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Abstract: This article provides a theoretical reassessment of translation equivalence and
translatability, which are central concepts in translation studies. It critically examines classical and
contemporary views on equivalence, untranslatability, and the limits of transferring meaning
between source and target texts. Translation is seen as a dynamic interpretative process instead of
a fixed match between language units. Through qualitative theoretical analysis, the article
combines linguistic, functional, and cultural approaches to translation. The analysis shows that
equivalence should not mean exact sameness; it is a relative and context-dependent relationship
influenced by textual function, audience expectations, and cultural norms. The findings suggest
that claims of absolute untranslatability are mostly theoretical, as translators use various strategies
to bridge linguistic and cultural gaps. This article argues that translation adequacy relies on
functional and pragmatic alignment, rather than strict formal replication, leading to a more flexible
understanding of translation across different fields.
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E-mail: gulnozaoybekova@gmail.com
AHHOTanusi: B cratee DpOBOAMTCA TEOPETUYECKUN NEPECMOTP MEPEBOIUECKON
DKBUBAJIEHTHOCTU U IEPEBOJUMOCTH — KIIOYEBBIX MOHATHH INepeBonoBencHUs. Kpurnuecku

paccMaTpuBalOTCS  KJIIACCUYECKHE W COBPEMEHHBIC  B3TJISAABl HAa  OKBHUBAJICHTHOCTD,
HEMIEPCBOAUMOCTD M IMPECACIIbI MEPEHOCA CMBICIIA MEKAY HCXOAHBIM W NCPEBOJHBIM TCKCTAMU.
[lepeBoj TpakTyeTcs Kak IMHAMUYECKUN UHTEPIPETATUBHBIN Mpolecc, a He Kak (UKCUPOBAaHHOE
COBTIAJICHUE SI3BIKOBBIX ¢IMHUII. Ha OCHOBE KaueCTBEHHOT'O TEOPETHYECKOTO aHATH3a COUYCTAIOTCS
JJUHI'BUCTUYCCKUC, q)yHKI_[I/IOHaJ'IBHBIe N KYJIbTYPHBIC IMOAXO/BI. Pe3yJ'IBTaTBI IIOKAa3bIBAKOT, 4YTO
HKBHUBAJIEHTHOCTh HE O3HAYaeT TOYHOU TOKIECTBEHHOCTH; 3TO OTHOCUTEIHHOE M KOHTEKCTHO
00yCIIOBJICHHOE COOTHOIIIEHUE, Ha KOTOPOE BIUSIOT (DYHKIIMS TEKCTa, OKUIAHUS ayJUTOPUU U
KYJIBTYpPHBIE HOPMBI. BBIBOIBI Takke CBHUIETEIBCTBYIOT, UYTO 3asiBIeHUs 00 abCoNOTHOM
HENEPEeBOAMMOCTH B OCHOBHOM HOCST TEOPETHYECKHI XapaKTep, MOCKOJBKY MEPEeBOTIMKU
UCTIONB3YIOT ~ CTpaTerud  KomrmeHcanuu  (mapadpas,  ajanTanuioo,  [parMaTuIecKyro
KOPPEKTUPOBKY) [UIsl TPEOAOJECHMSI S3bIKOBBIX UM KYJIBTYPHBIX pa3pbiBOB. B  craThe
00OCHOBBIBAETCS, YTO aJICKBATHOCTh TEPEBOJIA OMMUPAETCS HAa (PYHKIIMOHAIBHO-TIPAarMaTHYECKOE
COOTBETCTBHE, & HE Ha cTporoe (GopMaabHOE BOCTPOU3BEACHHUE, UTO BEAET K Oojiee THOKOMY
MOHUMAaHHMIO NEPEBO/Ia B PAa3HBIX 00JIACTSIX.
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Annotatsiya: Ushbu maqolada tarjima ekvivalentligi va tarjima qilinuvchanlik
(translatability) tarjimashunoslikning markaziy tushunchalari sifatida nazariy jihatdan qayta ko‘rib
chigiladi. Maqolada ekvivalentlik, tarjima qilib bo‘lmaslik (untranslatability) va manba hamda
maqgsad matnlar o‘rtasida ma’no ko‘chirishning chegaralari bo‘yicha klassik va zamonaviy
qarashlar tanqidiy tahlil qilinadi. Tarjima til birliklari o‘rtasidagi qat’iy moslik emas, balki
dinamik, talgin gilinadigan jarayon sifatida yoritiladi. Sifatli nazariy tahlil asosida lingvistik,
funksional va madaniy yondashuvlar uyg‘unlashtiriladi. Natijalar ekvivalentlik ‘mutlaq birxillik’
emas, balki matn funksiyasi, auditoriya kutishlari va madaniy me’yorlar ta’sirida shakllanuvchi
nisbiy hamda kontekstga bog‘liq munosabat ekanini ko‘rsatadi. Tadqiqot tarjimonlar turli
strategiyalar (parafraz, adaptatsiya, pragmatik moslashtirish) orgali lingvistik va madaniy
tafovutlarni bartaraf eta olishini, mutlaq tarjima qilib bo‘lmaslik haqidagi da’volar esa ko‘proq
nazariy xarakterga ega ekanini asoslaydi. Magolada tarjimaning adekvatligi formal takrorlashdan
ko‘ra funksional va pragmatik moslikka tayanishi ta’kidlanadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: tarjima ekvivalentligi, tarjima qilinuvchanlik, tarjima qilib bo‘lmaslik,
funksional adekvatlik, manba matn, magsad matn, madaniy transfer, pragmatik kontekst, tarjima
nazariyasi

INTRODUCTION

Equivalence has long been important in translation theory and practice. Despite its
significance, equivalence is one of the most debated ideas in translation studies. Scholarly
interpretations range from formal matches between language units to dynamic relationships
between texts. Traditional linguistic models often focus on structural similarity, while newer
approaches highlight communicative purpose, cultural context, and reader reception.

At the same time, translatability raises questions about the limits of translation and meaning
transfer across different languages and cultures. Claims of untranslatability are often linked to
culture-specific elements, semantic differences, and ideological conflicts. However, these claims
are still controversial. Despite much research, there is a lack of integrated theoretical reassessment
that brings together linguistic, functional, and cultural views on equivalence and translatability.
This article addresses that gap by re-evaluating these concepts and arguing that equivalence should
be seen as a context-dependent idea instead of a fixed standard of sameness.

METHODS

This study uses a qualitative theoretical research design based on systematic literature
analysis. The methodology includes selecting, comparing, and critically synthesizing key theories
on translation equivalence and translatability. Primary sources consist of foundational works from
linguistic, functionalist, and descriptive translation studies, along with later theoretical
contributions focused on cultural and pragmatic aspects of translation.
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The analysis follows an interpretative and comparative framework to identify conceptual
similarities and differences across various theoretical traditions. Instead of repeating established
definitions, this study restates core ideas to achieve clarity and originality. This approach ensures
depth while limiting similarities with existing scholarship.

The findings indicate that equivalence cannot be seen as an exact match of meaning or
form between source and target texts. Differences between languages often hinder direct
correspondence at lexical, syntactic, or stylistic levels. Consequently, equivalence is a relative
concept shaped by textual function, communicative intention, and audience expectations.

The findings also show that translators use various compensatory strategies, such as
paraphrase, adaptation, and pragmatic adjustment, to achieve functional adequacy. These
strategies help bridge linguistic and cultural gaps without relying on formal sameness.

Moreover, the analysis suggests that untranslatability is rarely absolute. While some
cultural or linguistic elements may resist direct transfer, they do not make translation impossible.
Instead, untranslatability acts as a theoretical concept that highlights the limits of literal
correspondence rather than the impossibility of translation itself.

DISCUSSION

The findings challenge rigid models that view equivalence as a strict standard for
evaluating translation quality. These models overlook the interpretative and context-sensitive
nature of translation. Functionalist and descriptive approaches provide a more realistic framework
by acknowledging variation, adaptation, and cultural mediation as natural elements of translation.
From this viewpoint, the translator takes on the role of an active interpreter who negotiates
meaning rather than simply transferring language units. This perspective connects translation
studies with interdisciplinary research in pragmatics, semiotics, and cultural studies. Scholars like
Toury and Venuti stress the significance of norms, ideology, and visibility in shaping translation
results, further reinforcing the argument for a dynamic view of equivalence.

CONCLUSION

This article shows that translation equivalence is a dynamic, context-dependent idea
instead of a fixed standard of sameness. While absolute equivalence is theoretically unattainable,
functional adequacy allows for effective intercultural communication. The analysis confirms that
translatability relies on shared human experiences, communicative intent, and pragmatic
adjustment. The theoretical insights from this study lay the groundwork for future research and
support a flexible, interdisciplinary model of translation theory.
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