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КЛЮЧЕВЫЕ 

СЛОВА: 

 

Machine translation (MT) systems and chatbots are now widely used to translate culturally 

loaded language, including proverbs and idioms, which form a core layer of folklore and 

literary language. Lawrence Venuti's distinction between domesticating and foreignizing 

translation, building on Schleiermacher [8], is the standard framework for describing how a 

translation treats the "foreign" [10]. Uzbek translation studies has long framed the translation 

of proverbs and idioms in closely related terms, as a problem of adequacy and of preserving 

national colour [5, 7]. However, Venuti's framework was developed for human translators 

who make deliberate choices, not for MT systems. The question is especially relevant for 

Uzbek, which is classified as a low-resource language in natural language processing, so MT 

systems tend to behave unevenly and unpredictably with it [4, 9]. In addition, idioms are 

already a known weak point for neural MT, since such systems often translate them too 

literally [2]. Venuti's concepts assume a translator who takes a deliberate, ethical stance 

toward the foreign text. An MT system, however, takes no stance: it simply outputs whatever 

its training data makes most probable. Therefore, it remains unclear whether "domestication" 
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and "foreignization" can meaningfully describe MT output at all, particularly for a low-

resource Turkic language such as Uzbek. The aim of this study is to determine whether 

Venuti's domestication–foreignization distinction can describe how Google Translate and 

ChatGPT render Uzbek proverbs and idioms into English, and to propose adjusted concepts 

where the original distinction does not apply. 

Results 

1. Method: five Uzbek items (three proverbs, two idioms) were translated once by each 

system in August 2026. The outputs were classified using Baker's strategies for translating 

idioms [1], with an additional "close translation" category. 

2. The two systems agreed on three of the five items and differed on the remaining two. 

3. ChatGPT used substitution, the clearest form of domestication, on three of the five 

items, while Google Translate used it on only one. In both cases where the systems differed, 

ChatGPT's output was the more domesticating one. 

4. Two factors appear to drive domestication: how well established the English equivalent 

of an expression is, and the type of system, since a general-purpose chatbot tends to substitute 

more readily than a dedicated translation service. 

5. A new distinction is proposed: strategic domestication, a translator's deliberate choice 

as described by Venuti, versus retrieval domestication, which occurs when a system merely 

reproduces an equivalent pair already present in its training data. This is illustrated most 

clearly by the idiom "kill two birds with one stone," which both systems produced identically. 

6. For close, literal MT output, the term default literalism is proposed instead of 

"foreignization," since such output reflects no genuine stance toward the foreign text [3]. 

7. Retrieval domestication raises an ethical concern: it is invisible, since there is no 

translator whose choices can be questioned, cultural images silently disappear, and some 

Uzbek–English equivalent pairs may in fact be inherited from Russian–English translation 

resources. 

Conclusion 

Venuti's concepts of domestication and foreignization remain useful for analyzing MT 

output, but they need adjustment. Both Google Translate and ChatGPT domesticate Uzbek 

proverbs and idioms, but not uniformly: domestication is strongest when a well-established 

English equivalent exists, and the general-purpose chatbot substitutes more readily than the 

dedicated translation service. The two new terms proposed in this study, retrieval 

domestication and default literalism, are offered as hypotheses for larger studies, given the 

small sample size of this pilot study. A natural next step is to examine these units in their 

literary context, for example by comparing the proverbs and idioms in Reese's English 

translation of Qodiriy's O'tkan kunlar [6] with machine translations of the same passages, 

setting a translator's choices directly against a system's probabilities. 
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