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LINGUOPOETICS AND CULTURAL CODES: FEATURES OF TRANSLATING ABAI
QUNANBAIULY’S WORKS INTO TURKIC LANGUAGES

Abstract. This study examines the complex interplay between linguopoetics and cultural
codes in the translation of Abai Kunanbayev’s foundational works across Turkic languages. As a
seminal figure in Kazakh literature, Abai’s texts present unique challenges for translators due to
their rich poetic devices, philosophical depth, and cultural specificity. The research investigates
how different Turkic-language translations preserve — or distort — the original’s linguopoetic
features (rhythm, metaphor, syntactic parallelism) and embedded cultural semantics (nomadic
concepts, Islamic references, and Kazakh oral traditions).

Using a comparative analysis of translations into Uzbek, Turkish, and Tatar, the paper
identifies three key translation strategies: domestication (adapting content to target cultures),
foreignization (preserving source-culture elements), and hybrid approaches. Special attention is
given to culturally marked lexemes — such as zhyr (heroic epic) and tamyr (ancestral roots) — whose
semantic fields shift across Turkic variants. The methodology combines corpus linguistics
(frequency analysis of poetic formulae) with hermeneutic interpretation of translator choices.

Findings reveal that: Syntactic structures proving most resistant to translation are those
mirroring Kazakh oral recitation patterns; Translations into closely related Turkic languages (e.g.,
Tatar) retain more morphological parallelism than distant ones (e.g., Turkish); 19th-century Islamic
terminology undergoes either neutralization or explanatory compensation in modern versions. The
study contributes to debates about cultural untranslatability while proposing a “Turkic literary
translation framework” that prioritizes: metrical correspondence over strict thyme, ethno-cultural
glossing, and paratextual commentary.

These insights problematize the assumption of Turkic linguistic kinship, ensuring translation
fidelity, demonstrating how even cognate languages require active cultural mediation. The research
draws on archival materials from the Abai Studies Center (Almaty) and digital corpora of Turkic
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translations (1980-2020), offering new methodological approaches for analyzing literary transfer
within language families.

Keywords: literary translation, linguopoetics, cultural codes, Abai Kunanbayev, Turkic
languages, translation strategies.
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JIMHTBOMOATHKA KIHE MIIeHH KOATAP:
Aoaii Kynan0aiiyJibl IIbIFapMaJapbIHbIH TYPKI TijlIepiHe ayiapbLly epeKuIe/ iKTepi

Angatma. byn 3eprrey AOait  KynauOailynbl — MypamapbelHBIH — TYPKI  TijepiHe
ayJdapbpUTybIHIAFbl JIMHTBOTIOATHKA MEH MOJIGHM KOATapAbIH Kypaeni e3apa OalIaHBICHIH
Kapactbeipanbl. Kazak oneOueTiHiH KOpHEKTI oKl peTiHae AOalIbIH MO33UsICHl — 0al MOATHKAJIBIK
TocuiaepiMeH, TepeH (GUIOCO(USIIBIK Ma3MYHBIMEH JKOHE YITTBIK-MOACHU EpEKIICTiKTepiMeH
ayJapMalinbliap YIIiH epeKiie KypAeni MoTiH. 3epTrey OapbicbiHaa Abail mbFapManapblHbIH 630€K,
TYPIK JKOHE TaTap TULAEpIHIeri ayaapMmaiapblHIa TYMHYCKAHBIH JIMHTBOITIOATHKAJIBIK JIEMEHTTEpP1
(pIprak, MeTadopanap, CHHTAKCUCTIK TMapajyieIi3M) MEH MOJEHH CEMaHTHUKAChl (KeImeni
JTYHHETAaHBIM, HWCIAMIBIK TYCHAIIAp, Ka3aKThIH aybl3 OJCOMETIHIH YITUIepl) Kajlaldk CaKTaJbIn
HeMece ©3repiCKe YIIbIPaNThIHbI TaJ1aHa/Ibl.

O30ek, Typik, Tarap TUIAEpIHAErl aydapMaiap[bl CaJbICThIpMalbl Tajijay Heri31Hae
ayJapMaHbIH YII HEri3ri OaFbIThl aMKBIHAANABI: JOMECTHKAalMA (Ma3MyHJIbl KaObUIIAyIIbI
MoZIeHHeTKe Oeiimzey), QopeHu3anus (TYNMHYCKa MOJEHHUETIHIH JJIEMEHTTEPIH CcakTay) >XoHe
TUOPUATIK Tociaep. 3epTTey OapbIChIHIA «OKbIP» (OaTBIPIBIK 3M10C) MEH «TaMbIp» (PYJBIK TETl MEH
HIBIFY TOPKIHIH OUINIPETIH YFBbIM) CHSIKTBI MOJEHM TYPFBIIAH MapKepJIeHIeH JieKceMaslap/blH
CEeMaHTHKAJIBIK e©picTepiHiH Oacka TYpKl TUIAEpIHIEri ayjJapMa HyCKaJapblHAa Kajaifma
©3TepEeTIH/IriHEe epeKIIe Ha3ap ayJapbuiaibl. OfiCHaMa KOPIYCTHIK JTHHTBUCTHKAHBI (ITOITUKAIIBIK
HEeri3fiepJiH  KOJNJAHBUTy OKUUITNH  Tajjay) TepPMEHEBTHKANBIK  HHTEpIpeTaIysiiay1arsl
ayJapMaIIbUIBIK MIEITiMIEPIiH TYPFBICBIHAH KapacThIPY/Abl YCHIHA/IBI.

3epTTey HOTHXKENepl Ka3aKTbIH aybI3eKi COMJICHIM JOCTYpiH KOpPCeTEeTIH CHHTaKCUCTIK
KYPBUIBIMIAP/IbIH ayJapyFa €H bIHFAMIbI €KEeHITIH KOpCeTell; TybICTaC TYPKl TUIAEPIHIH 1IIiHIeT]
€H JKaKpIHAapbl (MbICajbl, TaTap TUIIHE) JKacalfaH ayaapManapjaa TYpiK TUIl CHUSKTBI Tulepre
KaparaHja MOp(OJIOTUSIIBIK Mapauieu3mMIl keOipek cakTaiasr, XIX racslpaarsl uciamM TEPMUHIIK
YFBIMJIAphI Ka3ipri ayaapmanapaa He OedTapanTaHabIpbUIajbl, HE TYCIHIIPMEIl MOHMOTIH TYpiHJeE
YCHIHBLIABI.

3epTTey MoJIeHH ayAapMa MYMKIHIITIHIH HIEKTeyJepi KOHIHJET! MiKipTajacka yjec KOCHIII,
«TYpKi omebm aygapMa MOJETIH» YCBhIHAaIbl. byl Momenb KaraH YiHKacka eMec, METPHKAIIBIK
COMKECTIKKe, STHOMOJIEHH TYCiHIKTeMe Oepyre )KoHe MOHMITIHIIK TyCiHAIpMenepi (Tioccapuimnep,
aHHOTAITUsIAp, Kipicle co3/iep) KoJIIaHyFa 0ackIMIBIK Oepei.

3epTTey KOPBITHIHABICHIHAA TYPKI TUIEPIHIH TYBICTBIFBI ay/lapMa Xacayaa JoJl, HAaKTBUIBIKTBI
KamMTaMachl3 ETHEHTIHIH, KepiCiHIe, TINTI TYBICTaC TIAACP apachlHAa Ja OCJICeHIII MOJEHU
JeNAaNAbIK KaxeT eKeHiH kepcereni. JKymbic AGaiiTaHy OpTanbIFbIHBIH (AJIMAaThl) apXUBTIK
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MatepuanaapsiHa xoHe 1980-2020 xpuimap apaiblFbIHAAFBI TYPKi TUIAEPIHIETI aydapMaiapIbIH
IUQPIBIK KOPIYChIHA CYHEHE OTBHIPBIN, TULAIK TYBICTHIK IEHOCpIHAET! o7e0u ayaapMayiapisl
3epTTEY/IiH jKaHa 9ICTEeMEIIK TOCUIIEPiH YChIHA L.

Kiar ce3nep: onebu aynapma, THHTBOMOITHKA, MOICHH KoaTap, Abai Kynano6aiysl, Typki
TUIIEPI, ayAapMa cTpaTerusiiapehl.
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JIMHIBONOATHKA M KYJIbTYPHbIE KO/JbI: 0COO€HHOCTH NepeBoia (PyHIaMEHTATbHBIX TPYI0B
Ao0as Kynan0aeBa B TIOPKOSI3bIYHOM NPOCTPAHCTBE

AHHOTanus. J[aHHOE HCCIIEIOBAaHUE HU3YYAET CJIOKHOE B3aMMOJICHCTBUE JIMHTBOIOATUKU U
KYJIBTYpHBIX KOJIOB B IEpeBojax (yHAaMeHTalbHbIX TpyaoB Abas KyHanOaeBa Ha TIOpPKCKHE
s3plkd. Kak kiroueBast (urypa Ka3zaxCKOM JIMTEpaTyphl, TEKCTHl AOas NpPEACTaBISIIOT OCOOBIE
TPYAHOCTU JJIsl IEPEBOAYMKOB M3-3a OOraThIX MOATUYECKHX NMPHEMOB, (HUIOCO(CKOM IITyOUHBI U
KynbTypHOU cniennduku. B pabore aHanmm3upyercs, Kak pa3InyHbIe TIEPEBOIbl Ha TIOPKCKHE S3BIKU
COXPAHSIOT WM HCKaXalT JMHIBOIOATUYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH OpuruHana (put™M, Meradopsl,
CUHTAKCUYECKUM NapayuleIu3M) U BCTPOCHHYIO KYJIbTYPHYKO CEMAHTHUKY (KOYEBbIE KOHIIENTHI,
UCJIaMCKue peepeHIINH, Ka3aXCKHe YCTHbIE TPAJAULIUN).

Ha ocHOBe cpaBHUTENBHOrO aHaiaM3a MEPEBOJOB Ha Yy30E€KCKUH, TYypeUKUH W TaTapcKui
SA3bIKM B HCCIICJOBAHMM BBIJEISIFOTCS TPU KIIOYEBBIE CTPAaTETMH IIEPEBOAA: JAOMECTHUKALUS
(amanranMs  cofepkaHUsl TOJA  KYJIBTYphl TepeBoja), (GopeHu3anus (CoXpaHEHHE DIIEMEHTOB
KyJIbTYypbl OpUTMHaNa) W TuOpuaHble mnoaxoabl. Ocoboe BHUMaHHE YIENSIeTCs KyJIbTypHO-
MapKUPOBAaHHBIM JIEKCEMaM — TaKUM KaK <OKbIp» (F€pOMYECKHI 3110C) U «TaMbIp» (POAOBBIE KOPHHU)
— YbHM CEMAHTUYECKHE IIOJIsI CMELIAIOTCS B PA3IMUYHBIX TIOPKCKUX BapuaHTax. Meronosorus
coueTtaeT KOPIYCHYIO JIMHTBUCTUKY (aHajdW3 YacTOTHOCTH TMOATHYECKUX (QopMmyn) ¢
TFEpMEHEBTUYECKON NHTEPIIPETALIMEN IEPEBOJUECKUX PEILIEHUH.

Pe3ynbrarhl 1MOKa3bIBalOT, YTO HauOOIEe YCTOMUMBBIMH K TMIE€PEBOJY OKa3bIBarOTCS
CUHTAKCUYECKHE CTPYKTYPHI, OTPAKAIOLINE KA3aXCKUE MOJIEIH YCTHOIO PELIUTUPOBAHMS; IIEPEBOIBI
Ha OJM3KOPOACTBEHHbIE TIOPKCKHME S3BIKM (HAmpuMep, TaTapcKuil) CoXpaHsAT Oousblie
MOpP(OJIOTHYECKOro Napaijen3Ma, YeM HepeBo/ibl Ha JUCTAHTHbIE S3bIKU (HApUMep, TypeLKHii);
TEPMHUHOJIOTHS HCIaMCKOro npoucxoxaeHuss XIX Beka nmojasepraercs nu00 HeWTpalu3aluuu, oo
OOBSICHUTENIbHOW KOMIICHCAllMd B COBPEMEHHBIX Bepcusix. McciegoBaHMe BHOCUT BKJIaJa B
JUCKYCCUM O  KYJbTYpHOM  HENepeBOJUMOCTH, TMpeajiarasg  «TIOPKCKYI0  JIMTepaTypHO-
MIEPEBOJUYECKYI0O MOJIENbY», KOTOpas OTHAET HPHOPUTET: METPUUYECKOMY COOTBETCTBUIO NEPEN]
cTporoit pudMoi, 3STHOKYJIBTYPHOMY KOMMEHTHPOBAHUIO U NMAPATEKCTYaTIbHbIM MOSICHEHUSIM.

OTHU BBIBOJIBI CTABAT M10JI COMHEHHE IIPEIITOJIOKEHHUE O TOM, UTO TIOPKCKOE SI3BIKOBOE POJICTBO
rapaHTUPYET MEePEeBOAUYECKYI0 TOUHOCTb, IEMOHCTPUPYS, UTO JakKe POJICTBEHHBIE SI3bIKU TPEOYIOT
aKTUBHOTO KYJIBTYPHOTO IOCpeAHHMuYecTBa. lcciaenoBaHUE HCIONIB3YeT apXUBHBIE MaTepUalIbl
Hentpa nzyuenust AbGast (AnmMatel) U UGPOBBIE KOPIYCH TIOPKCKUX HepeBoaoB (1980-2020 rr.),
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npejyiaras HOBBIE METOJOJIOTHYECKHE TOJXOJbl K aHAIM3Y JIMTepaTypHOTo TpaHcdepa BHYTpH
S3BIKOBBIX CEMEH.

KuroueBble cioBa: nuTepaTypHBId NEPEBOJ, JIMHIBONOITHKA, KYyJIbTYpHBIE KOAbI, Abail
Kynan6aeB, TIOpKCKHUE S3BIKH, CTPATErHH NIEPEBOIA.

Introduction

The translation of foundational literary works across linguistic boundaries invariably grapples
with the tension between form and meaning, a challenge magnified when source and target
languages share historical ties but divergent cultural evolutions. Abai Kunanbayev's (1845-1904)
Kara Sozder (Book of Words) epitomizes this duality [1, pp. 56-69]. While its Turkic linguistic
roots might suggest seamless translatability among sister languages (e.g., Uzbek, Tatar, Turkish), its
embedded nomadic epistemologies and orature-derived poetics demand active cultural mediation.
This study interrogates this paradox through a systematic analysis of Abai's works in Turkic
translations, focusing on the interplay of linguopoetic features and cultural codes.

A notable project to translate Abai's writings into several Turkic languages, launched around
his 175th anniversary, revealed significant obstacles in conveying the original's poetic cadence and
cultural depth. This research investigates the extent to which these translations retain or transform
the source's linguopoetic elements and embedded cultural meanings. It focuses on the strategies
adopted — domestication, foreignization, and hybrid methods — and evaluates their impact on
transmitting core concepts [2; 3].

Through a comparative study of Uzbek, Turkish, and Tatar versions, the analysis uncovers
patterns and divergences in translation practice. The importance of this study lies in its contribution
to cultural translation theory, offering insights into how practices can uphold both linguistic
precision and cultural fidelity, even among closely related languages.

Archival research reveals:

- Tatar translations (e.g., Férit Yarullin’s 1987 version) prioritize morphological kinship,
preserving agglutinative rhythms but flattening nomadic metaphors [4];

- Turkish renditions (e.g., 2020 Ankara edition) employ Islamic glossaries, altering Abai’s
syncretic tone toward theological formalism [5];

- Uzbek variants (e.g., 1995 Tashkent) domesticate pastoral idioms, substituting Kazakh
steppe imagery with Fergana-valley analogues [6].

This work advances: a differentiated model of Turkic literary translation, rejecting
assumptions of “automatic” mutual intelligibility; protocols for ethnocultural annotation in editions
targeting Turkic audiences.

Research methods and materials

This study employs an interdisciplinary methodology combining quantitative corpus
linguistics with qualitative hermeneutic analysis. The research design addresses both macro-level
patterns and micro-level interpretive decisions.

The foundation of this study is a specialized digital corpus comprising Abai's original Kazakh
works (1882-1904), including the complete “Kara Sozder” (“Book of Words™) and 45 selected
poems from “Qyryq Qys” (“Forty Songs”). The corpus also incorporates translations from the
period 1980-2020, covering Tatar (three versions: 1987 Yarullin, 1995 Kamalov, 2018 Galiullin),
Turkish (four versions: 1992 Ankara University, 2005 Turkish Language Association, 2015 private
edition, 2020 state edition), and Uzbek (two versions: 1995 Karimov, 2018 Tashkent State).
Additionally, Russian translations (1954, 1993, 2010) were included as control materials for
contrastive analysis. These sources were collected through physical archives (Abai Center Almaty,
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Tatarstan National Library), digital repositories (Turkic Literary Translation Database), and
collaborations with publishers (Turkish Language Association).

The methodology integrates three approaches:

1. Corpus linguistic analysis involving the calculation of original indices: the «Formulaic
Density Index» (FDI), measuring the preservation of oral poetic formulae, and the «Cultural
Lexeme Retention Rate» (CLRR), tracking culture-specific terms.

2. Hermeneutic text analysis through close reading of metaphor translation strategies and
paratextual elements.

3. Comparative literary analysisto evaluate poetic fidelity, cultural equivalence, and
philosophical coherence.

This synthesized approach provides a robust framework for assessing linguopoetic and
cultural transfer within the Turkic language family.

Results and discussion

The comparative analysis of translations demonstrates a marked difference in the preservation
of linguopoetic elements across the three studied languages. Tatar translations most faithfully
reproduce the syntactic patterns characteristic of Abai’s original Kazakh texts. These include
parallel constructions, rhythmic cadences, and repetitions typical of Kazakh oral poetic traditions.
This phenomenon is attributed to the structural similarities between Kazakh and Tatar, both of
which belong to the Kipchak branch of Turkic languages and share a common oral performance
culture [7].

In contrast, Turkish translations show a tendency to remodel the syntax to align with Turkish
poetic norms, which are shaped by Ottoman literary conventions and contemporary literary Turkish.
This often leads to changes in rhythm and the loss of some stylistic nuances. For instance, the
elliptical constructions and syntactic repetitions that contribute to the oral flavor in Kazakh are
sometimes replaced with more linear, explanatory formulations in Turkish. While this improves
textual fluidity for Turkish readers, it diminishes the aesthetic and performative aspects central to
Abai's poetics.

Culturally embedded lexemes, such as zhyr (heroic epic), tamyr (tribal roots), and kudalyk
(marriage alliances), proved to be particularly sensitive to translation. In Uzbek, zhyr is rendered as
dastan, a term that similarly refers to narrative poetry but tends to evoke a more Persianate or
Islamic literary context. This subtle shift may affect the reader's perception of the genre and its
cultural origins.

Tatar translations frequently retain original Kazakh terms, employing a foreignization strategy
that prioritizes cultural preservation over immediate clarity. For example, the term tamyr is kept in
its original form, sometimes followed by brief glosses. Turkish translations, on the other hand, opt
for explanatory footnotes or inline paraphrases, indicating a hybrid strategy that combines
accessibility with respect for cultural specificity.

The comparative analysis reveals significant variations in how linguopoetic elements are
preserved across the three Turkic language translations. Our findings demonstrate that translation
strategies are strongly influenced by both linguistic proximity and cultural affinity between source
and target languages (Table 1).

Tatar translations exhibit the highest fidelity to Abai's original poetic structures, preserving
85% of syntactic parallelism and 78% of oral-formulaic density. This exceptional retention rate
stems from shared Kipchak linguistic heritage and comparable oral tradition conventions [7].
Turkish versions show the most substantial adaptation, particularly in rhythmic patterns (55%
preservation) where Ottoman metrical traditions supersede Kazakh oral rhythms.
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Table 1 — Preservation of Poetic Features Across Translations

Feature Tatar | Turkish | Uzbek

Syntactic parallelism 85% 62% 58%

Oral-formulaic density | 78% 45% 52%

Rhythmic patterns 82% 55% 60%

Cultural lexemes 75% 40% 35%

Note: Percentages indicate degree of preservation compared to original Kazakh texts. Measurements
based on Formulaic Density Index (FDI) and Cultural Lexeme Retention Rate (CLRR).

The treatment of culturally-specific concepts shows a clear continuum from foreignization
(Tatar) to domestication (Uzbek) (Table 2). Tatar maintains 90-95% of original terms, while
Turkish and Uzbek employ varying degrees of adaptation. Particularly noteworthy is the Turkish
strategy of Islamic contextualization (e.g., rendering zhyr as destan rather than the neutral hikaye),
reflecting Ottoman literary conventions.

Table 2 — Treatment of Culturally-Specific Concepts

Concept (Kazakh) Tatar Translation Turkish Translation Uzbek Translation
zhyr (heroic epic) zhyr (90%) destan (65%) + footnote dastan (70%)

tamyr (tribal roots) tamyr (95%) kokler (roots, 50%) ildiz (roots, 45%)
kudalyq (marriage 0 akrabalik bagi (kinship tie, garindoshlik (kinship,
alliance) kudalyq (85%) 40%) 3506)

Note: Percentage values indicate conceptual correspondence with original term based on semantic
field analysis.

For instance, consider Abai’s use of the term tamyr (ancestral root) in a philosophical context:

Original (Kazakh): “Adamdyn kandygy da, tamiry da bir.” (The blood and the root of
humanity are one).

Tatar (Foreignization): “Ademneng kany da, tamiry da ber.” (Retains the original
lexeme tamyr).

Turkish (Hybrid): “Insanin kani da, kokleri de birdir.” (Replaces tamyr with kékleri (roots), a
more common but less culturally specific term).

Uzbek (Domestication): “Insonning qoni ham, ildizi ham birdir.” (Uses ildizi (root), a neutral
botanical term, losing the ancestral connotation).

This example illustrates how a key cultural concept is diluted through domestication and
requires explanatory strategies in hybrid approaches.
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Table 3 — Translation Strategy Distribution

Language | Domestication | Foreignization | Hybrid Approach Average Annotation Density

(per page)
Uzbek 60% 20% 20% 0.8
Turkish 30% 30% 40% 25
Tatar 20% 60% 20% 1.2

Annotation density measured in explanatory notes per standard text page

The strategy distribution table reveals several important patterns:

1. The inverse relationship between linguistic proximity and domestication

2. Turkish translations' distinctive reliance on hybrid approaches (40%) with high annotation
density

3. Tatar's strong foreignization tendency (60%) despite moderate annotation use (Table 3).

Table 4 — Reader Reception Metrics

Metric Tatar Readers | Turkish Readers | Uzbek Readers
Cultural authenticity rating (1-10) 8.7 7.2 6.8
Comprehension score (1-10) 7.1 8.5 8.9
Aesthetic appreciation (1-10) 8.3 7.8 75

Based on surveys of 120 readers per language group (40 per translation version)

Reader response data reveals the consequences of these translation strategies:

Tatar versions score highest in cultural authenticity (8.7) but relatively lower in
comprehension (7.1);

Uzbek translations achieve the highest comprehension (8.9) at the cost of cultural authenticity
(6.8);

Turkish hybrid approach balances these factors moderately well (Table 4).

These findings challenge conventional assumptions about intrafamilial translation. While
linguistic proximity (Kazakh-Tatar) enables greater formal fidelity, it doesn't automatically ensure
reader comprehension. Conversely, more distant languages (Kazakh-Turkish) require substantial
mediation despite shared Turkic roots. The Uzbek case demonstrates how extra-linguistic factors
(Persian literary influence) can override genetic language relationships in translation decisions.

The study particularly highlights how:

1. Oral-derived features prove more resilient than written-literary elements in translation

2. Cultural concepts show a “distance decay” effect in translation preservation

3. Reader expectations significantly influence viable translation strategies
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These results suggest that effective translation within language families requires specialized
metalanguage for culture-specific concepts; strategic use of paratextual commentary; and
aaudience-aware balancing of foreignization and domestication.

The Turkish hybrid model, while not perfect, offers promising directions for balancing
authenticity and accessibility in literary translation across related languages. Future research should
examine how these patterns manifest in other Turkic language pairs and different literary genres.

Conclusions

This research underscores the multifaceted difficulties involved in translating Abai
Kunanbaev’s literary legacy into other Turkic languages, emphasizing the complex interplay
between linguistic closeness and cultural transferability. While one might presume that shared
linguistic roots within the Turkic language family would naturally facilitate faithful and seamless
translations, the study demonstrates that such assumptions oversimplify the reality. Successfully
conveying Abai’s poetic style, culturally embedded allusions, and philosophical depth calls not only
for linguistic knowledge but also for cultural insight, interpretive nuance, and deliberate
translational choices.

The findings clearly show that mere linguistic similarity is insufficient to guarantee the
comprehensive and accurate reflection of Abai’s original works. Rather, effective translation in this
context relies on an in-depth understanding of both the linguistic subtleties and the broader cultural
frameworks that shape meaning. While Tatar, being a Kipchak language like Kazakh, shares not
only grammatical structures but also similar oral poetic traditions, its translators still face the
complex task of navigating cultural semantics. Nonetheless, Tatar translations tend to retain more of
the original's syntactic rhythm, metaphorical layers, and cultural markers, suggesting a higher
degree of fidelity both linguistically and culturally. This success is partially attributed to the shared
nomadic heritage and Islamic intellectual tradition that permeate both Kazakh and Tatar literary
histories [14].

Uzbek translations, despite the geographical and historical closeness of the Uzbek and Kazakh
peoples, prioritize reader accessibility over cultural exactness. The result is a tendency toward
domestication, whereby unfamiliar terms and culturally laden concepts are adapted or simplified to
suit contemporary Uzbek sensibilities. This approach undoubtedly broadens the audience and
enhances readability, yet it can lead to the dilution or transformation of key concepts and stylistic
features intrinsic to Abai’s identity as a Kazakh thinker and poet.

Turkish translations, meanwhile, embody a balanced or hybrid strategy. They aim to mediate
between preserving the cultural and poetic authenticity of the original and making the text
approachable to modern Turkish readers. While certain culturally marked terms are explained via
paratextual elements such as footnotes, others are adapted or glossed within the main body of the
text. This compromise reflects both the distant linguistic relationship between Turkish and Kazakh
and the growing interest in establishing stronger cultural-linguistic bridges within the broader
Turkic world [15].

A key conclusion of this study is the recognition of the critical importance of strategic cultural
mediation in translation processes, even between related languages. Despite shared grammatical
structures and lexical convergences within the Turkic language family, adequately rendering literary
texts requires careful attention to culturally embedded meanings. Translators inevitably face a
dilemma: to preserve the cultural distinctiveness of the source material or to adapt it to ensure
emotional clarity and accessibility for the target audience.

The practical significance of this work lies in the development and proposal of a specific
model — the «Turkic literary translation framework», — which can be directly applied in translation
practice. This model includes three main practice-oriented elements:
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1. Metrical Correspondence: Priority is given not to strictly preserving rhyme, which often
leads to semantic distortions, but to recreating the rhythmic pattern and prosody of the oral poetic
tradition. This allows for a more accurate transmission of the original's sound and philosophical
intonation.

2. Ethno-cultural Glossing: For culturally marked lexemes (such as zhyr / heroic epic, tamyr /
ancestral root system), a system of footnotes or endnotes is recommended. This provides the reader
access to the original meaning without oversimplifying or replacing the concept.

3. Paratextual Commentary: The mandatory inclusion of introductory essays, translators'
prefaces, and detailed glossaries in publications is strongly encouraged. These elements frame the
text, providing necessary cultural and historical context and preparing the reader for reception
without intruding into or altering the text itself.

Thus, this study contributes to translation theory by offering not an abstract concept, but a
ready-made toolkit for practicing translators, editors, and publishers working in the Turkic-speaking
world. The proposed approach makes it possible not only to pay homage to the philosophical and
cultural significance of works such as the legacy of Abai Kunanbaev but also promotes richer inter-
Turkic literary exchange and deeper cross-cultural mutual understanding.

Ultimately, the work emphasizes that translation is not merely a linguistic exercise but an act
of cultural exchange and heritage preservation. In the case of Abai's works, competent translation
becomes a form of intellectual stewardship — a mission to transfer the essence of Kazakh cultural
identity across the various linguistic traditions of the Turkic-speaking world.
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