakh vowel, which further distances the
translation from the original.

Taken together, these examples demonstrate that while some translators
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achieve cultural adequacy through careful transliteration and contextual
clarification, others introduce semantic distortions or inconsistent renderings.
Errors in explicitation and transliteration not only disrupt the cultural authenticity
of the text but also alter the perception of female characters whose identity is
closely tied to traditional ornaments such as “mosnrsr”.

Another traditional ornament that frequently appears in the analyzed texts is
“mambay”, an accessory closely related to “momnmer” but distinct in both form and
cultural function. In Kazakh culture, “mamoay” is a decorative braid ornament
woven into the hair and tied near the end of the braid. Beyond its aesthetic role, it
was believed to stimulate hair growth, provide a gentle head massage, and protect
women from evil spirits. Unlike monmel, mambay was predominantly worn by
young girls and brides, which forms an important part of its cultural connotation.

In the Russian translation, L. Kosmukhamedova systematically replaces
“mambay” with “monmer”, applying the method of functional analogy. For
instance:

Original: IbMbUIIBIK anbIHAa OYpaThUIBII OTHIpFaH XaHCYJy ChIPFa,
wawbaywl ceiabpan Typerendi [10, p. 63].

Translation by L. Kosmukhamedova: Xancyny noassiace, 3a3BeHena
cepsramu u woanamu [11, p. 70].

By merging two distinct ornaments into one, the translation simplifies the
cultural layer and reduces the variety of traditional jewelry represented in the text.
While the choice may have been motivated by stylistic economy or the desire to
avoid overloading the reader with unfamiliar realia, this substitution nonetheless
results in the loss of an important cultural distinction.

In the English translation, “mrambay” is rendered inconsistently through
several contextual analogues, including “tassels” [12, p. 81] and even “bangles”
[12, p. 155]. The latter leads to semantic distortion, as “bangles” are defined in
English as bracelets worn on the wrist or ankle and thus cannot be physically
attached to hair. For example:

Original: [llawb6ayvr ceinapipan-ryinipen Hapkpi3 Tecek caidy KamblHa
kipickenze...[10, p. 121].

Translation by K. Fitzpatrick: When Narkyz, with the bangles jingling in
her braids, set about making up his bed...[12, p. 155].

Here, the use of bangles creates an implausible image and alters the
traditional symbolism of the ornament. Since the microcontext already contains
the explicitation in her braids, transliteration “shashbau” would have been
sufficient and culturally more accurate. The analogue “tassels” similarly fails
to convey the cultural and functional specificity of the ornament and does not
reproduce the delicate sound that is an integral part of its meaning.

Taken together, these examples show that the cultural accuracy of
translating realia such as “mamb6ay” depends not only on lexical choice but also
on the translator’s awareness of traditional material culture. Functional analogues
may facilitate comprehension, but when used inconsistently or inaccurately,
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they distort character imagery and diminish the ethnocultural authenticity of the
narrative.

To provide a clearer visualization of how the identified national and cultural
units were rendered in translation, the transformation techniques observed in the
analyzed corpus were systematized and presented in graphical form. While the
preceding discussion illustrates these methods through qualitative examples, the
diagram below offers a quantitative overview of the relative frequency of each
strategy (Fig.1). This visual summary highlights the translators’ predominant
reliance on transliteration, transcription, explication, and generalization, while
also demonstrating the supporting role of functional analogy, descriptive
translation, omission, and pragmatic adaptation. The results of the study Indicate
that the translation of realia mainly resorts to direct translation, transliteration,
specification and the addition of notes, which are essential for preserving the
cultural connotations embedded in the source text [15]. The diagram thus
complements the analytical section by summarizing the main tendencies in the
translation of culturally marked elements.

Distribution of Translation Methods
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Figure 1 — Distribution of translation methods used in the research

Conclusion

Literary text is an important source of national and cultural information,
conveying the traditions, values, and worldview of a nation. However, the
translation of units reflecting national and cultural uniqueness in literary works is
a multi-level and complex process. When translating texts with a distinct national
and cultural specificity, particular attention must be given to the translation of
phraseological units, metaphorical expressions, and realia. To analyze and translate
national and cultural elements presented in literary works, a comprehensive set
of cognitive-communicative methods must be applied, including the search for
functional equivalents with similar content and emotional load.
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The comparative analysis of nationally marked units in the Russian
and English translations has demonstrated that translators rely on a range of
transformation techniques, each serving a different purpose in preserving or
adapting the cultural semantics of the original text. The key methods identified
in the research include transliteration, transcription, explication, generalization,
functional analogy, descriptive translation, omission, and the method of pragmatic
adaptation.

Transliteration and transcription were used to retain the external form of
culture-specific items such as “monmsr” and “apreimax”, although inconsistent or
inaccurate transcription occasionally resulted in semantic distortion.

Explication proved particularly effective for culturally dense units, allowing
translators to supplement the meaning through clarifying details that are not
explicit in the original.

Generalization appeared in cases where the specific cultural form could not
be preserved, enabling translators to maintain the core meaning while simplifying
the culturally bound element.

Functional analogy and descriptive translation were applied to retain
the functional and symbolic role of the realia (e.g., “mamoay”, metaphorical
expressions), even when their exact form was difficult to render.

Omission occurred when translators sought to reduce cultural density or
avoid overburdening the target reader, though such omissions sometimes resulted
in the loss of significant ethnocultural nuance.

The method of pragmatic adaptation ensured that the emotional and
communicative impact of the original text was preserved, especially in the translation
of idioms and metaphorical expressions where literal transfer was impossible.

Taken together, these findings highlight the complexity of translating
culturally significant units and the necessity of applying multiple strategies to
achieve pragmatic and communicative adequacy. The distribution and frequency
of these transformation types are summarized in the diagram (Fig. 1), illustrating
their relative prominence across the analyzed corpus. Future research may explore
new cognitive and pragmatic approaches to translation that take deeper account
of national and cultural context.
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KOPKEM MOTIH - YJIITTBIK-MO9JIEHU AKITAPAT KO3I1 ) KOHE
OHBbI AYJAPYJBIH EPEKIIEJIIKTEPI
*)Kycinosa A.O.!, Cepikbaepa ¥.b.?, Manantaesa X.JK.?, )Kamaposa A.K.*
*1 AGaii arpiaarbl Kazak YITTBIK earorukaiblK YHHBEPCUTETI
Anmarsl, Kazakcran
2 AnMathl DHEpreTHKa KoHe OailaHbic yHUBEpCUTeTi, AiMarsl, Kazakcran
3 XanplkapasblK aKImapaTThiK TEXHOIOTHSIIAD YHUBEPCHUTETI
Anmarel, Kazakcran
* on-Mapabu areinaarel Kasak yiaTThIK yHHBEpcUTeTI, AnMarel, Kazakcran

Anaarna. Maxkanaga KepKeM MOTIH YITTBHIK-MOJICHH aKMaparThl )KETKI3y
Kypajbl peTiHJe KapacThIPBUIBIN, OHbI ayJapy/AblH €peKLIeNiKTepl TalaaHabl.
Onelu mbIFapMagapIarbkl MOJICHH KOMITIOHEHTTEP/IH MAaHBI3IBUIBIFBI €pEeKIIe
aTan eTLIII, OJapbl ayJapy *KeHIHAEr1 9MICTEMENIK TICLIIep KeNTiplieai.

3epTTeydiH Makcarbl — KOPKEM MOTIHJI YITTBIK-MOJCHH aKmapar Ke3l
peTiH/ie KapacThIpy KOHE OHBIH MaFbIHAJIBIK 9Pl CTHIIBAIK €PEKIIETIKTEPiH OpbIC
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YKOHE arbUIIIBIH TUIIEPIHJET] aynapMaiap/a >KeTKi3y OapbIChbIHIIA TYbIHAAWTBIH
HETI3r1 KUBIHJBIKTApAbl aHbIKTay. MakcaTka KOJI JKETKi3y OapchlHAa MbIHAAAl
onictep KOMIaHbUIbl: CeMaHTUKAIBIK-CTHIIMCTHKAIIBIK TaJlAay — TYIHYCKa MEH
ayzapMa MOTIHAEPIHJET] JEKCUKAIIBIK, OCHHENl jKOHE CTUIIBIIK epeKLIeTIKTEepiH
ColiKecTITiH 3eprrey YImiH;, CalbICTBIpMalbl OHIC — OpPBIC JKOHE aFbUIIIBIH
TUIAEPIHJET] ayapMaiapiblH TYHNHYCKaFa COMKecTiriH Tannay yiuiH; KoHTeHt-
Talgay — aygapMa OapbIChIHIAa CaKTaJFaH HEMECE JKOFAJFaH YJITTHIK-MOJICHH
KOMITOHEHTTEP/Il aHBIKTAy YIIiH.

3epTTey HBICAHBI PETiHIE Ka3aK JKa3ylIbUIAPBIHBIH POMaHIApPbI aJIbIHIHI,
aran aiftkanaa: ©. HypneiiicoBtiH “blmbipr”, C. Eny6aiiasiy “Ak 603 yit” xoHe
M. KymabaeBtbiH «lllonmanHbIH KYHSCI» IIbIFapMajiapbl MEH OJap/blH OpbIC
’KOHE aFbUIIIBIH TIJIEPIHE ayAapMaliapsbl.

3epTTey HOTWKENEpl ayaapmaja, acipece OpbIC TUTl apKbUIbI aylapbUIFaH
aFbUIIIBIH HYCKAJIAPBIH/IA, MOJICHU 2JIEMEHTTEP/I1H €AY 1P JTOPEKeIe HKOFAIAThIHBIH
JKoHEe TypJeHeTiHiH kepcereni. Ces0e-ce3 aymapma KeOiHeCe TYITHYCKAHBIH
SMOLMSIBIK KOHE CHMBOJIIBIK PEHKTEPIH JKETKi3e aiMaiiiel, an Oeiimzaeyi
TOCULAEP MOJICHU MaFbIHAHbI CaKTay/1a aHaFypJIbIM THIM/II OOJIBIN TaObLIa kL.

MakananblH = TEOPHSUIBIK  MaHBI3JIBUIBIFBI  3€pTTEy[e  YCBHIHBUIFAH
TYKBIPDBIMAAPIBIH ~ ayJlapMaraHy MEH MOJICHHUETApPANbIK  KOMMYHHUKAIIHSI
caJlaJlapblHBIH JaMyblHAa YJeC KOCYbIMEH, COHJai-aKk KepkeM o1ebu
HIBIFapMasap/abl MOJICHH ePeKIIeIIKTEPiH eCKepe OTBIPHIN ayJapy Mocelenepin
TEpeHIpeK 3epTTeyre Heri3 0osa anaThlHABIFBIMEH aWKbIHIANAIbl. 3epTTEeYIiH
MPAKTUKAIBIK MaHBI3BUIBIFEl — KOPKEM MOTIHAI aynapy OapbICBIHIA MOICHH
epeKIIeNIKTepIl XKEeTKI3yTe KaThICThI MaCeIIesIep i LEIIy/e alIbIHFaH HOTHXKEIep/ii
ayJapMalibUIapAblH K9C10M TaxKipuOeciHae KOIAaHy MYMKIHAITIHE.

Tipexk ce3mep: KepkeM MOTiH, YITTBIK-MOJCHHM aKMapar, MOJCHH
MapKep, OSKCTPAJMHTBUCTHKAIBIK aKMapar, SKCIUIMKAIHs, TeHepalInu3aIus,
TpaHcauTepauus, popeHu3anus, JoOMeCTHKALNS

XVIOKECTBEHHBIA TEKCT KAK HCTOYHUK HAIIMOHAJIBHO-
KYJITYPHON MH®OPMAIIMA 1 OCOBEHHOCTH EI'O
INEPEBOJA
*XKycymnosa A.V.!, Cepuxbaea ¥Y.b.2, Manantaesa X.JK.*, YKanaposa A.JK.*
*1 Kazaxckuil HaMOHAJIBHBIA Nearorndeckuii YyHUBEpCUTET UM. Abast
Anmarel, Kazaxcran
2HAO AYDC uwm. I. [lTaykeesa, Anmarsl, Kazaxcran
SAO MYMUT, r. Anmarsl, Kazaxcran
*KasHY um. Anp-®apabdu. r. Anmarsl, Kazaxcran

AHHOTanus. B 1aHHON cTaTbe Xy0KECTBEHHBIN TEKCT pacCMaTpuBacTCs
KaK CpEeJCTBO Iepelaud HAlMOHAJIbHO-KYIbTYpHOM HHQOpMalMM, a TaKxke
aHAJM3UPYIOTCS OCOOCHHOCTH ero mnepeBona. llomuepkuBaeTrcs 3HAYUMOCTb
KYJIBTYPHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB B JIMTEPATYPHBIX NPOU3BEICHUAX U MPEIIAraroTcs
METOIOJIOTMYECKHE MTOAXObI K UX IIEPEBOLY.
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Henbto uccnenoBanus sBISETCS PACCMOTPEHUE XYI0)KECTBEHHOTO TEKCTa
KaK HCTOYHUKA HALIMOHAIIbHO-KYJIBTYPHOM MH(OpMAIUHY U BBISBICHUE OCHOBHBIX
TPYIHOCTEH, BOSHUKAIOIIMX [TPH IIEpeade ero CEMaHTHYECKUX U CTUIIMCTUYECKUX
0COOEHHOCTEH B PYCCKUX M aHIIMHCKUX HepeBofax. i NOCTHXKeHUs JaHHOU
Lenu ObLIM KCIOJIb30BaHbl CIEAYIOIINE METO/AbI: CEMAHTUKO-CTUIIMCTUYECKUN
aHalu3 — JUId COMOCTABIICHUS JIEKCUUECKUX U CTHIIMCTHYECKUX OCOOCHHOCTEH
OpUT'MHAJIA U IEPEBOIOB; CPABHUTEIIbHBIN aHAJIN3 — 1J151 OLIEHKH 3KBUBAJIEHTHOCTH
PYCCKOM M aHINIMKHCKOM BEPCUI; KOHTEHT-aHAJIN3 — JUIs1 BBIBIICHUS COXPAHEHHBIX
WM yTPAYEHHBIX HALMOHAIBbHO-KYJIBTYPHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB.

OOBEKTOM HCCIIEJOBaHUS CTAalld pPOMaHbl Ka3axXxCKUX mucarenei: A.
Hypneucosa “blmbipr” (Cymepxu), “Ceprennen” (MsitapctBa), C. EmyOas
“Ak 603 yit” (Ogunokas ropta) u M. Kymabaesa “Lonnannbsig kyHaci” (I'pex
[lonman), a TakXke UX MEePeBOJIbl HA PYCCKUN U aHIJIMHCKUN S3BIKU.

Pesynbrarel ucciieqoBaHus MOKa3bIBAIOT 3HAYUTEIBHYIO CTEIEHb YTpaThl
U TpaHC(OpMalMU STHOKYJIBTYPHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB B II€peBO/ie, OCOOEHHO B
AHNIMKACKUX IIE€PEBOAAX, OINOCPENOBAHHBIX PYCCKUM S3BIKOM. byKBaJbHbBIN
MEepPEeBOJ 4YacTO HE CIOCOOEH MepeAarh SMOLMOHAJIbHBIE M CHMBOJIMYECKUE
HIOQHCBHl OpUI'MHAJa, TOrAAa Kak INpUEMbl aJalTalud OKa3blBaloTCs Oolee
3¢ (}EeKTUBHBIMU B COXPAaHEHUH KYJIBTYPHOI'O CMbICIIA.

Teopernyeckass 3HAUMMOCTb CTaTbM  3aKJIIOYAeTCs B TOM, YTO
MIPEJICTABICHHbIE B MCCJIEIOBAaHUM BBIBOJBI BHOCAT BKJIAQJ, B pa3BUTHE
[IEPEBOAOBEICHUS U MEKKYJIBTYPHON KOMMYHHKAILIMH, & TAKXKE MOT'YT IIOCIIY>KUTh
OCHOBOHM 1711 yIIyONEHHOTO M3yudeHHus MpoOJjeM IepeBoja XyI0’KECTBEHHBIX
npousBeneHui. Ilpakruyeckas 3HAYMMOCTH COCTOMT B BO3MOXHOCTHU
MIPUMEHEHUS PE3yJIbTaToB B MPOPECCUOHATBHON AEATEIbHOCTH MEPEBOTUNKOB
IpU pEIeHUH 3a/1ad, CBA3aHHBIX C Iepenaueil KylIbTYypHbIX OCOOCHHOCTEW B
IpoLecce NePeBOIa XyJ0KECTBEHHBIX TPOU3BEIECHU.

KiroueBble c10Ba: Xy/10’)KECTBEHHBIN TEKCT, HALIMOHAJIbHAS U KYJIBTYpHast
uH(popMalus, KyIbTypHBIM MapKep, SKCTpaJMHIBUCTHYECKass HH(OpMaLus,
SKCIUTUKALMS, TeHepaIu3alus, TpaHcauTepays, GopeHn3anus, 10MeCTUKALMS
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