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ETHNOCULTURAL UNITS IN KAZAKH-ENGLISH TRANSLATION:
EXPERIENCE AND PEDAGOGICAL ASPECTS

Abstract. This article looks into the relationship between professional experience and translation strategy
selection among thirty-two Kazakh-English translators. Using a dual approach integrating quantitative surveys and
qualitative tasks, we analyze how translators at distinct phases of their professional development (1-3 years to 16+
years) process culturally embedded Kazakh concepts.

Study findings reveal a considerable progression from initial reliance on literal translations to advanced cultural
adaptation as experience grows. The analysis shows that translators frequently encounter ethnocultural units in their
translation experience, with the primary challenge lies in maintaining the distinctiveness of national identity and
cultural context. The most commonly used methods are transliteration and functional substitution during the situations
when direct equivalents are unavailable. Statistical analysis reveals a strong positive correlation between experience and
strategy sophistication (r = 0.72, p < 0.001).

Results confirm the need for combining traditional translation methods with technological tools and underline
the value of cultivating ethnocultural awareness in translator training system. The article contributes to translation
studies by providing evidence-based insights into competency development and provides actionable insights for
translator training programs.

Keywords: translation strategies, cultural adaptation, Kazakh-English translation, ethnocultural units,
professional development

Introduction

Translation is fundamentally far more than a mechanical process of word substitution. It
represents a complex act of intercultural mediation, requiring the translator to navigate not only
linguistic structures but also the multifaceted structure of cultural understanding, values, and
worldviews embedded in every text. This challenge becomes particularly pronounced when
working with ethnocultural units — those words and phrases that reflect the depth of a community’s
historical experience, social practices, and collective identity.

The Kazakh language, with its Turkic roots and profound cultural inheritance from nomadic
life, provides a strong example for examining these translation challenges. Kazakh contains
numerous ethnocultural units that do not have direct equivalents in English, from concepts related
to traditional customs and social relationships to metaphorical expressions shaped by the natural
surroundings of the Central Asian steppe. As Tarakov notes, the translation of such units represents
one of the most intricate obstacles in literary translation, requiring thorough analysis of national
coloring and cultural specificity. The complexity involves more than finding words that
approximate the meaning, but in preserving the connotative richness and cultural resonance that
these terms carry for native speakers [37, 71].

Scholars have identified recurring difficulties in translating texts with high ethnocultural
identity, including the dilution of distinct national features, the waning of subtle associations, and
the distortion of contextual nuances. As Zhussupova and Ashimkhanova observe, translating such
texts requires comparing not only linguistic systems but also different cultures, with pragmatic
distortions being the predominant types of distortions. The loss of connotative content often leads to
«complete loss of cultural distinctiveness» [45, 332]. Researchers led by Kunina note that while
uncompromised conveyance of meaning is often impossible, translators must seek «to prevent
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significant loss in semantics, stylistics, and pragmatics». They emphasize that adequate translation
requires «accurate and deep understanding of the realia by the translator himself» [21, 166-168].
When translators resort to omission, valuable cultural information about the life and traditions of
the source culture is might be lost [45, 334]. These difficulties extend across multiple genres,
manifesting not only in literature but also in folklore texts [32, 489].

While theoretical frameworks for translating culture-specific items are well established, the
research has overlooked in empirical research examining how professional experience shapes
strategy selection in the specific context of Kazakh-English translation. Few studies have provided
quantitative data on how a translator’s professional trajectory influences their strategy preferences
and, which impacts the quality of their translations. The present study seeks address these gaps by
investigating the relationship between professional experience and strategy selection in the
translation of Kazakh ethnocultural concepts into English. Through the analysis of six carefully
selected cultural concepts — axsausax (axcaycak), bajeazy (Oaiiraswl), 2yryp (Fypsin), Kyt (KyT),
tajax, tastam zher (Tasik Tactam kep), and ala zhipti attamau (ana xinri arramay) — this research is
designed to generate empirical data on how translators at different experience levels approach these
challenges.

This review provides an overview of relevant studies on the translation of ethnocultural units,
examining the historical progression of theoretical models from seminal works to current
applications in the Kazakh context.

Theoretical Foundations of Ethnocultural Translation

The earliest recorded reflections on translation emerge from classical antiquity, where Cicero
and St. Jerome established the fundamental distinction between «word-for-word» and «sense-for-
sense» translation. Friedrich Schleiermacher later introduced the foundational dichotomy between
«alienating» (moving the reader toward the writer) and «naturalizing» (moving the writer toward
the reader) methods, a distinction that persists as a key factor in contemporary debates on
foreignization and domestication.

J.S. Holmes established the discipline’s theoretical framework with his foundational «map»
which structured the field into theoretical, descriptive, and applied branches [24, 9-12]. Vermeer
and Reiss later redirected attention to the text’s purpose with Skopos Theory, arguing that the
translation strategy is determined by the function of the target text rather than the source [24, 79].
Subsequently, Bassnett and Lefevere led the «Cultural Turn», centering the analysis on how the
impact of societal beliefs, power structures, and textual artistry influence and constrain the
translation process [24, 124-125].

The systematic study of translation as a linguistic discipline was emerged from multiple research
traditions. R. Jakobson defined three fundamental types of translation intralingual, interlingual, and
intersemiotic and introduced the concept of «equivalence in difference», arguing that translation can
always be carried out even with grammatical distinctions between languages [16, 233]. Vinay and
Darbelnet identified seven translation procedures including borrowing, calque, transposition,
modulation, equivalence, adaptation, and literal translation - viewing equivalence-based approaches as
the preferred method for proverbs, idioms, and clichés [39, 31-40]. J.C. Catford introduced translation
shifts - departures from formal correspondence - distinguishing between level shifts and category shifts,
including structure-shifts, class-shifts, unit-shifts, and intra-system shifts [9, 73-82]. Nida and Taber
introduced the influential distinction between formal and dynamic equivalence, arguing that meaning
should be given precedence to form. They maintain that while formal equivalence focuses on
reproducing the source text’s structure, dynamic equivalence seeks to produce in the target reader a
response substantially similar to that of the original audience [27, 24-28].

K. Reiss, expanding upon Karl Biihler’s three functions of language, classified texts into
informative, expressive, and operative types, each requiring different translation methods [30, 26].
The Soviet school established rigorous frameworks through the work of Barhudarov who produced
the Theory of Translation Transformations, providing a structured classification of changes -
substitution, omission, addition, and rearrangement - necessary to achieve equivalence across
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language systems [5, 190]. Newmark’s contribution was a robust framework links specific text
types (expressive, informative, and vocative) to the translator’s primary strategy, balancing
semantic translation (which focuses on the author’s thought processes) and communicative
translation (which focuses on reader comprehension and response) [26, 39-48].

Baker developed a framework addressing equivalence across four levels: at the word level, for
lexical meaning and non-equivalence and above word level, exploring collocations, idioms, and
fixed expressions, highlighting how their arbitrary and culture-specific nature creates translation
challenges [4, 9-86]; at the grammatical level, analyzing how obligatory categories such as number,
gender, and tense require structural adjustments [4, 92-123]; at the textual level, exploring thematic
structure, the progression of ideas, and cohesive devices like reference and conjunction [4, 131-
223]; and at the pragmatic level, addressing how meaning is generated through coherence and
implicature in context [4, 230-263]. Lawrence Venuti renowned for introducing the concepts of
foreignization and domestication to address the obscured role of translators in English-speaking
cultures argues that domestication creates fluent, «invisible» translations that mask the source text’s
cultural differences and power dynamics [38].

J. House developed a model for translation quality assessment based on semantic and
pragmatic equivalence stating: «an adequate translation is, then, a pragmatically and semantically
equivalent one» [15, 63], as well as introducing the crucial distinction between overt translations
(where the target text audience is not directly addressed) and covert translations (where the target
text enjoys the status of an original source text) [15, 55]. Ch. Nord extended Skopos Theory by
adding the «loyalty» principle, emphasizing the translator’s responsibility to both source author and
target reader [28, 125]. Hermans advanced descriptive translation studies through systematic
analysis of translational norms [14, 7-16].

The translation of culturally bound elements introduces specific obstacles for ethnocultural
transfer. Vlahov and Florin provided systematic frameworks for analyzing cultural realia - words
and phrases that carry the cultural specificity of a particular linguistic community and are not
readily translatable in other languages. Their research established core categorizations for
classifying realia and identifying appropriate translation strategies [41, 47-104]. Vinogradov
established fundamental principles for translating culturally specific concepts. His taxonomy
distinguishes various types of culturally specific items, including realia, historicisms,
mythologisms, and associative realia [40, 117-120]. The translation of metaphor presents particular
challenges for ethnocultural transfer, given the profoundly shaped by cultural contexts of
metaphorical meaning. Key strategies emerged from initial investigations in this domain for
addressing these challenges. Dobrzynska identifies three possible approaches: using an exact
equivalent of the original metaphor (the M — M procedure); seeking another metaphorical phrase
expressing a similar sense (the M — M? procedure); or replacing an untranslatable metaphor with
its approximate literal paraphrase (the M — P procedure) [11, 599]. Following this foundational
work, Saygin observes that «previous cross-linguistic studies of metaphor have mostly been carried
out within the context of linguistics, sociolinguistics, metaphor theory, or machine translation.
Looking at cognitive psychological aspects of metaphor and other aspects of figurative language in
multilingual tasks is an area calling for further attention» [33, 6]. Extending this research, Jensen
emphasizes the consequences of translation choices, noting that «any choice of metaphor or
paraphrase of metaphorical expressions may have profound semantic, pragmatic, and cognitive
implications; if the translator infers a meaning not intended by the source text writer, the text may
create a different meaning and effect in the target text than in the source text» [17, 204].

The development of translation technology research can be traced through several key
contributions. Dreyfus et al’s skill acquisition framework established initial theories of novice-to-
expert progression that later informed translation competence studies [12, 16-51]. L. Bowker
pioneered a methodology enabling translators to use generic corpus analysis tools to exploit
specialized target language corpora as translation resources [7, 353-361]. Cronin examined
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translation in the context of globalization and digital technologies [10, 71]. The PACTE group
developed a comprehensive model of translation competence [29, 44-50].

H. Risku outlines three paradigms in cognitive translation research: information processing
(translation as code switching and symbol manipulation), neural networks and connectionism
(translation as an experiential, cultural act), and situated cognition (translation as socioculturally
situated interaction) [31, 3]. Expanding upon these cognitive frameworks, scholars including
Tarakov, Zhaksylykov, Mysaly, and Adaeva adapt this perspective to the Kazakh context,
specifying the detailed competencies required to become a professional translator [37, 105].

This emphasis on the translator’s cognitive and professional role is elaborated upon in
Esembekov’s analysis of literary translation. Esembekov clarifies that ‘in interpreting a literary
work, the concept of «text» is comprises distinct yet interconnected elements: a) text as an object of
understanding, i.e., a structure producing meaning; b) «source text» — a text that can be translated
into another language, adapted; c) translation text — a text reshaped for a new audience in another
language’ [13, 22]. This tripartite distinction highlights the translator’s responsibility to both: first
to comprehend the source text as a meaning-generating structure, and then to produce a target text
that has been appropriately adapted for new readers.

The emergence of machine translation has expanded the scope of translator competence. Kane
provides an overview of machine translation, Google Translate’s development from statistical to
neural machine translation, and discusses its limitations in language learning contexts [18, 2-5].
Furthermore Briva-lglesias et al. compare traditional post-editing and interactive post-editing with
15 professional translators, finding that IPE yields significantly higher Machine Translation User
Experience scores, particularly in attractiveness, dependability, efficiency, and stimulation, while
showing no statistically significant difference in translation quality and productivity [8, 60-79].
Mohammed proposes a hybrid methodology for evaluating translation quality, arguing that for
complex languages, machine translation combined with human verification is particularly necessary
[23, 14]. Tao and Eng conducted a bibliometric analysis of translation assessment research,
identifying neural machine translation and translation competence acquisition as areas of growing
research focus [36, 6]. Zhang and Zhu proposed a blockchain-based framework for corpus
translation, demonstrating that a particle swarm optimization-backpropagation neural network
(PSO-BP) model improves translation prediction accuracy and convergence speed [43, 12].
Abdelhalim et al. conducted the first comparative study of ChatGPT and Google Translate for
literary translation, finding that translators favor ChatGPT for its superior handling of linguistic and
cultural nuances [1, 11].

Kazakh-Specific Translation Studies

Research focusing specifically on Kazakh translation has expanded considerably in recent
decades, providing a robust foundation for understanding for the current study. Kazakh translation
studies began to establish itself as an independent academic pursuit in the mid-to-late twentieth
century, initially developing under the influence of Soviet translation scholarship with a with a
principal concentration on literary translation [37, 10]. This tradition can be linked to the
foundational contributions of Abaj and Ybyraj and was subsequently enriched by prominent Kazakh
national figures who translated works from Eastern and Western literatures [46]. The observations
of Mirzoyeva and other co-authors examine the role of Russian language as an intermediary
between English and Kazakh languages and refer to the studies of different scholars on the
problems of using the relay language in translation [22, 243].

Recent scholarly theses from Kazakhstan and other CIS countries reflect heightened research
engagement in translating ethnocultural units. Bajshymyrova investigates the formation of translator
competence through information and communication resources, while Tileulinova undertakes a
detailed study of national character preservation in English and Russian translations of Dulat
Issabekov’s works. Dmitrjuk examines the ethnocultural specificity of temporal concepts in the
linguistic consciousness of Russians, Kazakhs, and English speakers, and Sharifova explores the
linguocultural aspects of translating ethnographic realia in general. Collectively, these studies
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demonstrate an expanding spectrum of studies addressing complexities of translating between
different cultures across the region.

Zhusupova’s research addresses the translation of Abaj Kynanbaev’s poetry, who analyzed
obstacles in reproducing ethnocultural units in Russian translations of «Tylpardan tyryr ozbas
shabylsada». The study focused on Kazakh realia including tylpar (winged steed), tyryr (sturdy
workhorse), yki (owl feather amulet), tymar (protective talisman), and kerege (yurt lattice wall).
The study emphasizes that translating ethnocultural units requires preserving both denotative
meaning and connotative content - the national and historical coloring essential to cultural identity
[44, 299]. Examining historical Kazakh literature, the researchers led by Yerbulatova analyzed
translations of Dukenbai Doszhan’s historical works, revealing that historical realities in archaized
texts serve as vivid indicators of the depicted era, reflecting ancient Turkic traditions and customs.
Transcription and transliteration, accompanied by translation comments, were the prevailing
translation methods, while explicative approaches were also frequently employed. The researchers
cautioned against mechanical transmission without revealing denotative meaning, noting that some
terms transcribed without explanation leave readers without necessary cultural background.
Successful translation requires distinguishing between truly archaic and archaized texts, limiting
anachronistic modern words, and maintaining deep knowledge of source culture realities [42, 53-
54]. The use of transcription and transliteration in rendering Kazakh cultural concepts has been
examined by authors as Sideshova and Nasipov who investigated the lexical-semantic field
«Steppe» in translations from Kazakh to Russian. Their analysis of material culture terms (shekpen,
kamzol, sholpy, barymta) found that transcription best preserves ethnocultural meaning, though it
may require explanatory notes for readers to ensure comprehension [34, 188]. Ryspaeva and Borgul
examined the translation of fairy tales from various ethnicities residing in Kazakhstan,
demonstrating that preserving folklore through translation is essential for ensuring the continuity of
cultural identity [32, 487].

Recent scholarship has examined specific challenges in translating Kazakh ethnocultural concepts
into English. The scholars with A. E. Alpysbaeva et al. analyzed the linguopoetic features of Magzhan
Zhumabaev’s poem «Syjemin» («I Love») and its English and Russian translations, revealing that
translating Kazakh poetry requires viewing translation as a complex process of intercultural
communication. Their analysis demonstrated that the translator must navigate the space between two
cultures, having a profound insight on the original author’s ideas and idiostyle while creating a new
poetic work in the target language [3, 321-322]. Notably, their English translation preserved eight out of
eleven artistic devices, demonstrating that maintaining poetic form and cultural meaning is achievable
when translation is approached with both linguistic and cultural competence.

Collectively, these studies6 i.e. encompassing doctoral theses, journal articles, and other
academic works on poetry, folklore, and material culture consistently demonstrate that successful
Kazakh-English translation requires thorough grasp of cultural context. Transcription and
descriptive strategies prove to be essential strategies for preserving national character while
ensuring accessibility for target readers, establishing a dependable starting point for understanding
how ethnocultural concepts can be effectively rendered in English.

Research Gap

Despite the considerable scholarly attention on ethnocultural translation, several gaps remain.
First, existing Kazakh-focused studies have predominantly examined translations into Russian [44;
42; 34], leaving direct Kazakh-English literary translation limited examination. Second, research
has focused largely on poetry, folklore, and historical texts, with contemporary prose not been
extensively studied. Third, there is limited observational research into how English readers perceive
transcribed Kazakh cultural concepts and whether explanatory notes improve comprehension.
Finally, no integrated framework combines insights from Western theory - such as
foreignization/domestication [38] and metaphor procedures [11] — with Kazakh translation
scholarship. Addressing these gaps, the present study investigates the translation of Kazakh
ethnocultural units into English in contemporary context.
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Materials and Methods

This study employed an integrated mixed-methods design, combining quantitative survey data
with qualitative analysis of translation tasks and translator reflections. This approach enabled
quantitative examination of strategy patterns and comprehensive analysis of translator reasoning. As
Sun notes, measuring translation difficulty includes the translation factors as text complexity and
translation-specific difficulties, and translator factors. The present study centered on translator
competence in relation to the difficulties associated with ethnocultural units [35, 38].

The study involved 32 professional Kazakh-English translators (24 female, 8 male). Participants
were categorized into four groups according to experience: beginners (1-3 years, n=13, 40.6%),
intermediate (4-7 years, n=6, 18.8%), advanced (8-15 years, n=9, 28.1%), and experts (16+ years, n=4,
12.5%). All participants had verifiable professional experience in Kazakh-English translation.

Six Kazakh concepts were selected: axsausax (akcaycak), bajeazy (Gaiirassl), 2yryp (FYpbII),
Kyt (KYyT), tajax tastam zher (Task tactam xep), and ala zhipti attamau (ana xinti artamay). These
represent different varieties of ethnocultural units, including material culture, social customs,
metaphorical expressions, and moral concepts. To investigate engagement with digital resources,
pre-generated translations from Google Translate, Yandex Translate, and ChatGPT (GPT-4) were
compiled as stimuli for evaluation.

Data were collected through an online survey on the educational platform
www.wayground.com. The first section was dedicated to the demographic and professional
information. The second section presented questions in connection with the translations of
ethnocultural units: the frequency of encountering them, their types, the sources used for translation,
the difficulties that arise, and the strategies employed when no equivalent is found in the target
language. The third section focused on human and Al-generated translations. Participants evaluated
three anonymous translations for each concept, with an option for them to offer their own option if
they choose «to modify» the translation and provide justification.

Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS (Version 28). Descriptive statistics were
calculated. Chi-square tests and one-way ANOVAs compared strategy selection and Al evaluation
scores contrasting different experience levels (p < .05). A strategy sophistication index was
calculated for each participant: S = 0.2-L + 0.3-T + 0.4-F + 0.1-E, where L = literal translation
frequency, T = transliteration, F = functional substitution, E = explanatory translation. Weights
were based on the degree of cultural adaptation each strategy represents. Binary logistic regression
modeled the probability of selecting cultural adaptation based on years of experience. Qualitative
data from open-ended questions were analyzed using thematic content analysis.

Results and Discussion

Experience and strategy sophistication (Picture 1)

Analysis revealed a strong positive correlation between years of experience and strategy
sophistication scores (r = 0.72, p < 0.001). Experts (16+ years) demonstrated significantly higher
sophistication scores (mean = 4.8/5), indicating employed sophisticated methods to cultural
adaptation. Beginners (1-3 years) exhibited scores predominantly within the lower range (mean =
2.4/5), suggesting reliance on direct translation methods. This supports the hypothesis by the
PACTE group, who emphasizes: «The expert translator takes more immediate decisions that lead to
a positive outcome than the trainee translator, because the expert translator already possesses expert
knowledge and this, like all expert knowledge, is largely automatic» [29, 56].
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Scatter plot with regression line: strong positive correlation between years of experience and strategy sophistication (r
=0.72, p <0.001). Dot size indicates frequency of cultural adaptation usage.

Picture 1 — Experience vs Strategy Sophistication
Strategy distribution across experience levels (Table 1/ Picture 2).

Table 1 — Strategy Distribution by Experience Level (%)

Experience Level Literal igggt?tlion Idiomatic Explanatio
1-3 years (n=13) 69.2% 15.4% 7.7% 7.7%

4-7 years (n=6) 50.0% 33.3% 16.7% 0%

8-15 years (n=9) 44.4% 44.4% 11.1% 0%

16+ years (n=4) 25.0% 75.0% 0% 0%
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Strategy distribution Heat map
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Strategy preference heat map: Darker colors indicate higher usage frequency. Values represent percentage of
translators in each experience group using each strategy.

Picture 2 — Translation Strategy Distribution

Strategy distribution varied markedly across groups. Among beginners, literal translation
predominated (69.2%), with cultural adaptation used in only 15.4% of cases. The intermediate
group displayed comparable proportions: literal translation (50.0%), cultural adaptation (33.3%).
The advanced group showed almost equal distribution between literal (44.4%) and cultural
adaptation (44.4%). Experts showed a substantial swing toward cultural adaptation (75.0%), with
literal translation dropping to 25.0%. Chi-square analysis confirmed these differences were
statistically significant (3> = 24.36, df = 9, p < 0.01). The findings support Barhudarov’s [5, 99] and
Komissarov’s frameworks suggesting that explanation as an addition to transliteration/ calquing
facilitate a thorough comprehension of the recipient [20, 149].

Logistic strategy selection model

Binary logistic regression modeled the probability of selecting cultural adaptation based on
years of experience:

P (adaptation) =1/ (1 + e"-(-2.1 + 0.31-years)")

The model predicts that a translator reaches a 50% probability of choosing cultural adaptation

after approximately 6.8 years of experience, representing the point of change from novice to
intermediate competency.
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Comparative strategy analysis: Percentage distribution of translation strategies across career stages. Values displayed
above each bar for precise reference.

Picture 3 — Strategy-Experience Relationships

Translation challenges and perceived difficulty

In terms of professional practice distribution, 45% of participants reported working primarily
with English-to-Kazakh translation, 37.5% with Kazakh-to-English, and 21.8% with Russian-to-
English. The alignment between difficulty scores and practice distribution suggests that translators
are most frequently engaged with the direction that is the most challenging in objective terms.

To quantify translation difficulty, a composite difficulty index D was constructed using the
formula: D = 0.5-C_loss + 0.3-L_gap + 0.2:(10 - A_equiv), where C_loss represents cultural loss
score (0-10), L_gap represents linguistic distance (0-10), and A_equiv represents availability of
equivalents (0-10). Applying this index to the language pairs in the study, the English-Kazakh pair
scored highest (D = 7.8/10), significantly higher than Kazakh-English (D = 6.2/10) and Russian-
English (D = 4.1/10). These scores provide a quantitative measure of the relative challenges posed
by different translation directions.

Analysis of specific examples

For axsausax (akcaycak, literally «white-handed»), 48% chose «soft-handed», representing
functional substitution that preserves connotative meaning of fragility. For bajeazy (Gaiirassl, gift
given to someone who first shows a new purchase), 52% selected «a celebratory gift»,
demonstrating preference for explanatory translation elucidating the social custom while preserving
meaning. More complex concepts demonstrated greater variation. For eyryp (rypeim), 36% of
respondents selected «custom», 32% chose «ritual», and 28% opted for «tradition», revealing the
difficulty of distinguishing between these related yet conceptually distinct terms in English, as well
as the tendency to generalize culturally specific practices into broader categories. For xyt (xyr),
44% chose «blessing», 28% selected «fortune», and 20% opted for «luck», indicating a preference
for functionally equivalent terms that convey the concept of divinely apportioned good fortune,
though the specific Kazakh cultural understanding of xyz (xyr) as predestined share or portion is
often lost in translation. For tajax tastam zher (task Tactam xep literally «a place where a stick
might land»), responses included «a stone’s throw away» (48%), «within walking distance» (32%),
and «close by» (20%). This reflects the challenge of finding equivalents for metaphorical language
tied to specific cultural perceptions of distance. For ala zhipti attamau (ama xinTi arramay),
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translations ranged from literal «not to step over the motley thread» to adapted «to observe moral
boundaries», demonstrating difficulty conveying moral concepts embedded in cultural metaphors.
Competence Growth Model
An exponential growth model was fitted to the data: S(t) = 5 - 3-e”-0.15-t, where S(t) =
expected strategy sophistication score after t years. The model suggests rapid early growth followed
by gradual approach to maximum sophistication, with translators achieving approximately 90% of

maximal sophistication after 15.4 years.

Table 2 — Comprehensive Summary of Key Findings

Metrics Value Details

Primary correlation (Experience-Strategy) r=0.72 p <0.001

Beginners (1-3 years) - Literal translation 69.20% 9 of 13 translators
Beginners (1-3 years) - Cultural adaptation 15.40% 2 of 13 translators
Intermediate (4-7 years) — Literal translation 50.00% 3 of 6 translators
Intermediate (4-7 years) - Cultural adaptation 33.30% 2 of 6 translators
Advanced (8-15 years) — Literal translation 44.40% 4 of 9 translators
Advanced (8-15 years) - Cultural adaptation 44.40% 4 of 9 translators
Experts (16+ years) — Literal translation 25.00% 1 of 4 translators
Experts (16+ years) - Cultural adaptation 75.00% 3 of 4 translators

Strategy evolution (increase)

A 59.6% increase in cultural adaptation from beginners to

experts
Primary difficulty (Cultural preservation) 2% 23 of 32 translators
English-Kazakh (Primary work direction) 45% most common direction
Kazakh-English (Primary work direction) 37.50% second most common
Russian-English (Primary work direction) 21.80% least common direction
Difficulty Index Score (EN-KZ) 7.8/10 composite measure
Difficulty Index Score (KZ-EN) 6.2/10 composite measure
Difficulty Index Score (RU-EN) 4.1/10 composite measure
50% adaptation probability threshold 6.8 years logistic model prediction
90% maximal sophistication 15.4 years competence growth model

Preferred method — Transliteration

45% overall

most common strategy

Preferred method - Functional Substitution

38% overall

second most common

Sample size (total) 32 professional translators (24 female, 8 male)

Theoretical Implications

The strong correlation between experience and strategy sophistication (r = 0.72) corroborates
the PACTE group’s competence model, indicating that strategic sub-competence develops through
extended professional experience. The findings converge with Vinogradov’s distinction between
constant correspondences preferred by novices and occasional correspondences employed by
experts to achieve equivalence in culturally complex contexts [40, 86-91]. Experts’ strong
preference for cultural adaptation (75.0%) over literal translation (25.0%) confirms that experienced
practitioners are cognizant of the shortcomings of word-for-word translation. The 6.8-year threshold
for 50% probability of choosing cultural adaptation establishes a measurable threshold for the the
shift from beginner-level to expert-level performance, suggesting that competence increases most
markedly in the first seven years of practice.

The findings also resonate with Kashgary’s framework for non-equivalence. Vinogradov’s
typology of lexis containing background information distinguishes between everyday realia,
ethnographic and mythological realia, and other categories of culturally marked items [40, 104-
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110]. Terms like bajrazy (6aiiraszsr) exemplify culture-specific concepts requiring strategies similar
to Kashgary’s borrowing-plus-explanation approach [19, 56], while tajak tastam zher (Tasx Tacram
xep) reflects challenges arising from divergent meaning distinctions across languages, comparable
to Vinogradov’s concept of partial equivalents, which preserve core denotative meaning despite
semantic non-coincidence [40, 81-85]. The difficulty index, with English-Kazakh scoring highest
(7.8/10), lends quantitative support to these cross-linguistic challenges, which Vinogradov
addresses through his discussion of interlinguistic correlative categories: where full synonymy
exists, translation can be carried out directly; where only partial or no synonymy exists, translators
are required to adopt more elaborate procedures that almost always involve information loss or
transformation [40, 67-77].

Pedagogical Implications

The developmental trajectory suggests training programs should progress from literal to
adaptive approaches. Novice translators benefit from structured exposure to cultural adaptation
strategies, with materials gradually introducing complex challenges. The 6.8-year threshold
suggests mid-career interventions targeting translators with 5-8 years of experience could
effectively support reaching a high level of professional competence.

The high number of translators for English-Kazakh translation indicates need for specialized
training resources. Programs should devote increased attention to developing skills for ensuring
English source material aligns with Kazakh cultural contexts, with targeted practice using culturally
embedded texts. The finding that 72% identify safeguarding unique national characteristics as
primary difficulty reinforces the essential function of focused cultural pedagogy, incorporating
systematic study of Kazakh customs and comparative analysis of cultural concepts. «In teaching
ethnocultural terms, analyzing their semantic differentiation, creating lexico-semantic groups,
identifying derived phrases, revealing the meaning of each, and finding common features
contributes to the revitalization of ethnocultural terms» [25, 168]. In this regard, Ahmetova et al. [2,
110] emphasize the significance of learning ethnocultural vocabulary and justify referring to
foundational works of Kazakh ethnolinguistic scholars including ©. Kajdar, E. Zhanpejisov, R.
Syzdykova, Zh. Mankeeva, G. Smarylova and contemporary representatives of Kazakh
Ethnolinguistics. Al-generated translations can serve as pedagogical resources, prompting students
to analyze machine output and articulate reasoning. Such technological tools, when integrated with
foundational cultural knowledge, can equip translators for effective engagement with culturally
specific content while maintaining critical judgment.

Conclusion

The analysis confirmed that translator competence evolves systematically, with beginners
relying on literal translation (69.2%) and experts demonstrating a marked tendency for cultural
adaptation (75.0%). A pronounced correlation between experience and strategy sophistication (r =
0.72) indicates that translation competence develops in consistent patterns, with the logistic model
identifying 6.8 years as the threshold for 50% probability of choosing cultural adaptation. The
competence growth model, suggesting 90% of maximal sophistication by 15.4 years, furnishes
useful metrics for predicting translator development.

The theoretical contribution stems from connecting classical theories of ethnocultural
translation with contemporary Kazakh practice, offering empirical substantiation while proposing
novel hypotheses about competence development. The study demonstrates that challenges of
translating between culturally distant languages, noted within Arabic-English contexts [19, 56],
have clear parallels in Kazakh-English translation, implying that non-equivalence patterns may
extend across language pairs.

The integration of Al-generated translations as stimuli offers a distinctive methodological
aspect for investigating how professional translators engage with machine output. Findings suggest
that while machine translation serves as a useful resource for initial exploration, it does not offer the
same depth as the deep cultural expertise experienced translators bring to ethnocultural tasks.
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In conclusion, ethnocultural translation emerges as the competence of an intercultural
mediator, requiring harmonious combination of theoretical knowledge, practical experience, and
appropriate technology. By providing empirical data on how strategy preferences evolve with
experience, this research contributes to understanding competence development and suggests
concrete steps for translator training and professional practice. As Barmenkylova emphasizes:
«gathering ethnocultural units and recognizing national values develops the cognitive abilities of
language speakers and helps them understand the nature of ethnounits that embody their nation’s
culture» [6, 199] — a mission that ultimately defines the work of translators who mediate between
cultures and preserve the cognitive and cultural heritage embedded in language.

Al Usage Statement

During the preparation of this work, the authors used ChatGPT (GPT-4), Google Translate,
and Yandex Translate to generate translation stimuli for the six Kazakh ethnocultural concepts
analyzed in this study. These Al-generated translations were presented to participants for evaluation
as part of the research methodology. After using these tools/services, the authors reviewed and
edited all content as necessary and are accountable for the content of the publication.

The article was prepared and financed within the framework of the Project JKTH
AP26105015 «Representation of Ethnocultural Units in Artificial Intelligence Systems: Linguistic
Deviations and Their Systematization».
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KA3AK 9THOMOJIEHU BIPJIIKTEPIH AFbIUIIIBIH TIJITHE AYJIAPY:
TIOKIPUBE )KOHE INEJAT'OT'NKAJIBIK ACHHEKTIJIEP

AHHOTanus. ATajraH Makajazna Ka3ak TUTIHCH aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHE aylapaThlH OTBI3 €Ki ayJZapMamlbIHBIH KociOn
ToXipnbe JOeHrelli MeH aymapMmajga MaiilalaHaThlH — CTPATETISUIAPBIHBIH — apakaThIHACKI — KapacThIPBLIA B
AynapManibutapAbIH MOJICHH CHIIATTAFbl Ka3aKW YFBIMIApAbl aylapMallbUIBIK TOKIpHOeHiH ap kezeHinae (1-3 xpuigan
16 xpuTFa IEHiHTI apajbIKTarsl) KaJlai ayapaThIH/IBIFEl cayalHaMa HOTIDKENIepl MEH ayZapMa MBICAIAaphl KOMETriMeH
aHBIKTAJIBII, OJIapFa CaHIbIK, 9P CallaJIbIK (apajac 3epTTey 9ici) Tanmay skacanazbl.

3epTITey HOTWXKEJEpIHEH ayjapMara jkaHa KajaMm OackaH ayjnapMmaiibuiapra ToH ce30e-ce3 ayaapma
CTpaTerusulapblHbIH yaKbIT ©T€ KeJie TKIpuOenl MaMaHnap MOWBIHAAFraH MakcaThl alKblH MOJCHU aJanTalisFa
allHaNaTHIHABIFBIH  OalikaliMbl3. Tanmay KOpBITBIHABICBIHA CYHEHCEK, ayaapMa OapbIChIHIA ayaapMallbuiap/IbH
STHOMOJIEHH OipJiKTepAl MHi Ke3IKTIPETIHIH jKOHE HETI3Ti KUBIH/ABIK YITTHIK KOJIOPHUT HEH MOJCHU KOJTHI CaKTayMeH
OailylaHbICTHI eKeHiH KopeMmi3. [Jonme-non GanaMa TaObUIMaraH JKaraaiiia YChIHBUIATBHIH TOCUT PETIHE TPAHCIUTEPALHS
MeH (YHKIMOHANABIK ajMacTeIpyFa OaceiMiplk Oepimmi. CoHpail ax, CTaTUCTHKANBIK OHICY HOTIDKENIepl
aynapMaIibIHBIH KOciOM ToXipuOeci MEH NaianaHATBHIH CTPATETHSUIAPBIHBIH KYPICNILUIri apachlHIAFbl KYIITI OH
KOPPEISIUsHEI aHBIKTazb! (1 = 0,72; p < 0,001).

3epTTey KOPBITBIHIBUIAPH! AACTYPIIl aylapMa CTpaTerHsulapblH 3aMaHayd TEXHOJOTHSUIBIK KypalgapMeH Katap
KOJIaHYZbIH JKOHE ayJapMamibulapAbl Jaspiiay O KYWeciHIe JTHOMOIEHHM KY3BIPETTUTKTI MakcaTThl —TypHe
KaJIBIITACTRIPYABIH MAaHBI3BIH alKbIHAAWmel. By 3epTrey ToxipuOere HeTi3Iein, KociOM OLTIKTUTIKTI apTTBIpyFa
apHaJIFaH TY)XBIPBIMJAp/bl ajFa TapThll, aynapMa iCiH OKBITY SJicTeMeciHe ©3 YIJeCiH Kocalbl, ayAapMallbliapIibl
Jasipyiay OarapliaMaiapbiH )KeTUIipyre OarbITTalFaH NPaKTHKAJIBIK HYCKayJiap PeTiH YChIHAIbI.

Tipek ce3mep: aynapmanarbl cTparerusuiap, MSJACHH afanTalus, Ka3akKila-aFbUILIbIHING aydapMa, STHOMOICHH
OipiikTep, Kociou gamy.
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3THOKYJbTYPHBIE EJUHUIIBI B KASAXCKO-AHI'JIMHCKOM NEPEBO/IE:
OIIBIT U ITEJATOI'MYECKHUE ACIIEKTBI

AHHoTanus. B 1aHHOH cTaThe paccMaTPHUBAIOTCS MPOOIIEMBI B3aUMOCBSI3H MEXTy MPO(ECCHOHATIBHBIM OIBITOM
U BBIOOPOM TEPEBOAUECKMX CTPATETHH Cpead TPHUALATH IBYX Ka3axCKO-aHTJIHIICKHX IepeBOAYMKOB. B pamxax
CMEUIAHHOTO METOA0JIOTMYECKOI0 IOAX0/a, PAacCMaTPUBAIOLIEIO KOJUYECTBEHHBIE JAHHbIE AHKETUPOBAHUA U
Ka4eCTBEHHBIH aHAJIN3 MEPEeBOMYECKUX MPUMEPOB B COBOKYITHOCTH, BBISABIICHA CIIEIM(HKa pabOTH MEPEBOAINKOB Ha
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pa3IMUHBIX JTamax mpodeccHoHambHOW nesTenpbHOcTH (oT 1-3 smer go 16 um Oonee JieT cTaxka) C KyJBTypHO-
MapKUPOBAHHBIMH Ka3aXCKUMH KOHLIETITAMH.

[Toy4yeHHBIE pe3yJIbTAaTHl AEMOHCTPHPYIOT 3HAYNTENBEHOE PA3BUTHE B IPUMECHEHUH HIEPEBOUECKUX CTPAaTeTHH —
OT MpPEHMYIICCTBEHHO OYKBaJbHOIO IIEpEeBOJa Yy HAUYMHAIONIMX CIICLHAINCTOB K KOMIUICKCHBIM CTpaTerusiM
KyJbTYpPHOH ajanTaldd y TIEPeBOJYHKOB C MPONOJDKHTEIBHBIM omnbIiToM. Ilo pesynbratam aHamusa, B
npo(hecCHOHABLHON IESATEIbHOCTH NMEPEBOJUMKH YacTO CTAIKUBAIOTCSA C ITHOKYJIBTYPHBIMH €OHHHLAMH, IPH 3TOM
OCHOBHYIO CIIO)KHOCTb COCTaBJSIET COXPaHEHHE HAallMOHAJIBHOTO KOJOpUTa M KyJIbTypHOro koxaa. HaumGomee wacto
MPUMEHSEMBIMU CIOCOO0aMH IIEPEBO/IA B YCIOBUSIX OTCYTCTBHS IPSIMBIX SKBHUBAJICHTOB BBICTYIAIOT TPAHCIUTEPALS U
¢byHKIMOHaNbHas 3aMeHa. CTaTUCTUUECKUH aHaM3 BBISIBUJI CHIIBHYIO TOJIOKHUTEIBHYIO KOPPEIALHUI0 MKy YPOBHEM
npo(heCcCHOHATBHOTO OTBITA U CTENEHbI0 puMeHeHust crpateruid (r = 0,72; p < 0,001).

Pe3ynbraThl MOATBEP)KIAIOT HEOOXOMUMOCTh BHEIPEHHS COBPEMEHHBIX TEXHOJOTMYECKHUX WHCTPYMEHTOB B
TPaIMLIMOHHYI0 METOJMKY IIpEroJaBaHusl MepeBojia, a TakkKe IOJUEPKUBAIOT 3HAYUMOCTh (POPMHUPOBAHHMS
3THOKYJIBTYPHOI OCBEJOMIICHHOCTH B CHCTEME MOATOTOBKH IIEPEBOAYMKOB. VcciaemoBaHHe BHOCHT BKJIAJ B pa3BUTHE
MEPEeBOTICCKOTO 00pa30BaHMs, BBIIBUTASI IMIIMPHYECKH 0OOCHOBAaHHBIE BHIBOJIBI O (POPMHUPOBAHIH PO ECCHOHATHHON
KOMIETEHIIMU U MPAaKTHYECKHE PEKOMEH AN NTPEAHA3HAUYCHHbIE I IPOrPaMM IOATOTOBKH MEPEBOJINKOB.

KnroueBble cjioBa: mepeBOJUECKHE CTpaTeTHM, KyJbTypHas amaNTalys, Ka3aXCKO-aHIJIMHCKUH IepeBof,
STHOKYJIETYPHBIC €IUHHULEBI, TPO(ecCHOHANIBEHOE Pa3BHUTHE.
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