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Abstract: This article addresses a gap in translator and interpreter education in Uzbekistan: the near-total
pedagogical separation of simultaneous interpreting (SI) and written translation as distinct skill sets, despite both
being organized around the same theoretical core — the pursuit of equivalence between source and target text.
Drawing on equivalence theory (Nida, Catford, Koller, Vinay and Darbelnet) and process-oriented interpreting
studies (Gile, Péchhacker, Seleskovitch and Lederer), the article develops a comparative conceptual framework
that identifies where equivalence-seeking mechanisms in Sl and written translation converge and where they
diverge, and translates this framework into a staged pedagogical model. The model is illustrated with constructed
Uzbek—-English example pairs and proposes a four-stage instructional sequence — awareness-raising, contrastive
analysis, mode-specific strategy training, and integrated assessment — suitable for master's-level translation and
interpreting programs. The article is conceptual and methodological in nature; it does not report new
experimental data but proposes a framework intended for empirical piloting in subsequent classroom-based
research.

Keywords: Translation equivalence, simultaneous interpreting, written translation, translator training,
comparative pedagogy, Uzbek language.

Introduction: Equivalence remains one of the most Were unrelated disciplines rather than two applications

debated yet indispensable concepts in translation ©f @ single underlying competence: the ability to

studies. Since Nida and Taber's (1969) distinction
between formal and dynamic equivalence, scholars
have repeatedly shown that the relationship between
a source text and its target-language rendering cannot
be reduced to a single, mode-independent notion of
“sameness.” What counts as an adequate equivalent in
a written legal document differs markedly from what
counts as adequate in the compressed, time-pressured
output of a simultaneous interpreter. Yet in many
interpreting curricula,

Uzbekistan,
translation and simultaneous interpreting (SlI) are

university translation and

including those offered in written

taught in separate courses, by separate instructors,
with separate assessment criteria — as though they
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reconstruct meaning, function, and effect across
languages under different constraints.

This separation has pedagogical costs. Students trained
exclusively in written translation often struggle, on
entering interpreting practice, to accept the higher
tolerance for omission and generalization that oral,
real-time equivalence requires. Conversely, students
trained primarily as interpreters can underuse the

reflective, multi-draft strategies that written
translation affords, producing target texts that are
functionally adequate but stylistically under-

elaborated. A pedagogy that explicitly compares how
equivalence is pursued and achieved in each mode —
rather than teaching the two modes as parallel but
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disconnected tracks — offers students an integrated,
transferable understanding of what equivalence
actually requires of them in each communicative
situation.

The Uzbek-language context adds a further dimension.
Uzbek morphosyntax (agglutinative structure, flexible
but pragmatically constrained word order, and a
politeness/register system distinct from Indo-European
target languages such as English or Russian) creates
that
depending on the mode of translation: word-order

equivalence problems manifest differently
restructuring that a written translator can plan across a
sentence must, in Sl, be resolved incrementally and
often anticipatorily. A pedagogy sensitive to these
language-pair-specific demands is therefore more
useful to Uzbek trainee translators and interpreters
than a generic, language-neutral equivalence
curriculum imported wholesale from English-language

methodology textbooks.

This article pursues three aims: (1) to synthesize
existing equivalence theory and interpreting process
models into a single comparative framework applicable
to Sl and written translation; (2) to illustrate, through
Uzbek—English
equivalence-seeking mechanisms differ across the two

constructed examples, how
modes; and (3) to propose a staged pedagogical model,
suitable for master's-level (magistratura) translation
and interpreting programs, that teaches comparative
equivalence analysis as an explicit, transferable
competence rather than leaving it to be inferred

separately within each mode-specific course.
METHODOLOGY

This is a conceptual and methodological article rather
than an empirical study; accordingly, its method
consists of a structured theoretical synthesis and
than data

framework-building procedure rather

collection from human subjects.
Theoretical corpus

The analysis draws on two bodies of literature. The first
is classical and contemporary equivalence theory in
translation studies, including formal and dynamic
equivalence (Nida and Taber, 1969), textual and
pragmatic equivalence (Catford, 1965), Koller's (1979)
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five-part equivalence typology, and the translation-

procedure inventory of Vinay and Darbelnet
(1958/1995). The second is process-oriented
interpreting studies, including Gile's (1995/2009) Effort
Models of simultaneous interpreting, Seleskovitch and
Lederer's (1989) théorie du sens (interpretive theory of
translation), and Péchhacker's (2004) introduction to

the cognitive and communicative constraints of

conference interpreting. Didactic literature on
translator and interpreter training, notably Kiraly's
(2000) social-constructivist model of translator

education

Equivalence-seeking mechanisms in SI and written
translation were compared along six parameters
identified as recurrent in the reviewed literature: time
constraint, dominant equivalence type, cognitive load,
availability of revision, characteristic compensation
strategies for equivalence loss, and the linguistic means
by which register and cohesion are carried. For each
parameter, the theoretical literature was used to
characterize typical behavior in each mode.

To ground the comparison in the target language pair,
the author constructed a small set of illustrative
Uzbek-English sentence pairs designed to show, rather
than statistically demonstrate, how the same source
content can require different equivalence solutions
depending on mode. These examples are illustrative
and pedagogical in function; they are not drawn from a
transcribed corpus of authentic interpreting or
translation performance and make no empirical claim
about interpreter or translator behavior in general. A
corpus-based or experimental replication of these
illustrations is identified as a direction for future
research.

The comparative framework and illustrative examples
were then translated into a staged instructional
sequence, following principles of task-based and
constructivist translator training (Kiraly, 2000), and
structured to be implementable within a standard 15-
week master's-level semester module. The model was
not piloted with students as part of this article; its
validation through classroom implementation is
proposed as the immediate next step of this research

program.
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Table 1. Comparative characteristics of equivalence-seeking in simultaneous interpreting and written

translation
Parameter Simultaneous (oral) Written translation Pedagogical implication
interpreting
Time Extreme; output Extended; revision and | Sl training must build
constraint produced in near real consultation of automaticity; written-
time under the source | reference sources translation training can
speaker's pace possible foreground reflective
analysis
Dominant Functional / dynamic Formal and semantic Learners need explicit
equivalence equivalence (Nida); equivalence often contrastive practice
type communicative effect | attainable alongside moving between the two

prioritized over form

functional equivalence

equivalence orientations

Cognitive load | High; parallel
processing of listening,
analysis, production

(Gile's Effort Models)

Sequential;
comprehension and
production stages can
be separated

Interpreting pedagogy
benefits from split-
attention exercises;
translation pedagogy
from staged drafting

Revision / self- | Minimal; errors are

Extensive; multiple

Error-analysis tasks

loss strategies | compression,

anticipation

correction largely irreversible drafts and editing should differ: real-time
once uttered cycles are standard repair strategies for S,
editing strategies for
written work
Typical Omission, Compensation, Curriculum should teach
equivalence- generalization, footnoting, mode-specific

paraphrase, borrowing
with gloss

compensation strategies
rather than a single
universal set

Register and
cohesion

Prosody and pausing
carry much cohesive
weight; syntax
simplified

Cohesion carried
lexically and
grammatically; register
can be calibrated
precisely

Comparative tasks
should contrast prosodic
vs. lexical cohesion
devices in Uzbek source
texts

The framework indicates that Sl and written translation
do not represent two unrelated skills but two
constrained applications of the same underlying
differentiated
chiefly by the time available for processing and revision
the

written/lexical) through which cohesion and register

equivalence-seeking  competence,

and by channel (oral/prosodic  versus

are carried.

The following constructed examples illustrate how a
single Uzbek source segment can require different
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target-language solutions depending on mode. English
glosses are provided for readability.

Example 1 (nominal compounding and word order).
Source (written-oriented rendering): a bureaucratic
noun phrase is rendered with full pre-modification
preserved, reproducing the formal register of the
Uzbek original in English through an equally dense
noun phrase, since a written translator can plan the
sentence in advance and revise for naturalness.
Simultaneous rendering of the same phrase, produced

incrementally as the speaker unfolds the utterance, is
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typically restructured into a shorter relative clause or
split into two clauses, trading formal density for real-
time processability —
that

processing capacity by simplifying syntactic structure

an application of Gile's

observation interpreters manage limited

under load.

Example 2 (politeness and address forms). Uzbek
honorific and address conventions that a written
translator can footnote, gloss, or render through a
calibrated English register (e.g., title plus surname, or
an explanatory apposition) in SI, typically
neutralized to a single unmarked English form, since

are,

real-time output cannot accommodate a footnote and
pausing to search for a precise register equivalent risks
losing subsequent content — illustrating the omission
and generalization strategies characteristic of oral
equivalence-seeking.

Example 3 (culture-specific reference). A culturally
is handled in written
translation through borrowing plus a bracketed gloss,
achieving both formal and pragmatic equivalence; in SI,
the same term is typically rendered through an
functional (a

specific institutional term

approximate equivalent broader

superordinate term) chosen for immediate
intelligibility, sacrificing some formal precision for
functional adequacy — consistent with dynamic-

equivalence-oriented behavior under time pressure.

These examples are intended for classroom use as
prompts for contrastive discussion rather than as
findings generalizable beyond the illustrative context in
which
instructional

they were constructed. A four-stage

sequence is proposed for teaching
comparative equivalence analysis explicitly, rather than
leaving it implicit within separate SI and written-

translation courses.

. Stage 1 — Awareness-raising: students are
introduced to equivalence typologies (Nida; Koller) and
asked to classify existing bilingual text pairs (one
written, one transcribed oral) by dominant equivalence
type, the
comparative work that follows.

building metalinguistic vocabulary for

. Stage 2 — Contrastive analysis: using paired
written and orally interpreted renderings of the same
or comparable Uzbek source material, students identify
where equivalence solutions diverge and articulate the
constraint (time, channel, revision) that plausibly
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explains the divergence, applying the six-parameter
framework from Table 1 as an analytical tool.

. Stage 3 — Mode-specific strategy training:
the
characteristic of each mode in isolation — omission,

students practice compensation strategies
generalization, compression, and anticipation for SI;
compensation, footnoting, paraphrase, and calibrated
borrowing for written translation — with instructor
feedback focused on strategy selection rather than

error-counting alone.

J Stage 4 — Integrated assessment: students
complete a paired task, producing both a written
translation and a simultaneously interpreted rendering
of related source material, and submit a short reflective
commentary explaining the equivalence choices made
in each mode; assessment rubrics evaluate not only
target-text quality but the accuracy of the student's
own account of why a given equivalence solution was
mode-appropriate.

This sequence is designed to be distributed across a
semester rather than delivered as a single unit,
allowing Stage 4 to draw cumulatively on skills built in
Stages 1-3. Within a master's-level translation and
interpreting program of the kind offered at Uzbek
universities, the proposed sequence is designed to
function as a bridging module positioned between
foundational,

mode-specific courses (introductory

written translation; introductory consecutive and
simultaneous interpreting) and advanced specialized
conference

practice (legal, technical,

interpreting/translation). Positioned in this way, the

or

module capitalizes on students' prior mode-specific
training while preparing them for advanced work in
which the ability to move fluidly between equivalence
orientations — for example, sight-translating a written
document during an interpreted meeting — becomes
professionally necessary.

DISCUSSION

The comparative framework developed here supports
the view, long argued in interpreting studies
(Seleskovitch and Lederer, 1989; Gile, 2009), that
equivalence in oral and written modes is not a matter
of degree along a single scale of “accuracy” but a
matter of differently constrained problem-solving.
Treating written translation as the unmarked, “full”
form of equivalence-seeking, against which S| appears
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as a compromised or reduced version, misrepresents
both modes: SI achieves its own form of adequate
equivalence, optimized for immediacy and
communicative effect rather than lexical or formal
fidelity. Making this distinction explicit to students —
rather than allowing it to be absorbed only implicitly
appears

pedagogical grounds, to reduce the friction students

through separate practice likely, on
report when moving between written and oral

translation practice, though this claim requires

empirical testing.
the
framework highlights that agglutinative morphology

For the Uzbek-language context specifically,

and Uzbek's politeness/address system generate
equivalence problems whose resolution is highly mode-
sensitive: strategies that work well in written
(glossing,

apposition) are largely unavailable in SI, where the

translation footnoting, elaborated
functional-equivalence orientation documented in
Example 2 and Example 3 becomes not a stylistic choice
but a that

equivalence pedagogy for Uzbek—English (or Uzbek-

structural necessity. This suggests
Russian) translator and interpreter training cannot be
adequately addressed by importing equivalence
frameworks developed primarily for typologically

closer language pairs without adaptation.

The staged model extends Kiraly's (2000) constructivist
principle that translation competence is built through
guided, authentic-task engagement rather than rule
transmission, by applying that principle specifically to
the boundary between SI and written translation — a
boundary that much existing translator-training
literature does not treat as a distinct pedagogical object
in its own right. If adopted, the model implies a modest
but than

scheduling written-translation and interpreting courses

non-trivial curricular change: rather
as fully independent tracks, programs would need at
least one bridging module, ideally positioned as
proposed, together with assessment instruments
capable of evaluating the reflective commentary called

for in Stage 4.

Limitations. As a conceptual article, this work has three
principal limitations. First, the comparative framework
in Table 1 synthesizes established theory rather than
presenting newly measured data; its parameters, while
grounded in the cited literature, have not been
independently verified for the Uzbek—English pair
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the illustrative

examples were constructed for pedagogical clarity and

through corpus analysis. Second,
do not constitute an empirical corpus; claims about
“typical” interpreter or translator behavior should be
read as hypotheses derived from the literature rather
Third, the pedagogical
proposed in theorotical corpus part has not yet been

than as findings. model
piloted with students, so its instructional effectiveness
remains untested.

Directions for future research. Three lines of empirical
follow-up would substantiate the framework proposed
here: (1) a corpus-based comparison of authentic
Uzbek—English written translations and transcribed
simultaneous interpretations of comparable source
material, to test whether the six-parameter framework
in Table 1 holds under real performance data; (2) a
classroom-based pilot of the four-stage model in
Section 3.3, with pre/post assessment of students'
ability to justify equivalence choices across modes; and
(3) comparative studies with additional Uzbek target-
language pairs (e.g., Uzbek—Russian) to test whether
the mode-sensitivity documented here for Uzbek-—
English generalizes across the language pairs most

commonly taught in Uzbek translator-training
programs.
CONCLUSION

Simultaneous interpreting and written translation are
frequently taught in Uzbek higher education as
separate disciplines, yet both are organized around the
shared theoretical problem of achieving equivalence
across languages under different constraints. This
article has proposed a comparative framework
identifying six parameters along which equivalence-
seeking diverges between the two modes, illustrated
the framework with constructed Uzbek—English

examples, and translated it into a four-stage

pedagogical model suitable for master's-level
translation and interpreting programs. The framework
and model are conceptual and are offered as a basis for
classroom piloting and corpus-based validation rather
than as an already-tested pedagogy. Making the
comparison between modes an explicit object of
instruction, rather than leaving it to be inferred
separately within mode-specific courses, is proposed as
a modest but principled step toward more integrated
translator and interpreter education in the Uzbek
context.
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