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TRANSLATION TECHNIQUES
OF RENDERING FUTURE TENSE FORMS
FROM KAZAKH INTO ENGLISH
(based on the novels «Kewnenairep» and «Abaizholy»)

The article deals with different types of transformation used in the process of translating from Kazakh
into English by applying the principle of comparison. For the principle of comparison makes it possible
for us to establish differences and similarities of heterogeneous languages as far as Kazakh and English
languages are syntactically, morphologically and structurally different. Moreover, a close comparative
study of languages not only helps us detect peculiarities of different languages but also directs us to a
deeper analysis of research results. English belongs to the Germanic group of language. The Kazakh
pertains to the Turkic group of the Altaic family. Concerning the morphological type English is inflected
and notable for its analytical character. Kazakh is an agglutinative language. As to grammar the principle
means of expression in languages, possessing an analytical character is the order of words and use of
words and use of function words (function words, word order and intonation pattern). The grammatical
inflections are the principal means used in Kazakh. However, the rest of the grammatical means are also
used but they are of less frequency than the grammatical inflections.

Key words: transformation, target language (TT), source language (ST), future, grammatical, lexical,
comparative analysis.
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Kasak TiAiHeH aFbIALLbIH TiAiHE KeAep LLaKTbl ayAapy XKOAAAPbI
(«<KewneHAirep» xaHe «Abaii XKOAbl» pPOMaHAApPbIHA HETi3AeATeH)

ByA MakaAaaa CaAbICTbIPY BAICIH KOAAAHA OTbIPbIN Ka3ak, TiIAIHEH aFbIALLbIH TIAIHE ayAapy npoue-
CiHAeri KeAep wwak, (hopmMaAapbiH ayAapy TYPAEPi MEH >KOAAAPb! KApacTbIPbIAAAbl. ONTKEHI CaAbICTbIPY
BAICI MOPMOAOIUSAABIK, CUHTAaKTUKAABIK, KYPbIABICTapbl 9PTYPAI Ka3ak, TiAi >K&HE aFbIALIbIH TiAl CUSKTbI
TIAAEPAIH, abIpMaLLbIAbIKTapbl MEH YKCACTbIKTapblH aHblkTayFa kemekTeceai. COHbIMEH KaTap OCbl
CaAbICTbIPY SAICIHIH KOMEriMEH 3epTTey HOTMXKEAEpiHe TepeH TaAaay »kacayra GoAaabl. Kasak, TiAi
AATan TIAAEPIHIH, iWiHAeri Typik Tiaaep TOObiHA XaTaAbl. AA aFbIALLBIH TiAl repmaH Tiaaep To6biHA
>KaTaAbl. AA MOP(OAOTUSIABIK TYPFbIAQH aAFAHAQ aF bIALLBIH TIAT (DAEKTUBTI TiIAAEP TOObIHA >KaTaAbl XKoHe
OA QHAAMTUMKAABIK CUMATbIMEH epeklleAeHeAl. AA Kasak, TIAl arrAloTMHATMBTI TiAAep TOObIHA >KaTaAbl.
AA TpaMMaTMKaAbIK, epeKLUeAiriHe KeAceK, aHaAMTWMKAAbIK, CUMaTbIMEH epeKLUeAeHEeTiH aFblALbIH
TiAIHIH, Heri3ri aaicTepiHe co3AepAiH OpbiH TOPTIOI, CO3AEPAIH KOAAAHBIAYbI kaHE (DYHKLMOHAAbABIK,
CO3AEPAIH KOAAQHBIAYbIH (KOMEKLLI CO3AEP, CO3 TOPTIDi >XKOHE MHTOHALMS) >KATKbI3yFa 60AaAbl. AA
Kasak, TiAiHe KeACeK, eH Herisri MaHbI3Abl KOAAQHbIAQTbIH SAICKE IPaMMaTMKAABIK, >KaAfayAapAbl
KaTkbi3yra 60oAaabl. Kasak, TiaiHAae 6acka Aa rpamMMaTMKaAbIK SAICTEDP KOAAAHbIAAAbI, 6Gipak oAap
rPaMMAaTUKAABIK, JKaAFayAap CUSIKTbI XKMi KOAAAHBIAG GepMenAi.

TyiiiH ce3aep: KeAep LIAK, IPaMMaTUKaAbIK, AEKCUMKAABIK, KOHTEKCTYaAbAbIK, CaAbICTbIPMAAbI
aHaAM3, ayAapblAATbIH TiA, HEri3ri TiA.
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Texnuka nepeBoaa hopm GyAylLLEro BpeMeHM C Ka3aXCKOro Ha aHr AMMCKMIA
(Ha ocHoBe pomaHoB «KoueBHUKM» U «[TyTb AGasi»)

B cTaThe paccMaTpuBalOTCS pasHble BUAbI M MyTU nepeBosa Gopm OGYAYLLEro BpeMeHu, KOTopble
UCMOABb3YIOTCS B MpoOLLeCCe MepeBoAa C Ka3axXCKOro $3blka Ha aHMAMMCKMIA 3bIK C MPUMEHEHVEeM
CpPaBHWTEABHOIO aHAAM3a, TaK Kak CPAaBHUTEAbHbI aHAAM3 MOMOraeT YCTaHOBUTb CXOACTBA M pa3AMums
reTeporeHHbIX $3bIKOB, TaKMX KaK Ka3aXCKUM WM aHTAMACKMI $13blKM, KOTOpble MMEIOT pa3AMYHble
MOP(OAOTMYECKYIO M CUHTAKTUUECKYIo CTPYKTypbl. KpoMe TOro, TiaTeAbHbIi CPaBHUTEABHbIV aHaAM3
He TOAbKO BbISIBASIET OCOBEHHOCTM pasHbIX 93bIKOB, HO Tak>Ke MoMoraet npoBectu 6oaee rayboKuit
aHaAM3 pEe3yAbTAaTOB MCCAEAOBaHMS. KasaxXCKuil §13bIK OTHOCMTCSI K TIOPKCKOWM Tpynne aATarcKom
S13bIKOBOM CeMbW. AHFAMHCKMIA 93blK OTHOCUTCS K Fe€PMaHCKOM $I3bIKOBOW rpynne. YTo KacaeTtcs
MOPOAOTMYECKOrO THMa, aHTAMACKUI S3blK OTHOCUTCS K rpynne (PAEKTUBHbBIX SI3bIKOB M OTAMYAETCS
aHAAUTMUYECKMM XapakTepoM. Kasaxckui $i3blK SIBASETCS arrAloTMHATMBHBIM $3bIKOM. YTO KacaeTtcs
rpamMMaTUKM aHIAMIACKOTrO $3blka, TO OCHOBHbIM CPEACTBOM BbIPaXXeHUS B £3blke, OBAAAQIOLLIMM
QHAAUTMUYECKMM XapaKTEepPOM, SIBASIETCS TOPSAOK CAOB, MCMOAb30BaHWe CAOB M UCMOAb30BaHUE
(PYHKUMOHAABHBIX CAOB (CAY>KEBHbIE CAOBA, NMOPSIAOK CAOB M MHTOHAUMS). [paMmaTuueckue okoHYaHUs
SIBASIOTCS OCHOBHbBIM CPEACTBOM, UCMOAb3YEMbIM B Ka3aXCKOM s13blKe. XOTS OCTaAbHble rpaMMaThyeckue

CpPeACTBa TakK>Ke NCMOAb3YIOTCA, HO OHM MeHee YaCTbl, YHEM r'paMMaTnyHeCKne OKOH4YaHUA.

KatoueBble caoBa: Gyayliee Bpems,

rpaMMaTVILIeCKVIVI,

AEKCUYECKUIN, KOHTEKCTYaAbHbIN,

CpaBHUTEAbHbI aHAAU3, UCXOAHBIN 5i3bIK (M5), 93bik nepeBoaa (A1).

Introduction

It has been argued that language is arbitrary. By
arbitrariness, it is meant that there is no one-to-one
correspondence between the form of the word and the
shape of the object to which the word refers (Yule,
1988: 18). This is especially true in the case of the
abstract words such as advice, meaning, feeling, etc.
This means that language is based on conventions.
The arbitrariness of language is a cause for variation
among languages. Speakers of different languages
mix the sounds of those languages differently to
make the words, which refer to objects / concepts;
they mix the words in different ways to make
structural patterns: they use different grammatical
forms.

When speaking about a grammatical form,
we usually regard it as a discrete element, which
exists in the grammatical system of this or that
language. The «rules» of the language in question
determine the usage of this form, and the «rules»
of translation define the ways of re-coding. It is
in no way dubitable, so long as we are describing
the already-written and already-translated texts.
However, if we change the «point of view», or the
«position of observation» from that of a describing
linguist that of a producer of the not-yet-written and
the not-yet-translated texts (which is actually the
position of a language user or of a translator), and
if we try to see how exactly grammatical choices
are made, we will find that a form never appears as

an existing thing, or as a point in time, but rather
as an event of choosing. This event is not governed
by a rule or a set of rules with a definite «outputy,
but rather by various factors of a different nature,
having different degrees of influence and priority.
Thus, the grammatical forms, from the point of
view of the language user or of the translator, do
not «exist», they «happen», they develop in time
as a process of making a choice. Many years ago
Wilhelm von Humboldt claimed that understanding
in communication is limited to the point where
two cones meet. Each cone represents the micro
universe of one of the participants in the process
of communication, or consensual interaction, in
Humberto Maturana’s terminology (Maturana,
1970:50-55). A linguistic sign (a grammatical form)
taken statically, can be regarded as an intermediary,
Vermittler, within a consensual domain between
two interacting systems (micro universes) of the
speaker and the receiver of the message (Humboldt).
Dynamically, this intermediary point turns into
a universe, a continuum of its own. It reflects a
grammatical process, and if we observe grammar in
real time parameters (Yurchenko, 1994: 8-9; 1995:
15-18) each grammatical unit will display different
time perspectives, depending on the point of view
of the observer: the sign to be used by the speaker
and the sign already used, the sign to be understood
by the receiver and the sign already understood, etc.

Each communication participant interprets
his or her own role in the overall grammatical
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process, trying to find consensual balance between
counteracting factors, and not just mechanically
obeying the rules. The speaker, as an acting linguistic
subject, in his or her attempt to find a [temporary]
balance between what s/he would like to express,
and what s/he would like his or her interlocutor, the
hearer, to understand, faces a menu of options, a
graded set of possible choices, which is close to the
widely used concept of functional field (grammatical,
lexical and contextual means of conveying a certain
grammatical idea or covering a certain domain of
meaning) (Bondarko, 1975: 157; 1987: 11-13).
This field has a hierarchical structure in two senses.
Materially and statically, the grammatical means (or
rather grammatical event patterns) as discrete units
are distributed between the center (more probable
choice) and the periphery (less probable choice).
Processually, the hierarchy of choice factors within
the field (as well as between the fields) can be graded
into several steps of different priority.

Traditionally, the usage of the grammatical
form is correlated with the context. Anyhow, every
formal deterministic rule of the type context A
>grammatical form B (context A definitely implies
the use of form B) leaves open the question: And who
is, finally, the author of the context? Traditionally,
context is regarded as an objective and even natural
circumstances, given a prior to the speaker or
translator, so that the question never arises. Even
if the question were to be asked, the answer may
seem puzzling: the speaker him/herself is the author
of both the context and the chosen grammatical
form. The context is not given, it is created by the
speaker while conceptualizing and coding his or
her message. The actual grammatical usage thus
turns out to be a process of choice activity seeking
balance between at least two parameters, the aspect
totally disregarded in the deterministic paradigm of
traditional grammars.

In translation the outward situation is even more
misleading: the first step towards balance (situational
conceptualization) has already been taken by the
author of the source text. So the situational and- to
a high degree- contextual background seems to be
provided initially for the translator. Nevertheless,
re-coding is only a part of translation activity; the
latter also includes monolingual understanding,
occurring prior to re-coding. The translator first has
to be the receiver of the message, and only then does
s/he change his or her role to become the sender of
the re-coded message. It might turn out to be more
efficient to regard the overall process of interlingual
communication (translation in the broad sense of
the term) not purely as a deterministic response
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to source language stimuli with target language
means, but as part of the integral probabilistic
choice activity which is effectuated with the aim
of striking a balance between several factors of
various rank and range. In recoding a grammatical
categorical situation (part of an utterance) with the
help of the target means, a translator is also engaged
in a probabilistic activity of choosing from a field of
possible means of translation. This field includes not
only grammatized forms but also other means from
different levels of language structure which could
be correlated with the functional potential of the
grammatical form in the source language. It should
also be noted that if in monolingual communication
nobody predetermines anything for the speaker, in
the process of translation we take the first stages
for granted. The mediating translator is in a more
advantageous position than the original speaker/
writer/sender: s/he presumably knows what to say,
at least to the extent that s/he has understood the
original text. So, s/he has a starting point, which is
the original text, and all the choices s/he makes refer
to a new text, constructed by him/her using the target
language, and following the conceptualization and
categorization lines of the writer of the original. It is
exactly at this point that his or her advantages turn
into problems. S/he has to find relatively adequate
grammatical means of conveying the same ideas as
in the original. Fortunately, linguistic relativity is not
a powerful monster to hamper and stop altogether
the process of transcoding.

Thus there appear to be two aspects to the use
of a grammatical form as a processual pattern of
choice activity. One may center on the multiple
possibilities of translating one and the same
utterance, or part of an utterance (grammatical form
in context, in particular). The other might take into
consideration the variety of choice factors in the
actual grammatical activity of aspeaking/writing/
translating subject. The first aspect is essentially
deterministic and straightforward: a situation
stimulus or contextual position implies one or a
limited number of grammatical choices, i.e. a> b, if
a, then b. The second, however, seems to fall outside
of the deterministic paradigm, drawing closer to the
probabilistic nature of linguistic activity.

Actually, in language as a semiotic system
deterministic relations are not basic, the key
equation in language being not that of implication:
a>b, if a, then b, but that of arbitrary consensual
correspondence: a>b, if a, then let it be denoted
by b. The viewpoint which has been criticized up
to now is non-dynamic; it regards a linguistic sign
as an existing thing. But in fact, linguistic signs
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(grammatical forms, in particular) do not exist, they
happen or occur. This means that a linguistic sign
is not an object in the usual sense of the term, it is
pattern of subjective linguistic activity of language
users. It seems more appropriate to consider
grammatical forms as grammatical actions, events,
or even patterns, i.e. as more or less stable attractors
in which the randomness of linguistic activity
assumes a certain non-random shape.

Linguistic signs are centers of consensual
balance between opposite forces and principles:
motivation, speaker’s intention, hearer’s inference,
deterministic rules, freedom of choice, etc. It is
only in admitting the concept of linguistic actions,
that it becomes possible to balance processually
the interaction between the opposites. The sign in
this model ceases to be an object, a point in space
and time. It assumes two processual stages: the not
yet-used-sign and the already-used sign. From this
point of view, the sign-to-be-used is at the highest
degree of speaker’s intention, combined with some
prognosis of the hearer’s inference. When the sign
has been used, the priorities are inverted: the hearer’s
inferences are aimed at restoring the speaker’s
intention. In both cases we have a choice of factors:
first for the speaker, second for the hearer.

Experiment

As far as we are concerned with the future tense
forms, we shall restrict ourselves to the choice matter
of the English future tense forms. The following
sentence will suffice to serve our purpose:

MeH OHBIMEH epTeH Ke3/IeCEMIH.

This Kazakh sentence can be rendered into
English in several ways:

a. [ shall meet him tomorrow.

b. I’'m meeting him tomorrow.

c. I’'m going to meet him tomorrow.

d. I’ll be meeting him tomorrow.

e. I’'m to meet him tomorrow.

Which of them is correct? Here the choice of
equivalents depends on the context. Sentencea
expresses speaker’s present resolve to do something
while sentence c reports what the speaker may
have already decided to do. Sentence b refers to a
future arrangement whereas sentence e also serves
to indicate a future arrangement but in addition to
that meaning it implies obligation resulting from
this arrangement. Sentence d refers to a normal
course of events: either I work with him or we attend
classes together. But it should be born into mind that
the difference between various means of referring
an action to the future may sometimes become

unimportant as the distinction is often very subtle.
In the above case sentences b, ¢, d, e may be used
interchangeably depending on the context.

There are a number of ways of expressing future
time in English: will/shall + V, be going to + V,
Present Progressive, Simple Present, be to + V and
etc. These verb forms all have their particular nuances
of meaning, and are far from being interchangeable.
In translation the expression of English future time
presents considerable difficulty for Kazakh speaking
people as there are no future tense forms that can be
referred to as peculiar to future. The double function
of will/shall as modal verbs and the auxiliaries of the
future and the secondary use of Present Progressive
and Simple Present in reference to the future are
quite confusing.

This is a complicated area of grammar: the
difference between the meanings and the uses of
the different structures are not easy to analyze and
describe clearly. In many, but not all situations,
two or more structures are possible with similar
meanings.

The use of will\shall have been +Viii and Present
tense in reference to the future causes considerable
difficulty on the part of Kazakh speaking people.
For example:

1) ChIHaK )XYMBICHI CaraT SKe Kapail asKrajabl.

The test will have been completed by 5 o clock.

2) Iloe30 cazam 7 Oe kenedi

The train comes at 70 clock.

3) Keneci oacvinvt Bipikken ¥nmmap ¥iivivol
e3iniy 102cbL10b1K Mepeti MOtblH MOUAAtObL.

Next Year the United Nations celebrates its 10th
anniversary.

Kazakh speaking people would translate them
as: will be completed, will come and will celebrate.

Here I want to notice that the following facts
should be taken into consideration while using the
present tense in reference to the future to denote a
future action planned in advance.

Firstly, if there is a slightest doubt as to the ful-
fillment of a future action at a definite future mo-
ment the future indefinite is used instead of the pres-
ent. For instance:

Sam will pick me up at 10.00 and drive me to the
station. then I catch the 10.00 train to Skuthorpe.

Here the use of will pick instead of picks would
exclude the possibility of unpredicted event that
may prevent the planned action from happening
at exactly 10.00. Besides picks would be misinter-
preted as a regular action which is a main meaning
peculiar to the present tense.

Secondly, the present tense in reference to the
future doesn’t always substitute the future indefinite:
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When does the train to Karagandy leave?

Kapazanovizanoezoxawarnicypedi?

When will the train to Karagandy leave?

Kapazanoviza noeso xawan scypedi exen enoi?

Lastly, present indefinite in reference to the fu-
ture is used in questions like «Why don’t you...»,
«How long+be+for»:

Why don’t you take a day off tomorrow?

How long are you here for?

Worthy of notice is also an independent use of
will/shall+Progressive Infinitive as future-as-a-mat-
ter-of-course that is quite tempting.

Epme me xew ne on da yiinenedi.

Sooner or later, she too will be getting married.

Acxap 6yein keameudi. On ayvipvin Kanosl

Bob will not be coming. He has been taken ill.

Instead of will/shall + Progressive Infinitive
Kazakh, speaking communicants would use will/
shall +Infinitive and would translate them as: will
get married, will not come.

In order to avoid the collision between modal
and future meanings of will, Future Indefinite is
substituted by Future Continuous. For instance,
instead of«l won’t see him againyimplying two
meaning — I don’t want to see him again and I won’t
see him again — «I won’t be seeing him again»is
used in the latter meaning. Also:

[ certainly will be sending to you the manuscript
of material that I have prepared on Understanding
English (extract from the letter of the prominent
linguist Nida)

In the above meaning Future Continuous is
similar to that of«be going to + Infinitive» and runs
in parallel with it.

I will be working or I am going to work all day
tomorrow, so I won’t have time to stop.

As you may have noticed to one Kazakh sen-
tence correspond several English sentences and
each corresponding sentence is interchangeable or
vice versa to certain degree. The choice of them de-
pends on the context or situation in which the source
utterance is given and requires good knowledge and
skill on the part of a translator.

Results and discussion

Ways of translating «ranbi\remni, Kambl\Keni+
Typ\KateIip\oThIp» forms into English.

Xacen Koowca masel da oscasvikcols Oipeyoiy
Kanbl moeineeni mypeanvin ykmol (Yesenberlin I,
2007:358).

Someone’s death was soon to follow (Yesenber-
lin I, 2000: 235).
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On xopowo 3HAN umMoO eciu 3aceemumuvcs
paoocmblo cepogamule 2nasa U YivlOKA mMpoHem
KOHYUKU pMma Yy IMUupa mo 6blms uvell mo cmepmu.
(Yesenberlin 1., 1986b: 59).

We can infer from «rerinreni Typ» that someone
was doomed to die. This meaning is rendered by«was
to +V» that refers to something that is destined to
happen as well and coincides with that of Kazakh in
the given context.

SAceiapl mankansl oThIpchiH (Yesenberlin 1.,
2007:371).

Now you are going to carry out a massacre in the
town of Yassi (Yesenberlin 1., 2000: 246).

ThI nzeub ceiyac 3aTONUTh KPOBBIO HAIll TOPO/T
Sccewt (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b: 69).

«IIIaby»is replaced by a word combination
«carry out a massacre». Here we observe full
correspondence between the Kazakh «kanb» and
the English «be going to V» (both sentence refer to
a speaker’s present intention).

One more example: Cendep Katimxeni
mypcoiyoap? (Yesenberlin 1., 2007: 309).

What are you going to do? (Yesenberlin I,
2000: 191).

Ymo vl cobupaiimecwv deramv? (Yesenberlin 1.,
1986b: 124).

ooiimambem Koyzap xommatiuwvicer Kanoen
Lepenmen oicaxvindacxanwt ocyp (Yesenberlin I,
2007:144).

Khan Abilmambet isscheming with the Jungar
Kontaichi (Yesenberlin 1., 2000: 295).

Koumaiiuu saxwaemcs ¢ 0xcyHeapcKum KoOH-
matuiyu (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b: 124).

The English translation is rendered by Present
Simple under the influence of the Russian translation.
Present Simple doesn’t serve to indicate the future
fulfillment of the present intention or determination.
My version is: Khan Abilmambet is going to scheme
with the JungarKontaichi.

Kenep »xwumer Ecin OoifplHAarsr Oip ayKaTThl
amamra Oepreni oTeipran ['ayhapabl oke miemeci
KEepyeHIe ilecin casxaT KYphIl Oapa >kaTKaH Oip
TOI KbI3 O030ananapra Kocsln xidoepreH (Yesenber-
lin I., 2007: 350).

Gauhar, with a group of girls who were getting
married soon, went with the caravan (Yesenberlin I.,
2000:231).

C rpynmoii JeBymeK KOTOPBIM MPEACTOSIIO
B Omwkaiiliee Bpems BBIMNTH 3aMyXX Moexaja ¢
kapaBaHoM U ['ayxap (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b: 54).

Gauhar’s marriage that is expected to take place
soon after a definite past moment is rendered by the
Past Continuous.
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Hdon oceipait mesringe Oip kyni Llanraii
Cozakran kxenreH kepyenmrineH Jlavbip KoxaHbiH
Oanacbl CY3€KTEH KaWThIC OOJBIN JKecip KalraH
KyHcanaHs! «ara eJce jkeHre Mypa, iHi eJice KeliH
Mypa» IereH Ka3aKTBIH KeHE IoCTypi OoifbIHIIA
KOJKaHBIH YJIKeH OajlacblHa Oepreii »aThlp JIereH
xabapabl ectuni (Yesenberlin L., 2007: 327).

But Shagai heard from a mouth of a caravan
driver who had arrived in Tashkent from Soazak,
that the son of Suleiman-Kodzhi had died of an ul-
cer, and his wife Kunsan was going, according to the
law of «amengerstva»-the succession of the wives
among relatives, to be given to the eldest son of the
ruler Sozak (Yesenberlin 1., 2000: 214).

Ho kxak To u3 ycT KapaBaHIIMKa MPHOBIBLIETO
B Tamkent w3 Co3akaoH yCHBINIAT YTO CBIH
CyneiiMaHa X0JKbI yMEP OT MOPOBOH SI3BBI, & JKEHY
€ro coOMparoTcsi Mo 3aKOHY aMaHrapcTBa IepeeM-
CTBCHHOCTH MEX]y POJCTBCHHUKAMH TMEpPeaaTh
crapmreMy coiny npasutens Co3aka (Yesenberlin 1.,
1986b: 35).

«bepreui xatbIpy is substituted by «was going to
be given» as the former is given in the past context.
Here we observe full correspondence between the
grammatical meanings of two forms: both of them
express a future intention planned in advance viewed
from the past though Active Voice in the original is
replaced by Passive Voice in translation.

Mbuina wewenepiy cvlibasa aken eHoi mapazanvl
omuip (Auyezov M., 1989: 419).

My son, your mothers and the elder women
are preparing to go separate ways (Auyezov M.,
1977:91).

Cvin  Oopoeoii megou mamepu u cmapuiue
HesecmKu npuneciu yeowenue. Tenepb mvl cooupa-
emcs pacxooumvbcs (Auyezov M., 1982: 69).

JKuen aza maevl 6ip Kayinmi ic manceipaisl
MYPMbIH.

Zhienaga I want to ask you to do something very
important (Yesenberlin 1., 2000: 171).

Kuen aea s xouy nopyyums 6am 00HO 8ANCHOE
oeno (Yesenberlin 1., 1986a: 200).

As you may have noticed the Kazakh «-rambr
OTBIP, -FaJlbl JKATHIP, -FANIBI JKYP, -Fasibl Typ» forms
are rendered by:

is/are preparing+V

want/wants+V

am/is/are going to +V

Ways of translating MakcarTbl Kejiep I1aK into
English

Ilon ocwl ke30e bynapea OOIKAlbIY ICKePIHiK
Kene ocamkanvl o2an dxcaxvinoa Apkaoan Caomexe
bacmasan KO Kenin KOCbLIMAK 0e2eH Xabap icemmi

(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:351).

And, soon «usin kulaky, the famous steppe long
ear, brought news that Sameke khan’s cavalry was
going to join up with Abulkhair (Yesenberlin I,
2000:231).

A 6ckope Y3YHKYIAK 3HAMEHUMOE CHMenHoe
ONIUHHOE YXO NPUHEC BECMU U O OBUICEHULl KOHHULbL
Camexe xana uoyweeo na coeourenue ¢ Abyaxaupom
(Yesenberlin I., 1986b:54).

Here we have full correspondence, general
grammatical meaning attached to both sentences
being future fulfillment of premeditated intention
viewed from the Past.

Also the same can be noted in the following sen-
tence but viewed from the present:

Katicvicbimbizovl meyin kemnek? (Yesenber-
linl, 2007:351).

Whom is he going to give a kick this time? (Yes-
enberlin 1., 2000:231).

Koeo on cobupaemcs nnyms nocou na smom
pas meus unu Aonas? (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:54).

Kanoaii 3ynvim  edi A6oonna! Ozine Kac
cyrimanoapuin 0ip Oipine audan canvin On OHAU
Jrcenicke ocemnex Kou! He oyn omwiy Heeizei aii-
aacel ocviiau on Camapkanm cyamamoapvii 0d
xypmnax... (Yesenberlin 1., 2007:137).

And that Emir Abdullah is cunning. He will set
the Kazakh sultans against each other, roil their
sultans up, set us against them and them against us
(Yesenberlin 1., 2000:224).

Xumep oice omup A6oynnax Emy enaenoe
noccopums KA3axcKux Cyaimanog opye ¢ Opy2oM,
nepeccopums U C80UX CYIMAHO8, HAC HAMPAGIu-
8amb HA HUX, HA KUPSUCKUX BOJICOell, meX HA HAC
(Yesenberlin I., 1986b:45).

Under the influence of the Russian translation,
so far as we are concerned with the future we will
confine ourselves only to analyzing future verb forms,
the English version is not translated grammatically
correct. That is to say, the grammatical meaning of
the English future «will» doesn’t coincide with that
of the Kazakh future «max/mex». My version of the
translation is: And that Emir Abdullah is cunning.
By setting his enemy-sultans against each other he
is easily going to succeed! No doubt this is his main
method.....I suppose he is going to do away with
Samarkhand sultans in the same way.

Exi »xakterg ockepi Llwmem TyceiHOa TyHicrek
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:343).

The daughter relayed that both Kazakh armies
would join up at the flood land of the Shieli River
(Yesenberlin 1., 2000:228).

Jloub mepenaBana uTo 00a Ka3axCKHE BOWCKa
JIOJDKHBI COeTMHUTRCS y oMbl pekn Llnenn (Yes-
enberlin ., 1986b:59).
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Here we see the disparity between the original
sentence and its English translation in their
grammatical meanings. Neither «will» nor its past
form «would» are used to refer to planned future
actions. My version: The daughter relayed that both
Kazakh armies were going to join up at the flood
land of the Shieli River.

The same mistake can be observed in the fol-
lowing translation:

Kawan renin xocviimax?
2007:348).

When will Abulkhair and Samek meet up? (Yes-
enberlin 1., 2000:230).

Kozoa sice onu 0onxcnvt ecmpemumscs Aoynxa-
up u Camexe? (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:53).

My version: When are Abulkhair and Samek
going to meet up?

An byein OHbIY 9CKePIiH 03iHeH OYPUIH UWANNAKUuLbL
001611 OMBIPMBIH.

Now I'm getting ready to give a good rebuff to
his tumens.

As you may have noticed the Kazakh «ramsr\
rem, Kambl\kedi+ TypLkaTelp\oTeIp» forms are
rendered by:

is/are getting ready to + V

am/is/are going to +V

is/are/preparing+V

Ways of translating bomkanasr xenep max into
English.

Onbl COHbIHAN KOPEPMI3.

We shall see about it later.

The meaning of prediction embedded in «ep»
which is rendered by «shall+V» fully coincides with
that of Kazakh.

Kymti exenimizai xepce coriitnap (Yesenberlin
1.,2007:170).

When they see we are strong they will respect us
(Yesenberlin 1., 2000:112).

VYBUJAT 4TO MBI CHJIBHBI CTaHYT yBaxkath (Yes-
enberlin I., 1986a:131).

Kymiciz exenimizai kepce asap (Yesenberlin 1.,
2007:170).

If we are exhausted they will only be pitying us
(Yesenberlin 1., 2000:112).

A ecnd TpUAEM HM3MOXICHHBIMH TO CTaHYT
TONBKO kaieThb. (Yesenberlin 1., 1986a:131).

Here we have two Kazakh sentences similar in
their grammatical structure. But their translations
differ. In the first case the verb in the main clause
is rendered by «will+V» whereas in the second case
by «will be +Ving». The meaningful difference
between two translations consists in that while the
latter shows the future action in the very process of
its realization, the former points it out as a mere fact.

(Yesenberlin 1.,
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OpuHe Teyinkenai aHa >KpUIFBIIAH KYpMETTEIl
CBIpHAl KepHeJel Kapchl alaThIH IbiFapchiy (Yes-
enberlin 1., 2007:414).

Will you be welcoming your Teupkel with a
zhurna and a kernei like you did last time? (Yesen-
berlin 1., 2000:278).

Uto Kak M MpouuIbIA pa3 ¢ 3ypHOM U KapHaeM
Oyznere Bctpedats cBoero Teymkens (Yesenberlin 1.,
1986b:102).

An action that will be in progress in the future is
translated by means of will+Ving. A mocking note
attached to «CripHaii keprenmem» is well disclosed
by «with zhurna and kernei».

Ways of translating Aysicniansl kejep mak into
English

Aysicnianbel Keiep mak with neutral predictive
meaning is rendered by «will/shall+V»forms:

Kem ketiin oeti xotimac (Yesenberlin 1., 2007:170).

They will not kick us out (Yesenberlin I,
2000:112).

Ipoenams 603Mm00icHO U He npoconamsb (Yesen-
berlin 1., 1986a:131).

Kim Oyzan srcayan bepeoi?

Who would answer that question? (Yesenber-
lin 1., 2000:203).

Kmo omeemumo na smom eonpoc? (Yesenber-
linl, 1986b:22).

Opi kemce epmey KyH wwviea (Yesenberlin I,
2007:170).

They will be here not later than tomorrow (Yes-
enberlin 1., 2000:112).

There is no Future in the past in Kazakh. The
above Kazakh sentence with predictive future
meaning is given in the past context. Accordingly the
translation is rendered into English by«would+V».

Aypicmianbl Kenep mak in promises and sen-
tences with strong volitional color is rendered by
«will+Vy:

Ewxivee mic socapyuol 6oama!l (Yesenberlin I,
2007:341).

Youwon 't tell anyone (Yesenberlin 1., 2000.:227).

Tot He paccranceun!(Yesenberlin 1., 1986b.:49).

AiibbimObl  adan  KaHblMMeH — JcydmulH!
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:328).

1 will wash my guilt before you with my blood
(Yesenberlin 1., 2000:216).

Kpoevio cmoro ceoio suny neped samu (Yesen-
berlin 1., 1986b:37).

Aysicniansl kenep mak in threats (with all per-
sons) and in promises (only with the first persons) is
rendered by «shall+V»:

Ceniy Oyn wewimindi Men Yivl KOHMAuuibliaa
KyHi epmey ax oicemiizemin (Yesenberlin I,
2007:423).
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1 shall pass your decision to the Great Kontaichi
in so many words and all tumens will come to you in
Irghis (Yesenberlin 1., 2000:284).

Tax u cxasicy npo makoe peutenue GeIUKOMY
konmatiuu (Yesenberlin I., 1986b:158).

In prophetic statements Aybicnianibl Kejep IaK
is rendered by «will/shall+V» forms:

Kuipvixka xenmeni mabvimma scamcay omipiy
y3ak bonaowvl exen (Yesenberlin 1., 2007:495).

A person who is in his prime dreams about his
own death will live to ripe old age.

Komy cuumces cobcmeennas cmepmos 60 ygeme
nem momy odicums 00 cmapocmu aem (Yesenber-
linl, 1986b:158).

Cen oncen KyHi yweyi ywl dcakka wvlovipan
xemeOi exen (Yesenberlin I., 2007.:495).

But on the day of your death the Zhuzes will take
three separate paths.

Ho 6 denv meoeii cmepmu pazoudymcs smu
agrcyzel 6 mpex Hanpasnenusx (Yesenberlin I,
1986b:158).

Here «be going to+V» is also used:

An asx ocacvlnOoa mypean ypim OYmMAagblHbly
iwinen 6ipi Kypan okvin 0ipi Kaudcap Kaupaca
Yanuoiy ypnasgvinan wvlkkan 6ip myKblMblY AMbIH
Kazazoa an Kaceimnan myean 6ip danray amavin
manoanoa Kaaowipaowl exen (Yesenberlin I,
2007:495).

One family branch is going to glorify you with
learnedness whereas the other is with sanguine bat-
tles.

Oona eemeanpociasum meds Y4eHOCMbIO
opyeas kpoeasamu oOumeamu (Yesenberlin 1.,
1986b:159).

«Be going to+V» is often used when one takes
a fatalistic view of the future. In speech the two
constructions «be going to+V» and «will+V» can
often be substituted. One more example:

bipak MeH encem nae MeHIH apMaHbIM 7
ypnarbiMaa Oip kadramaHamel (Yesenberlin 1.,
2007:519).

They say we are going to be born anew in the
seventh century.

loBopsT dYTO B CEAbMOM TOKOJECHHUU MBI
noBTopsiemcs (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:176).

XaH veM MeH KaWblH >KypThiMa OapMaiiMbIH
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:328).

I’'m not going anywhere (Yesenberlin I.,
2000:216).

Huxkyna s ve moeny (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:36).

Premeditated intention indicated by Aysicma-
Jel kenep mak is rendered into English by Present
Continuous. We see that the speaker has long been
pondering over the situation.

Ayspicnianbl kenep mak is rendered by Present
Continuous when it indicates future event anticipat-
ed by virtue of a present plan:

Kawan socone xanwa yaxvimma 6apaowt? (Yes-
enberlin 1., 2007:443).

When he is going and how long (Yesenberlin I,
2000:294).

Mbl npuckaxanu y3Hamokyoa K020a u Ha KaKoul
cpox on edem (Yesenberlinl., 1986b:122).

lviyzvic  y3axka 6apaowr (Yesenberlin I,

2007.:443).

He is departing for long (Yesenberlin I,
2000:291).

Yuneuz yedem mnadoneo (Yesenberlin I,
1986b:122).

Aysbicnianbl kenep max abundant in proverbs/
sayings are usually rendered into English by «will/
shall+V»:

Tici wvikkan banraea watinan bepeen ac boamac.

Chewed food will do no good to a large toothed
wolf.

He who talks without caution will die without
being sick.

An action that will be in progress some time lat-
er in the future denoted by Aysicniaznsl kenep max is
rendered into English by Future Continuous:

Ocbt Kamanovl Kopwian anvinbipiy Kaimai
awman eyeeeHule mou mounanou buieyoe 601amMbl3
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:168).

Next we will be feasting at your walls un-
til the last of your dies of hunger (Yesenberlin 1.,
2000:243).

Mbw1 6ydem nuposams noo sauiumu CMeHamu 00
mex nop noxka NoCreOHull U3 8ac He u300XHem om
eonooda! (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:66).

O3 buniciy KOLIHHAH KemKeH coly 0i30i dJcoHeap
bakapa ma opvic backapa ma 6apibip emec ne?
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:414).

What does it matter who will be ruling us the
Russians or Dzhungars? (Yesenberlin 1., 2000:278).

Kaxas paznuya kxmo 6yoem npagum namu-opwi-
col unu dxcyneapul(Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:102).

In Kazakh an action accomplished before a giv-
en future moment may be expressed in two ways:
1. V+eimi/inm and auxiliary words with the future end-
ings a/et+personal endings (xeminm Kajam, OiTipim
kosmbIH and etc) and 2. simply by Aysicnianibl keaep
mak forms+personal endings. And the meaning is
conveyed by Future Perfect in English.

Eeep 013 bapeanwa ap scaswinan CamexeHiy
ackepi ocemin Kanca Katimeciz?

As an example | have taken the above sentence
that wasn’t translated but left out. Here the meaning
of completeness of an action at a definite point
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in the future embedded in «xkertin kKanca» can be
rendered into English by the Future Perfect forms.
My translation is: Supposing that Sameke’s army
will have joined them by the time we get there, what
will you do then?

OO0LTKaUBIPIBIH KONBIH XeHreH Cpi0an PanTan
O13/11H JKajar Xy/Iell SpPeH JKETKEH 9CKEePMi3aiHOBIT
IIBITBIH  HIBIFAPYBl  JIAybICChI3 .TEeKKe KYpUMBI3
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:354).

If SybanRaptan could conquer Abulkhair, then
he won’t have any trouble with our weary family
and we will have died for nothing (Yesenberlin I,
2000:233).

Ecnmu Ceiban cMor mobemuth AOyixaupa TO
TeM Oollee CIPaBHTHCS C HANIMMH YTOMJICHHBIM
BOMCKOM M MBI TOTHOHEM 0e3 BCAKOM MoJIb3bI (Yes-
enberlin 1., 1986b:56).

Kpic ©Oosica kenin kanael. JKourap ockepi
JIe YPBICBIH TOKTaTambl. Apka akka 0opibip
oerremeiini (Yesenberlin 1., 2007:354).

Winter will be upon us soon. The Kontaichi will
also cease fighting. The Jungar cavalry won’t get to
our Sary-Arka (Yesenberlin 1., 2000:56).

3uma yxe He 3a ropamu. KoHrailum Ttoxe
MIpEKpaTUT BOMHY 3UMOH. JKyHrapckue KOHU He
nobepytest mo Hamieir Capwiapku. (Yesenberlin 1.,
1986b:233).

«Toxkraraney and «Oerremeiin» are both
rendered by the Future Simple: will cease and won’t
get. The former corresponds to that of Kazakh but
the latter doesn’t. The war used to cease in winter in
those times. So both «rokrarane» and «0eTremeiiai»
should be rendered by Future Continuous as that was
what was expected to happen from the speaker’s
point of view in the natural course of events. The
verb «cease» isn’t usually used in the continuous
because of its meaning. So «will cease» is quiet
appropriate but the latter one should be translated
as: The Jungar cavalry won’t be getting to our Sary-
Arka in the winter.

The same can be said of about the following sen-
tence:

Epmen xvicmayea xememiz de xvic 0otivl iHee
Kipeenoeti scamoin kanamols (Auyezov M., 1989:91).

Tomorrow we shall separate to go to our winter
quarters where we shall stay like animals in their
lairs until spring (Auyezov M., 1977: 47).

3aempa mvl pazveoumcs no 3uUMOBbAM U 00
BECHbL HAM NPUOEMCST NPOCcUdemb KAk 6 HOpax
(Auyezov M., 1982:69).

My variant: Tomorrow we will be going to our
winter quarters where we will have to stay like
animals in their lairs until spring?
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An  meei ativipvinia Kewnecex Katimeciy?
(Auyezov M., 1989:91).

But what if we don’t separate? (Auyezov M.,
1977:47).

A umo eciu He Oydem pasvezdcamvcs?
(Auyezov M., 1982:69).

With reference to the future Present Simple is
usually used in questions beginning with «why
don’t you....», «How long+betfor», «What if...»:

Oni mypa myp! bacvigoa yKiy 2ok 0en KUblLivlk,
canaovl (Auyezov M., 1989:180).

You are going to be tortured very soon and very
soon. There are no feathers in our hat to begin with
(Auyezov M., 1977: 236).

Bom mebs u wmaunym mepsamo npedcoe
6ce20 nonadem 3a Mo YMo HA WANKe Hem nepves
(Auyezov M., 1982:292).

HereAysicnanbl kenep mak is rendered by«be
going to+Vy, the form which is used to predict the
future on the basis of present evidence. Here the
present evidence is «bacbiHma ykiH kok» that is
«There are no feathers in our hat to begin with!»

Men gatimeuiin? bapvin mypuin ouLimuipesbioail
Keyoeze Kakmuipam 6a? (Yesenberlin 1.,2007:311).

What am I to do? Shall I go there to be kicked
in the chest as last year? (Yesenberlin 1., 2000:193).

Ymo 5 dondicen denamov? Momu camomy u nouy-
Yums NUHOK 6 2py0b?

«MeH Kaiiteitiny is substituted by the English set
phrase «What am I to do?». In the second sentence
Aysbicnianbl kenep mak is rendered by «shall+Vy.
Here the speaker asks after the will of the person
addressed.

Kypewmiz! XKakprana xaiitamer3! (Auyezov M.,
1989:168).

We are going home! Home! (Auyezov M.,
1977:97).

Enem nmomoii! Bosppammaemcs! (Auyezov M.,
1982:134).

Two Kazakh sentences are integrated into one
and Aysicniansl Kenep Iax is substituted by Present
Continuous referring the action to the immediate
future.

Muipza cendepee carem aumadvl epmey Kon
Kicimen ocvinOa xenedi. Mynoa boeocetl Baticanoap
0a xenedi. CoHabl IHCUHANBIC JiCaHe Keaicim Yiken
yuoe 6onaovl. (Auyezov M., 1989:177).

Mpuvipza nepedaem npugem. 3aempa npuedem
ciooa ¢ eocmamu. Cé6op u oxoHuamenvbHoe npu-
Mupenue 6yoym y eac 8 borvuiom oome (Auyezov M.,
1982: 141).

Myrza sends his greetings. Mane quests will
arrive tomorrow. Bozhei and Baisal will be here too.
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The gathering and the final reconciliation is to take
place in the Great House (Auyezov M., 1977:102).

The last three Kazakh sentences are in Aybicrias
kenep mak; the second and the third sentences. are
rendered into English by «will+V» and the last one
by «be to+V». In «oceiHaa kenemi» the future action
that is to take place at the time mentioned has been ar-
ranged in advance. «Will/shall+V» forms are not used
to denote arranged future actions. As to the last sen-
tences I fully agree with the translation as«be to+V»
form is usually used to denote arranged future actions
when there are not any future time indicators. My
version is: Myrza sends his greetings. He is coming
here with many quests tomorrow. Bozhei and Baisal
are coming too (Bozhei and Baisal will be here too is
also possible). The gathering and the final reconcili-
ation is to take place in the Great House. The same
mistake has been made in the following sentences:

Ocbl Hamas ocvl acmuly yecmine onap 0a Kenedi
oHvl ecmiodiny 6e? (Auyezov M.,1989:159).

Have you heard that he’ll attend the service
in the mosque and take part in the Mirza’s feast?
(Auyezov M., 1977:126).

Tol cvian ymo oH npuedem u 6 mMeuems U Ha
NPazoOHUK K MbIp3e.

My version is: Have you heard that he is also
coming to attend the service in the mosque and take
part in the Mirza’s feast?

Ocol Ypkimbait Kaszmen Kapama ymieyiHHiH
aybpUTBIHIa cus3 Oomansl (Auyezov M., 1989:59).

Gathering is to be held in you aul (Auyezov M.,
1977:59).

B Bammx aymax cocroutcs che3n (Auyezov M.,
1982: 86).

«Cus3 bonanei»is rendered by «be to+V» form.
The both forms indicate a future event already
determined in the present.

Conul Kati xati ayviiea caramuis (Auyezov M.,
1989:112).

From what auls are we to take them?
(Auyezov M., 1977.:60).

C «kaxux aynos
(Auyezov M., 1982:87).

Aysicniansl kenep mak is rendered by «be to+V»:
the speaker is asking for an instruction.

Tenoi wewmipme! Epmey mazvl
(Auyezov M., 1989:47).

Don’t order the packs to be undone! We travel
on tomorrow (Auyezov M., 1977:92).

He senu pazssasvieamsv moxu u cmagums 10pmul.
3asmpa oname osunemcs (Auyezov M., 1982: 70).

«Epren Tarel xemeciHy is translated as «We
travel on tomorrow». Here the speaker informs his
addressee of part of his plan.

0ydem  cobupams  ux?

Kouteciy

Men OojcaM eHJII KallaHFbl KeHe Oepelin!
Kammanrs! Kyp Kana 6epeifin!

How long shall we endure? Shall we remain
long disinherited?

CkoIbKO e MHe TepreTs emie? Jlonro nu cu-
JIeTh 000 AeHHBIM?

The English translation is wrong. «Shall» with
the first person in the interrogative sentences is
used to ask after the will of the person addressed.
My version is: How long are we going to endure it?
How long are we going to remain disinherited?

Kene owcamkan apevin epeyinuiinepine Kapcol
wivlknail 60 macaniai mypauvix!

We are leaving.

Mbt yxooum.

The Kazakh analytical form of verb with the
restrictive meaning imposed on the action in «0oii
Tacanail Typaibeiky is rendered by Present Continu-
ous. Present Continuous is used to refer actions to
the immediate future.

bap orcaxcvicoin masvl 0a Kyoaiibepoi manoan
Menwikmen Koa0vl. Tayoayavicvin anam. Anvin kenem.
Ocut ocon ma! Kepep-axnvin! (Auyezov M., 1989:102).

Kudaiberdi of course will take the best! But
I'll pick some too. We’ll see who gets the best
(Auyezov M., 1977: 177).

Koneuno Kyoaiibepou 3abepem camvix xopo-
wux! A mooce ombepy cebe u npugedy! Ilocmo-
mpum ubu 6yoym nyuwe! (Auyezov M., 1982:140).

The first English translation «Kudaiberdi of
course will take the best» doesn’t coincide with
the original sentence «bap >XakCBICHIH Tarbl J1a
KynaitOepi TaHan MEHIIIKTEI KOSAB in the given
context. Here «rapmamn MeHmikren Kosae» has the
grammatical meaning of Past-in-the-Future. It could
be rendered by Future Perfect but it is impossible as
Future Perfect requires a point of orientation in the
future and with no time reference Future Perfect is
usually used to make prediction about the present.
As to «Kudaiberdi of course will take the besty it
does render the additional meaning of annoyance
attached to «bap sxakceichiH Tarbl na Kynaiibepui
TaHaI MEHIIIKTe KoaIel» but the original sentence
has nothing to do with the meaning of insistence the
form «will» has, it rather expresses Kudaiberdi’s
future intention in the given situation. My version
is: I know Kudaiberdi is going to take the best as
usual. But I'll pick some too. We’ll see who gets the
best. Here 1 used meaning extension and translated it
by rendering the effect «Tanman MEHIIKTEN KOSABI»
(will have taken) by its cause «is going to take».

When used as a predicate in the future context
«OKOK» acquires a future meaning and is rendered
into English by future tense forms. For example:
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Men cendepee enoi owcoxnvir(Yesenberlin I,
2007:153).

I'm leaving you (Yesenberlin 1., 2000:153).

A noxuoaro eac (Yesenberlin I, 1986a:179).

The effect «oxoxnwIn is translated by its cause
«leaving you»

Men Oyn ToOBIHAA >KOKIBIH (Auyezov M.,
1989:52).

But you’ll be fighting alone (Auyezov M.,
1977:75).

The cause «TOOBIHZA >KOKIBIH» is translated
by its effect «you’ll be fighting alone». Here the
meaning is: «I won’t be with you so you’ll be
fighting alone.

Onau 6onca eopiciy y3axkka 6apmaiiovl eKeH
(Yesenberlin 1., 2007:341).

If you will be so...so heartless, so you won'’t go
far.

Ecnu 6yoews maxum beccepOeunvim mo 0anexko
He yudeutv (Yesenberlin I., 1986b:48).

In the principal clause Aybicnansl kenep Imax is
rendered by Future Simple. As a rule, in conditional
sentences Present Simple is used in reference to the
future in the subordinate clauses. But in our case in
the subordinate clause «will+V» is used as a modal
verb in the meaning of persistence, insistence.

Kazakh nouns denoting some kind of action
when used as a predicate in the future context are
rendered by Future Simple:

Tex kimuiny onepi acca con meriy Kanraywvim (Yes-
enberlin 1., 2007: 419).

But I will give a place in my heart only to the
one who wins the competition (Yesenberlin I,
2000:281).

Ho kmo sviuepaem 6 cocmszanuu moeo u npumy
6 ceoe cepoye (Yesenberlin 1., 1986b:106).

The Kazakh noun «kamayerm» is converted into
English verb in translation and is rendered by Future
Simple.

Conclusion

Every language has a specific system, which
differs from that of any other. This is all the more
so with respect to English and Kazakh whose
grammatical systems are morphologically and
genetically heterogeneous. English belongs to the
Germanic group language. The Kazakh pertains to
The Turkic group of the Altaic family concerning
the morphological type. English is inflected and
notable for its analytical character. Kazakh is an
agglutinative language.

As to grammar, the principle means of
expression in language, possessing an analytical
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character is the order of words and use of function
words (grammatical inflections, function words,
word order, and intonation pattern).

The grammatical inflections are the principle
means used in Kazakh. Though the rest of
grammatical means are also used but they are of less
frequency than the grammatical inflections.

There are a number of ways of expressing future
time in English: will/shall +infinitive be going to +
Infinitive, Present Progressive, Simple Present, be
to +Infinitive and etc. These verbsforms all have
their particular nuances of meaning, and are far
from being interchangeable. Though in many, but
not all situations, two or more structures are possible
with similar meanings. Accordingly, to one Kazakh
sentence correspond several Englishsentences and
each corresponding sentence is interchangeable
or vice versa to certain degree. The choice of
them depends on the context or situation in which
the source utterance is given and requires good
knowledge and skill on the part of a translator. The
choice factors work symmetrically in both coding
and decoding, these activities being the roles of
the two main participants in the communication
process: the speaker/writer and the hearer/reader.
The speaker is seeking balance between his or her
intention and planned adequate understanding of his
or her intention by the speaker. The balance lies in
the language means s/he chooses. The hearer/reader
is aiming at restoring the intention of the speaker
via the language means. The translator has, in fact,
to combine both roles: first, s/he is the receiver, and
second, s/he is the sender of a recoded message.
S/he has to correlate the understood intention
of the source-language speaker with a possible
interpretation of the receiver via a consensual
domain of more or less adequate grammatical means
in the target language. S/he has to deal with a field
of possible translation choices, a field of possible
grammatical event patterns united on the basis of
an interlinguistic consensual domain of universal
semantic dimensions.

Translators, as linguistic and communication
mediators, should be conscious about the structure
of the text in the source language in order to be able
to decode the message and, at the same time, encode
the message into the target language. However, in
the performance of this activity, more than only one
element plays a role. That is why translators must
be skilful to realize how these small changes in the
surface structure of the text can modify the message
meaning

The translator should understand perfectly the
content and intention of the author whom he is



M. Malgaazhdar

translating. The principal way to reach it is reading
all the sentences or the text completely so that you
can give the idea that you want to say in the target
language because the most important characteristic
of this technique is translating the message as clearly
and natural as possible.

The translator should have a perfect
knowledge of the language from which he is
translating and an equally excellent knowledge
of the language into which he is translating.
At this point, the translator must have a wide
knowledge in both languages of getting the
equivalence in the target language, because the
deficiency of the knowledge of both languages
will result in a translation without logic and
sense. The translation task becomes a complex
process where either linguistic or non-linguistic
elements provide the text with that nuance that
makes it unique. For this reason, translators
should demonstrate that they have developed
both linguistic and communicative competence
in the languages involved in their translating
exercise in order to solve possible problems they
may face during their professional practice.

Proceeding from our comparative analysis of
the Kazakh sentences and their English translations
we can state that in translating from Kazakh into
English the context in which the original utterance
is given plays key role in the choice factors of
future tense forms, for the wrong choice of the
grammatical form may misinterpret the source
utterance distorting its meaning and can cause
misunderstanding on the part of the TL readers
as is the case with many English translations that
have been wrongly rendered above.

Due to the syntactical, morphological and
structural differences of the Kazakh and the English
languages a translator has to make transformations

English by Future-in-the-Past.

in the process of translation. During our analysis
the most common observed transformations the
translator resorted to are:

omission,

addition,

transposition,

change of grammatical forms,

generalization,

antonymic translation,

meaning extension,

sentence integration, and

sentence fragmentation.

AysbIcniansl kenep mak, the most frequently tense
form used in speech can be rendered into English
by 6 ways and the choice of them depends on the
context and the situation they are given in.

Bomxanapl kenep mak, mostly rendered into
English by Future Simple,due to its meaning of
supposition inherent to it may be rendered by modal
verbs in some cases.

«Fansr/reni, kampl/keni» forms, the meaning of
which coincide with that of«be going to+V»form
are sometimes rendered into English by «want\
wants+V» when the speaker is talking about his/her
intention.

MakcatTbl Kenep mak and «Faibl/Teni, Kaibl/
kem» forms are mostly translated into English by
«be going to+V» form. But during our comparative
analysis we found that they have been rendered in
some cases into English as «are\is getting ready/
preparing+Vy.

There is no Future-in-the-Past, to be exact special
forms to express it in the Kazakh grammar. But in
Kazakh Aywicniansl kenep mak, bomkanmsl kenep
mak, MakcarTel kenep mak and other analytical
forms with the future meaning may denote actions
that are viewed from the past if given in the past
context. Accordingly, they can be rendered into

References

Auyezov M. (1989). Abaizholy: Abai. Birinshikitap [Abai. Book 1]. Almaty: Zhazushi, 419,91,180,168,177,159,59,112,47,102,52

pp. (in Kazakh)

Auezov M. (1977). Abai. Book one. Moskow: Foreign languages publishing house, 47, 236, 97, 102, 126, 59, 60, 92, 177, 75 pp.
Auyezov M. (1982). Put Abaya: Abai. Tom1 [Abai. Book 1]. Moskva: Hudozhestvennayaliteratura, 69, 134, 141, 86, 87, 70,

140 pp. (in Russian)

Bondarko A. V. (1975). On field theory in grammar diathesis and its field. Linguistics,157 p.
Bondarko A. V. (1987). Vvedeniye: Osnovnayafunktsionalnayagrammatika[Introduction: Foundations of functional grammar],

11-13 pp. (in Russian)

Humboldt W. von. http://www.weltkreis.com/mauthner/humb.htlm.
Malgaazhdar M. (2008).The translation techniques of rendering future tense forms from Kazakh into English. Master’s disserta-

tion. Almaty,40-60 pp.

Maturana H. R. (1970).Biology of Cognition. BCL Report No0.90. Urbana. University of Illinois. Department of Electrical En-

gineering. Biological Engineering laboratory, 50-55 pp.

241



Translation techniques of rendering future tense forms from Kazakh into English

Yesenberlin 1. (2007).Koshpendiler[The nomads]. Almaty:Koshpendilerbaspasy,358, 371, 309,144, 350, 327, 351, 137, 343,
348, 170, 414, 170, 341, 328, 423, 495, 519, 328, 443, 168, 414, 354, 311, 341, 419 pp.(in Kazakh)

Yesenberlin 1. (2000). The Nomads. Almaty,235,246,191,295,231, 214,171,231,224,228,230,112, 278,112,203,227,216,284,29
1,243,273, 233,56,193,153,281 pp.

Yesenberlin I. (1986a). Kochevniki. Knigal [The nomads. Book 1]. Alma-Ata: Zhazushi, 131,179pp. (in Russian)

Yesenberlin 1. (1986b).Kochevniki. Kniga2 [The nomads. Book 2]. Alma-Ata: Zhazushi, 59,69,129,54,45, 50,53,102,22,49,37,
158,159,176,36,56,233,66,48,106 pp. (in Russian)

Yule G. (1988). The study of language. Cambridge university press, 18 p.

Yurchenko V. (1994).Realnoyevremyaistrukturayazika[Real time and the structure of language]. Saratov:Pedinstitute, 8-9 pp.
(in Russian)

Yurchenko V. (1995). Ocherkpofilosofiygrammatiki [Essay on the philosophy of grammar]. Saratov:Pedinstitute, 15-19 pp. (in
Russian)

Jluteparypa

Bondarko A.B. On field theoryin grammar diathesis and its field. — Linguistics, 1975. — 157p.

Bonnapko A.B. Beenenne: OcHoBHast (pyHKIMOHANIBHAS rpamMmarrka. — 1987. — C.11-13.

Maturano H. R.Biology of Cognition. BCL Report No.90. Urbana. University of Illinois. Department of Electrical Engineering.
Biological Engineering laboratory. — Urbana:University of Illinois, 1970. — 50-55 pp.

IOpuenko B. PeanbHoe Bpemst u cTpykTypa s3bika. — Caparos: [lenuncturyt, 1994. — C. 8-9.

IOpuenko B. Ouepk o ¢punocoduu rpammaruku. — Caparos: Ilequacruryt, 1995.— C. 15-19.

Yule G. The study of language. — Cambridge University Press, 1988. — 18p.

Humboldt. Wilhelm. http://www.weltkreis.com/mauthner/humb.htlm.

Malgaazhdar M. The translation techniques of rendering future tense forms from Kazakh into English. Master’s dissertation. —
Almaty, 2008. —40-60 pp.

Ecen6epmun U. Kemmenminep. — Anmarsr: Kenmenninep bacmacer, 2007.-358, 371, 309, 144, 350, 327, 351, 137, 343, 348,
170,414, 170, 341, 328, 423, 495, 519, 328, 168, 414, 354, 311, 341, 419 66.

Yesenberlin I.Nomads. — Almaty, 2000. -235, 246, 191, 295, 231, 214, 171, 231, 224, 228, 230, 112, 278, 112, 203, 227, 216,
284,291, 243, 273, 233, 56, 193, 153, 281 pp.

Ecen6epmun U. Kouesnuku. Kanral. — Anva Ara: XKasymsr, 1986. — C. 131, 179.

Ecen6epmun U. KoueBnuku. Kuura2. — Anma Ata: XKasymer, 1986. — C. 59, 69, 129, 54, 45, 50, 53, 102, 22, 49, 37, 158, 159,
176, 36, 56, 233, 66, 48, 106.

Oye3oB M.AGaii sxombl: AbGaii. bipinmi kitan.— Anvater:XKasymsr, 1989.— 419, 91, 180, 168, 177, 159, 59, 112,47, 102, 52 66.

Auezov M. Abai. Book One. — Moskow: Foreign languages publishing house, 1977. — 47, 236, 97, 102, 126, 59, 60, 92, 177,
75 pp.

AyesoB M. I1yte Abas. Tom nepBbiii. — Mockpa: XynoxecTBeHHas iuteparypa, 1982. — C. 69, 134, 141, 86, 87, 70, 140.

242



	_GoBack

