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KpI3 aTaynbiMeH OaiylaHBICTBIPa KOJIAHbBLI-FAaH
aliKpIHAAyJlap KeNTen caHadaabl, MbIcaibl bykap
xbipayna «OnH OapMmarbl KbiHaNbl. OMBIpaysl
JKYMapiiby sxongapeiaaa, lan akeiHHbIH «Jlermap
KbI3 €KEHCIH Oip ajaMa MOibIH, Y KMaKTaH
JKapaTbUIFaH JKyIap KOHbIHY» Hemece «Exinmi ofen
- KbIHAJIbI OapMaK JCHTIH» JIEreH JKOJIIapbIHaa apy
caycaKTapbIHBIH KIHIIKETITH - KbIHAJIBI,
OMBIPAYBIHBIH 9CEMJIITT MEH XOII HICiH >KYMapiibl
JIeTeH co3/iepiMeH TipKecTipe KepceTesl, COHBIMEH
KaTap MOMBIHIAPBIHBIH 9CEMJIriHe J>KOFaphiaa
aTalblll OTKEH «ajiMa» Ce3IMEH Koca «TajiMa
MOMBIH JIereH SIUTETTI e Kommanansl, [llan akemn
«Kp13 oH Oecke kenarenme TanMma MoibIH, OH
aThIIa KbI3JApbIH KbUICA TOWBIH», «Tal» CO3IHIH
©31 TaJl MIBIOBIK JETeH TIPKECTCH alIbIHFaH, OHBIH
HEri3ri MarbIHAChI JKIHIIIKE, TYy3y, COFaH opai
«Tay» ce3i JeHe OiTiMIHIH Oacka a MylienepiMeH
Oipre Tipkecin Kememi, Mbicanbl Illam  akeiH
«KbIFBIN cam Tajg TOCIHII yajgacam» JIEreH JKOJIbI.
Bonoywnnepain apacbiHaH an-Mamkapuaiy Tamariia
KaChIIACBIHBIH OOUIT KOJJApbIH MbICAll PETIHAC
anmybiMbIzra  Oonmazapl. Llaiielp apynslH Keierin
Ta3a JKIOEKTEH JKacallbIHFaH JIel MaKTail OTBHIPHII,
OHBIH JKYPICIH HO3IK KO3FallFaH KYpPMEH, JIEMiH apy
Fa3ell JeMiMeH TeHIeCTipeIi:
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Kekiperi Tamaina, on cyity aa xac e3i,
Tasza xi0ek Keiieri ereriMeH xepre Tycei.

MeH OHBI al UTep/IiM, OJT HO31K KO3FalIIbl,
Bynakka Gapa »aTKaH Kypra YKCaiibl OJ1.

MeH oHbI CYHreHze, o1 xail KypciHmi,
JleMiH OHBIH apy Fa3es JeMiHe YKCATThIM MeH /4, 214/.
AKBIH, IKBIpay JKOHE O0oIoyH UIaHBIpIaAphI
MypachlHJIa ©MIpJAeri 9p ajyaH 3aTTap MeEH
KYOBUTBICTAp/IbIH adphIKIIa CHUIAThl MEH calachlH
aHBIKTaH, hoM HaKThUIAIN, epeKile axap OeperiH
alikplHAaynapaplH — (AUUTETTEepHiH) HeOip Typi
Ke3zeceTiHiH kepaik. Kaszak akpiH, KbIpayiapbl MEH

0010y  aKbIHIAPBIHBIH DIHUTETTEPAI  KOJIJIAHY
AsICBIHBIH ~ KEHJIr TaHFalapiiblK, ojJap Ce3.Ii
alKpIHAAN ~ KaHa KoilMal, epekile Ma3MyH
CEHIMIaFaH.
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skksk

Kazax

JanHast CTaThsI MOCBSIIIICHA CPaBHHTEIBHO-
COIIOCTABUTENBHON YCTHOH MMO33MM apaboB (ToMCIaMCKas
1Mod3us1) ¥ Ka3axoB (Kbipay). B Hell paccMOTpeHbI BOITPOCHI
Kacarolrecs JMUTETOB U MX MECTY, KOTOPOE OHH 3aHUMAIOT
B TI033MH JIBYX KOYEBBIX HAPOJIOB.

sfesksk

This article focuses on the comparative oral poety of
the Arabs (pre-Islamic poety) and Kazakhs (zhyrau). It
examines issues relating to the epithets and the plase they
occupy in the poety of two nomadic peoples/

B. Ycen

THEORY OF EQUIVALENCE IN TRANSLATION: HISTORICAL REVIEW

Translation has been researched by many
scholars from different notions of view. Some of
translation scholars defined their theories a source-
oriented theory, others regarded the target-oriented
theories. There are also theorists who chose a place
in between; however, all translation theories are
related to the notion of equivalence in one way or
another. Therefore, equivalence plays a crucial role
in translation. In fact, both source and target
languages include ranges of equivalents from the
least meaningful level of a language, namely,
morpheme to the big levels like sentence. In the
process of translation these levels of language
appear to be equivalence levels between source

language and target language. For example, if there
is a word in the S.L, it must be translated into T.L
at the word level usually. Accordingly, translation
is the matter of establishing equivalence between
S.L and T.L.

Translation developed mainly in the second half
of the 20th century. Therefore, theory of
equivalence has been studied scientifically from the
beginning of the second half of the 20th century up
to now.

The aim of this article is to review the theory of
equivalence as interpreted by some of the most
innovative American and European theorists in this
field—Vinay and Darbelnet, Jakobson, Nida and
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Taber, Komissarov, Fedorov. These theorists have
studied equivalence in relation to the translation
process, using different approaches, and have
provided fruitful ideas for further study on this
topic. Their theories will be analyzed in
chronological order so that it will be easier to
follow the evolution of this concept.

Vinay and Darbelnet and their definition of
equivalence in translation.

Vinay and Darbelnet view equivalence-oriented
translation as a procedure which 'reflects the same
situation as in the original, but using completely
different words'. They also suggest that, if this
procedure is applied during the translation process,
it can maintain the stylistic impact of the SL text in
the TL text. According to them, equivalence is
therefore the ideal method when the translator has
to deal with proverbs, idioms, clichés, nominal or
adjectival phrases and the onomatopoeia of animal
sounds /1/.

With regard to equivalent expressions between
language pairs, Vinay and Darbelnet claim that they
are acceptable as long as they are listed in a
bilingual dictionary as 'full equivalents'. However,
later they note that glossaries and collections of
idiomatic expressions 'can never be exhaustive'.
They conclude by saying that 'the need for creating
equivalences arises from the situation, and it is in
the situation of the SL text that translators have to
look for a solution'. Indeed, they argue that even if
the semantic equivalent of an expression in the SL
text is quoted in a dictionary or a glossary, it is not
enough, and it does not guarantee a successful
translation.

Jakobson and the concept of equivalence in
difference. Roman Jakobson's study of equivalence
gave new incentive to the theoretical analysis of
translation since he introduced the notion of
'equivalence in difference'. He suggests three kinds
of translation:

Intralingual  (within one language, i.e.
rewording or paraphrase) Interlingual (between two
languages)

Intersemiotic (between sign systems)

Jakobson claims that, in the case of interlingual
translation, the translator makes use of synonyms in
order to get the ST message across. This means that
in interlingual translations there is no full
equivalence between code units. According to his
theory, 'translation involves two equivalent
messages in two different codes'[2]. Jakobson goes
on to say that from a grammatical point of view
languages may differ from one another to a greater
or lesser degree, but this does not mean that a
translation cannot be possible, in other words, that
the translator may face the problem of not finding a
translation equivalent. He acknowledges that

'whenever there is deficiency, terminology may be
qualified and developed by loanwords or loan-
translations, neologisms or semantic shifts, and
finally, by circumlocutions'. Jakobson provides a
number of examples by comparing English and
Russian language structures and explains that in
such cases where there is no a literal equivalent for
a particular ST word or sentence, then it is up to the
translator to choose the most suitable way to render
it in the TT.

There seems to be some similarity between
Vinay and Darbelnet's theory of translation
procedures and Jakobson's theory of translation.
Both theories stress the fact that, whenever a
linguistic approach is no longer suitable to carry out
a translation, the translator can rely on other
procedures such as loan-translations, neologisms
and the like. Both theories recognize the limitations
of a linguistic theory and argue that a translation
can never be impossible since there are several
methods that the translator can choose. The role of
the translator as the person who decides how to
carry out the translation is emphasized in both
theories. Both Vinay and Darbelnet as well as
Jakobson consider the translation task as something
which can always be carried out from one language
to another, regardless of the cultural or grammatical
differences between ST and TT.

It can be concluded that Jakobson's theory is
essentially based on his semiotic approach to
translation according to which the translator has to
recode the ST message first and then she has to
transmit it into an equivalent message for the TC.

Nida and Taber: Formal correspondence
and dynamic equivalence. Nida argued that there
are two different types of equivalence, namely
formal correspondence and dynamic equivalence.
Formal equivalence 'focuses attention on the
message itself, in both form and content', unlike
dynamic equivalence which is based upon 'the
principle of equivalent effect' /3/.

Formal equivalence consists of a TL item which
represents the closest equivalent of a SL word or
phrase. Nida and Taber make it clear that there are
not always formal equivalents between language
pairs. They therefore suggest that these formal
equivalents should be used wherever possible if the
translation aims at achieving formal rather than
dynamic equivalence. The wuse of formal
equivalents might at times have serious
implications in the TL since the translation will not
be easily understood by the target audience /4/.
Nida and Taber themselves assert that typically,
formal equivalence distorts the grammatical and
stylistic patterns of the receptor language, and
therefore distorts the message, so as to cause the
receptor to misunderstand or to labor unduly hard.
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Dynamic equivalence is defined as a translation
principle according to which a translator seeks to
translate the meaning of the original in such a way
that the TL wording will make the same impact on
the TC audience as the original wording did upon
the ST audience. They argue that 'Frequently, the
form of the original text is changed; but as long as
the change follows the rules of back transformation
in the source language, of contextual consistency in
the transfer, and of transformation in the receptor
language, the message is preserved and the
translation is faithful' /5/. One can easily see that
Nida is in favour of the application of dynamic
equivalence, as a more effective translation
procedure. This is perfectly understandable if we
take into account the context of the situation in
which Nida was dealing with the translation
phenomenon, that is to say, his translation of the
Bible. Thus, the product of the translation process,
that is the text in the TL, must have the same
impact on the different readers it was addressing.
Only in Nida and Taber's edition is it clearly stated
that 'dynamic equivalence in translation is far more
than mere correct communication of information'.

Despite using a linguistic approach to
translation, Nida is much more interested in the
message of the text or, in other words, in its
semantic quality. He therefore strives to make sure
that this message remains clear in the target text.

As translation theory developed mainly in 20"
century, it is said to be young field of science for
Russian scholars as well. As for equivalence,
several scholars formed their own theories while
using different approaches. Mainly Russian
scholars refer to 3 different approaches, when
researching the equivalence.

1. Equivalence is the identity. According to
this approach the main purpose of translator is to
transmit SL text to TL as accurate as possible. In
the other words TL text must content all the
grammar and stylistic peculiarities of SL text. But
taking into consideration of languages’ difference
in grammar and vocabulary some scholars like
Fedorov and Barkhudarov claim that “It is
impossible to make SL and TL texts absolutely
identical, and accurate translation may be
considered as a relative conception” /6/. As a matter
of fact, this approach was a basis for “The theory of
untranslatability”. According to this theory there
are many words and expressions which cannot be
translated from one language to another. Therefore,
in case of untranslatable words, special ways
(adaptation, borrowing, calque, compensation,
paraphrase, translator’s note) should be used in
order to translate to TL.

2. Main part to be transmitted. According to
the second approach, equivalence may be reached

by transmitting only the main part of SL text.
Usually the main part of text is considered to be
communication aim or described situation of SL
text. In the other words, if TL text has the same
communication aim or the same situation described
in TL text, then translator is supposed to reach
equivalence.

3. Empirical approach. The aim of this
approach is to make comparative analysis of
translations and original texts and to research what
is the basis of their equivalence. Having made such
experiment, Komissarov concluded  that
equivalence of various translations differs one from
another, and equivalence is based on transmitting
the various parts of texts.

Komissarov and his 5 levels of equivalence.

Russian scholar Komissarov offered his own
“Theory of Equivalence”, and it was published in
1990 in his book “Translation Theory (Linguistic
aspects)”. According to his theory, different
relations and various levels between SL and TL text
appear while translation process. Komissarov
underlined the following 5 levels of equivalence:

1. Level of communication aim;

2. Level of situation description;

3. Level of expression;

4. Level of message;

5. Level of language units.

Komissarov claims, translation’s equivalence is
reached when all the levels are identical in both SL
and TL texts /7/.

Language units of both SL and TL texts may be
identical in all 5 levels or only several levels may
appear. It is translator, who must decide what level
to use, accounting on her knowledge, creativity and
ability to estimate all the extra-linguistic aspects.
Translator solves a difficult task of finding and
using the right elements of equivalent units, on the
basis of which both SL and TL texts will reach the
same communicate purpose.

Vinogradov: Equivalence and types of
translation. Another Russian scholar Vinogradov
claimed, that each type of translation may have
different equivalence. As we know the main 2 type
of translation is Oral and Written translation. Oral
translation itself has consecutive and synchronic
types. In both types of oral translation low level of
equivalence appears. The main factor in achieving
the equivalence is the time. As in oral translation
translator is practically short of time, she has to
make changes in Speaker’s speech, to cut some
sentences and to use one word instead of idioms in
order to finish speech at the same time with
Speaker. In the other words oral translation’s
equivalence is called reduced comparative
equivalence /8/.

Written translation has the following types:
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formal and business texts, mass media texts,
scientific texts, literary texts. Each type of written
translation has different equivalence levels.

While translating official and business texts,
translator’s aim is to preserve SL text content as
much as possible, and make TL text content
identical. Mostly, the structure of business and
official texts are defined. Sequence of sentences,
introductions and conclusions, clauses and content
are written according to special rules and samples.
In other words, while translating official
documents, translator must take into consideration
every word, and try to translate each word, without
making an interpretation, because addition of extra-
words may cause misunderstanding and damage
diplomatic relations.

While translation of mass media: newspaper or
magazine articles, translator may face slangs,
newspaper expressions, political and social
untranslatable words, which are used by SL author,
in order to express more bright any topical problem.
In this case, translator aims at translation of social
and political sense of articles and their social
purpose. Therefore, in some cases, translator has to
correct SL text’s style in accordance with TL style.
Hence, translator must find equivalent expressions
or slangs of TL, in order to reach the same
communication purpose. In such translations,
equivalence is comparative, but it is higher than in
oral translation.

In case of scientific articles, equivalence may
be different, depending on field of science. It is
explained, that the more scientific text is
formalized, the higher is equivalence between SL
and TL. Mostly, it takes place, in translation of
mathematics, chemistry and biology texts, because
that kind of texts are formed by general
expressions, which related to formulas. Generally,
while translation of scientific texts, translator aims
at expressing an idea, logic of idea and sense of
scientific doctrine, sequence of reasons. Therefore,
higher level of equivalence takes place, because
scientific language is general in all the languages.

Literary translation is the most complicated
type of translation and it has peculiar type of
equivalence. The main purpose of translator is to
reach communication aim, by using literary
content. TL literary text is depended on SL text but
at the same time it has own peculiarities and literary
description tools in the framework of TL. While
translation of literary texts equivalence appears to
be comparative, and translator’s main purpose is to
express SL author’s communication aim and social
content of that composition. Also translator do not
have right to change stylistic structure and
description tools, otherwise such translation will be
considered as incompetent. To sum up, even

translator aims at keeping content’s emotional,
expressive and esthetical features, and even
translator reaches the same affect on reader,
equivalence will be comparative, moreover the
level of equivalence may become lower than in the
other types of translation.

The notion of equivalence is undoubtedly one
of the most problematic and controversial areas in
the field of translation theory. The term has caused,
and it seems quite probable that it will continue to
cause, heated debates within the field of translation
studies. This term has been analyzed, evaluated and
extensively discussed from different points of view
and has been approached from many different
perspectives. The first discussions of the notion of
equivalence in translation initiated the further
elaboration of the term by contemporary theorists.
Even the brief outline of the issue given above
indicates its importance within the framework of
the theoretical reflection on translation. The
difficulty in defining equivalence seems to result in
the impossibility of having a universal approach to
this notion.
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sfeosksk

AynapMaHblH SKBHUBAJCHTTIK TEOPHUSCHIHBIH HETI3ri
CHIATTapbl JKOHE TYMHYCKA MEH ayaapMma apachIHIarbl
SKBUBAJECHTTIKTIH TYpJaepi TiNapajblK KOMMYHMKAIIHS
aliMarblHJa OpBIH alaThlH ayaapMa CrelupUKacbIMEH
aHbIKTaNaapl. EKi TiNMiK JKYyHEHIH apakaThlHAChl PETiHAE
aynapMaHbIH SKaJlbl CHIIATTAMACHI JXOHE OCHI YFBIMHAH

naiina OonaTtblH  OapyibIK  KOPBITBIHIBLIAp — ayAapMma
SKBUBAJICHTTIriHe OailaHbICTHI O0Maabl.
sfeosksk
XapakTepHble  YepThl TEOPHUH  HKBUBAJICHTHOCTH

[IEpeBOla U TUIIBl HKBUBAJECHTHBIX OTHOLICHUH MeX1y
HUCXOAHBIM ¥  KOHEYHBIM  TEKCTOM  OOYCIIOBJICHBI
crenuduKoi mepeBofia Kak JMHTBUCTUUECKOIO SIBJICHUS,
IIPOUCXOSAIIET0 B PAMKaX MEXbA3bIKOBOI KOMMYHUKALIUY.
OOmas  XapakTepUCTHKa  IIE€pEBOJA,  ONpeneNsromas
[IEPEBOJl KaK COOTHECEHHOE (DYHKIHMOHUPOBAHUE IBYX
S3BIKOBBIX CHCTEM, U BBITEKAIOIINE U3 3TOTO ONPEAEICHUS
BBIBOJIbl PACIPOCTPAHSIOTCS HA JIIOOOH aKT SKBUBAJICHT-
HOCTH TIepeBoa.



