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Abstract. The article examines pressing issues related to safeguarding
the linguistic rights of foreign persons in civil proceedings of the Republic
of Kazakhstan. The purpose of the study is to conceptualize the language
of judicial proceedings and the institution of interpretation as fundamental
structural guarantees of the right to judicial protection in the context of
the internationalization of private-law disputes. The object of the research
comprises civil procedural relations involving foreign persons, while the subject
encompasses the legal mechanisms for the implementation of the principle of
the language of proceedings and the provision of high-quality interpretation.

The study has yielded the following significant findings: it is substantiated
that the language of judicial proceedings constitutes an autonomous element
of procedural form, ensuring legal certainty and equality of the parties. It is
revealed that the existing regional asymmetry in the use of the state and official
languages in Kazakhstan, along with regulatory lacunae in Article 14 of the Civil
Procedure Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan concerning criteria for the quality
of interpretation, generates risks of a formalistic approach to the realization of
the rights of foreign nationals. The authors argue that inadequate interpretation
should be classified as a substantial procedural violation distorting the
adversarial balance and the principle of “equality of arms.”

Thetheoreticalsignificanceliesinshiftingfromtheperceptionofinterpretation
as a technical service to its understanding as a legally significant procedural
act directly affecting the lawfulness of judicial decisions. The practical value
of the study consists of proposing measures aimed at the professionalization
of court interpretation, including the establishment of national registers of
certified specialists and the development of standards for assessing the quality
of linguistic assistance in the context of the digitalization of justice.
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The language of civil proceedings and interpretation as procedural guarantees for foreign persons

Introduction

In the context of the intensification of cross-border civil law relations, national legal systems
are increasingly confronted with the adjudication of private-law disputes complicated by
a foreign element, the presence of which predetermines not only heightened procedural
complexity but also the emergence of linguistic barriers that directly affect the effectiveness of
the realization of procedural rights and obligations [1]. The globalization of economic processes,
labour mobility, the expansion of international investment flows, as well as the development of
transnational family and inheritance relations, objectively contribute to the quantitative and
qualitative growth of disputes involving foreign natural and legal persons [2]. Given the growing
involvement of foreign persons in domestic jurisdictions, the proceduralization of linguistic
accessibility acquires the character of an institutional necessity, since insufficient safeguarding
of communication within proceedings undermines the effective exercise of the right to judicial
protection and impedes compliance with fair trial standards [3].

The participation of foreign persons in civil circulation inevitably entails their inclusion in
national judicial proceedings, where disputes arising from contractual, family, and inheritance
relations are examined within the framework of the competent jurisdiction, taking into
account the linguistic diversity of participants and the statutory obligation to provide language
assistance as established in civil procedural legislation [4]. In this context, multilingualism
does not constitute a merely factual circumstance of the case; rather, it forms the backbone of
procedural fairness, as it determines the degree of actual access to justice and the effectiveness
of adversarial participation. The institutionalization of interpretation mechanisms thereby
constitutes a systemic safeguard designed to prevent de facto inequality between the parties
and to ensure the substantive implementation of the principle of equality of arms.

Linguistic heterogeneity directly affects the perception, comprehension, and evaluation
of procedural actions and judicial acts by participants in the proceedings, and the quality of
interpretation is increasingly conceptualized as an element of due process and a structural
component of procedural guarantees [5]. Particular attention is paid to the correlation between
linguistic accessibility and the safeguarding of adversarial equality: deficient interpretation
generates risks of distortion of legal positions, restriction of effective participation, and
impairmentofjudicial discretion exercised on the basis ofincomplete communicative interaction.
In this regard, the procedural form requires a balanced regulatory approach oriented toward the
consolidation of guarantees ensuring the use of a language comprehensible to the participant,
the provision of qualified interpretation, and the standard-setting of quality criteria for linguistic
assistance. Such regulation corresponds to international fair trial standards and aims at the full
realization of the right to judicial protection in civil cases involving foreign persons.

The development of civil proceedings in the Republic of Kazakhstan is implemented within
the constitutional paradigm of strengthening access to justice and safeguarding fundamental
rights and freedoms [6]. Articles 13 and 14 of the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan
enshrine the universal right to judicial protection and the principle of equality before the law
and the court, thereby establishing a normative foundation for the extension of procedural
guarantees to all persons subject to the jurisdiction of the state, including foreign citizens and
stateless persons. In this constitutional architecture, linguistic rights are to be interpreted not
as auxiliary elements of procedure, but as integral components of the enforcement of equality
and non-discrimination.
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Constitutional guarantees are further specified through civil procedural legislation aimed
at the institutionalization of the principles of equality of arms and adversarial proceedings [7].
Pursuant to Art. 15 of the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan (CPC RK), equal
procedural opportunities are accorded to the parties, while the court is entrusted with the
obligation to create conditions for their effective realization. In doctrinal terms, such provisions
reflect the implementation of procedural guarantees through judicial discretion exercised
within the limits of due process and oriented toward safeguarding linguistic accessibility as a
precondition for genuine participation.

The increasing participation of foreign natural and legal persons in civil circulation is
functionally connected with the integration of the national economy into international
processes, the expansion of investment activity, labour migration, and cross-border property
and family relations (targeted until 2026) [8]. Their procedural status is determined by Art. 18
of the Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan “On the Legal Status of Foreigners in the Republic of
Kazakhstan,” which establishes that foreigners enjoy in court the same rights as citizens of the
Republic of Kazakhstan, unless otherwise provided by international treaties [9]. This normative
construction reflects the institutionalization of non-discrimination and underscores that
linguistic accessibility and interpretation are not ancillary technical measures, but constitute
structural guarantees of equality, access to justice, and the realization of fair trial standards in
cross-border litigation.

In strategic policy documents concerning the development and modernization of the judicial
system, priority is accorded to the enhancement of the quality of justice, the strengthening
of the rule of law, and the consolidation of public trust in courts, which presupposes the
institutionalization of conditions ensuring the genuine realization of procedural rights and the
safeguarding of fair trial standards. In this context, Art. 19 of the Constitution of the Republic
of Kazakhstan, guaranteeing the right to use one’s native language and to freely choose the
language of communication, acquires particular doctrinal significance, since it constitutes
a constitutional foundation for the proceduralization of linguistic rights in civil proceedings,
including in cases involving foreign persons.

The linguistic dimension of civil proceedings in the Republic of Kazakhstan demonstrates a
pronounced regional differentiation that directly affects the implementation and enforcement
of constitutional guarantees concerning the use of the state language. Despite the formal
constitutional status of Kazakh, judicial documentation at the national level remains
predominantly Russian, particularly within metropolitan jurisdictions, including courts in
Astana, Almaty, and Shymkent. In contrast, in regions such as Kyzylorda and Mangystau, a
substantial proportion of cases is conducted and documented directly in Kazakh [10].

This regional divergence indicates that the proceduralization of the language of proceedings
is determined not exclusively by the normative framework of Art. 14 of the CPC RK, but also by
the sociolinguistic composition of the population and by entrenched administrative practice
operating at the institutional level. In major urban centers, documentation is frequently drafted
in Russian and subsequently translated into Kazakh, a practice that generates terminological
inconsistency, affects legal precision, and complicates the safeguarding of linguistic rights
within the framework of due process [10]. It is emphasized that the absence of uniform state-
wide statistical consistency further impedes the objective assessment of linguistic equality
across jurisdictions and undermines standard-setting in the sphere of judicial documentation.

Digitalization, despite its potential to enhance linguistic accessibility and institutional
coherence, has not eliminated these disparities. Although platforms such as e-Sot and Sot
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kabineti provide formal bilingual functionality, inconsistencies in templates, automated
notifications, and interface standardization may, in practice, reinforce the predominance of the
Russian language [10]. In this context, digital implementation operates at a formative stage
and requires a balanced regulatory approach aimed at ensuring uniformity of procedural
communication and the institutionalization of linguistic accessibility as a systemic safeguard.

Accordingly, the distribution of language use in civil proceedings reflects a hybrid model
of constitutional bilingualism combined with de facto regional asymmetry. Given the growing
involvement of foreign persons and the expansion of cross-border litigation, such asymmetry
acquires additional significance within the framework of fair trial standards and equality of
arms. The analysis demonstrates that linguistic accessibility must be evaluated not solely
through the prism of normative guarantees, but through measurable regional practice, which
constitutes an empirical indicator of the realization and enforcement of procedural equality
before the law and the court.

Given the growing involvement of foreign persons in civil litigation, the conduct of
proceedings is characterized by increased regulatory complexity, affecting the language
of the trial, the comprehension of procedural norms, the observance of procedural time
limits, and the implementation of evidentiary rights (see also Art. 14 of the CPC RK on the
language of proceedings). Participation within a different linguistic and legal environment
objectively intensifies the risks of incomplete understanding of procedural acts and of the legal
consequences of judicial decisions, thereby influencing the effectiveness of judicial protection
guaranteed by Art. 13 of the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan. It is argued that, under
such circumstances, linguistic accessibility forms the backbone of procedural fairness and
constitutes a systemic safeguard against de facto inequality.

Under these conditions, the language of proceedings acquires the status of an institutional
element within the mechanism of civil procedural regulation. Art. 14 of the CPC RK, establishing
the language of the trial and providing for the right of persons who do not speak it to use their
native or another language with the free provision of interpretation, is directed at the elimination
of factual inequality between the parties and reflects the constitutional standard enshrined in
Art. 19 of the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan. In this regard, the regulation of language
is not limited to formal designation; rather, it ensures the implementation and enforcement of
linguistic rights through procedural guarantees embedded in the structure of due process.

The procedural significance of language is inseparably linked with the principles of equality
and adversarial proceedings (Art. 14 of the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan;
Art. 15 of the CPC RK). Particular attention is paid to the fact that the absence of adequate
linguistic support effectively deprives a foreign person of the capacity to participate fully in the
examination of evidence, to submit motions, and to challenge the arguments of the opposing
party, thereby disrupting the balance of procedural opportunities and undermining equality of
arms. This doctrinal position corresponds to international fair trial standards articulated in Art.
14 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights [11], where the safeguarding of
procedural rights is interpreted as an essential component of access to justice.

Interpretation should be regarded as a mandatory structural guarantee for the realization of
procedural rights and the informed exercise of party autonomy. The powers conferred upon the
parties under Articles 47 and 48 of the CPC RK (amendment of the claim, withdrawal thereof,
acknowledgment of claims, conclusion of a settlement agreement) presuppose awareness,
voluntariness, and legal certainty in procedural decision-making. It is emphasized that, in the
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absence of high-quality interpretation, the exercise of such rights risks being reduced to formal
compliance devoid of substantive realization. The right to free assistance of an interpreter has
likewise been confirmed in the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights in its
interpretation of Art. 6 of the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms, where linguistic accessibility is treated as an inherent element of due process
guarantees.

Insufficient linguistic support generates the risk of external conformity with procedural
requirements while simultaneously restricting the effective exercise of rights by foreign persons.
However, formal adherence to statutory provisions does not ensure the attainment of fair trial
objectives, particularly in light of procedural time limits (Chapter 9 of the CPC RK), which
require timely and informed procedural participation. The language of proceedings determines
the structural conditions of participation, as communication between the court and the parties,
the examination of evidence, and the pronouncement of judicial acts are mediated through it
(Art. 14 of the CPC RK).

Effective judicial protection is achievable only where participation is conscious and based
on a comprehensive understanding of the content and consequences of procedural actions.
The absence of linguistic accessibility precludes full comprehension of arguments advanced
by the parties and of the reasoning contained in judicial acts. In this context, the procedural
mechanisms for filing motions, presenting objections, and appealing judicial decisions (Section
5 of the CPC RK) acquire practical and enforceable significance exclusively where interpretation
is duly ensured and institutionalized as an integral component of the procedural framework.

The language of civil proceedings is to be conceptualized not merely as a communicative
instrument, but as a structural element of proceduralization which ensures the normative-
institutional linkage between the constitutional enshrinement of the right to judicial protection
and its effective realization within the adjudicative framework. In this context, the regulation
of the language of proceedings constitutes a systemic safeguard forming the backbone of
procedural fairness, as it directly conditions linguistic accessibility, evidentiary participation,
and the implementation of fair trial standards. Given the growing involvement of foreign
persons in cross-border litigation, the linguistic dimension acquires heightened significance as
a determinant of equality of arms and adversarial balance.

Interpretation in civil proceedings constitutes a legally significant procedural act embedded
in the architecture of due process (Articles 14, 15 of the CPC RK; Art. 19 of the Constitution of
the Republic of Kazakhstan). It is emphasized that deficiencies in interpretation are capable of
distorting factual narratives, procedural explanations, and the semantic content of evidence,
thereby undermining the equilibrium of procedural opportunities and contradicting the
requirements of Art. 14 of the ICCPR. The jurisprudence of international judicial bodies further
demonstrates that the absence of adequate linguistic support calls into question the fairness of
proceedings and the effectiveness of judicial protection (Art. 6 of the European Convention). In
contrast to a purely formal recognition of the right to interpretation, international standards
presuppose qualitative sufficiency, professional qualification, and functional completeness as
integral components of procedural guarantees.

At the same time, domestic legislative regulation remains at a formative stage in terms of
standard-setting. Although Art. 14 of the CPC RK institutionalizes the right to an interpreter,
it does not provide detailed criteria concerning the quality, completeness, and professional
adequacy of interpretation. Such regulatory lacunae increase the risks of formalization and
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symbolic compliance, thereby weakening enforcement and safeguarding mechanisms. Academic
discourse consistently underscores that the institutionalization of court interpretation
standards constitutes a prerequisite for genuine access to justice and for the effective realization
of linguistic rights within civil adjudication.

Despite the normative consolidation of the language of proceedings and the institutional
establishment of the interpreter, their doctrinal treatment as autonomous procedural
guarantees remains insufficiently elaborated. In studies addressing disputes involving a foreign
element, analytical priority is predominantly assigned to issues of jurisdiction, applicable law,
recognition, and enforcement of decisions (see, e.g., the 2019 Hague Convention ). Nevertheless,
the linguistic dimension, although structurally embedded in the procedural framework, is
examined only fragmentarily. International research on access to justice, however, identifies
language barriers as an independent factor of procedural inequality, capable of generating
systemic asymmetries in participation and representation.

The absence of an integrated regulatory and doctrinal approach to the assessment of the
language of proceedings and interpretation as guarantees of the rights of foreign persons
necessitates their comprehensive academic conceptualization. The analysis demonstrates that
linguistic guarantees require a balanced regulatory approach combining normative precision,
institutional accountability, and effective enforcement mechanisms. Particular attention is
paid to the identification of risks associated with inadequate interpretation, the evaluation of
existing regulatory models, and the formulation of proposals aimed at strengthening procedural
safeguards in civil proceedings involving foreign persons. It may be concluded that the
procedural institutionalization of linguistic accessibility constitutes not an auxiliary element
of adjudication, but a foundational guarantee ensuring the realization of equality of arms and
access to justice in conditions of transnational mobility.

Research methods

The study is based on a comprehensive methodological approach combining theoretical-
legal analysis and empirical examination of law enforcement practice to assess the language of
judicial proceedings and the institution of interpretation as structural guarantees of the rights
of foreign persons in civil procedure. The research draws upon the Constitution of the Republic
of Kazakhstan, the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, the Law “On the Legal
Status of Foreigners,” relevant international instruments (ICCPR, ECHR, and the Convention on
the Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Judgments), regional judicial practice, digital court
systems (“e-Sot” and “Judicial Cabinet”), and strategic policy documents. The methods employed
include formal-legal, comparative-legal, judicial practice analysis, and sociolinguistic analysis.
The novelty lies in the institutional reconceptualization of interpretation as an autonomous
element of procedural form and in the assessment of the impact of the digital divide and regional
linguistic asymmetry on the effective realization of foreign persons’ right to judicial protection.

Findings/Discussion
In civil procedural law, the language of judicial proceedings constitutes an autonomous

structural element of procedural form through which the proceduralization of judicial activity
and the institutionalization of legally significant interaction between the court and the parties
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are effected. Its function cannot be reduced to the mere transmission of information, since it
is through linguistic expression that procedural norms acquire external manifestation and
procedural acts obtain their legally binding configuration. In this context, the language of
judicial proceedings is to be regarded as a normatively conditioned instrument of organizing
procedural interaction, ensuring legal certainty, enforceability, and the safeguarding of the
constitutional guarantee of judicial protection enshrined in Art. 13 of the Constitution of the
Republic of Kazakhstan.

The procedural form of civil proceedings encompasses the legally established sequence of
procedural actions, the modalities of their formalization, and the legal consequences arising
therefrom (Section 1 of the CPC RK). The language of judicial proceedings is structurally
embedded within this form, as it determines the official mode of articulating the procedural
will of the court and the participants in the proceedings (Art. 14 of the CPC RK). The use of
a legally designated language ensures the uniformity of procedural documentation, the
institutionalization of record-keeping, and the subsequent verification of judicial acts within
the framework of appellate and cassation review (Section 5 of the CPC RK). In the absence of
such linguistic standardization, the procedural form would be deprived of systemic coherence,
and the stability of procedural acts would be undermined.

Todisclose the procedural nature of the language ofjudicial proceedings, itis methodologically
necessary to distinguish it from the language of substantive legal relations and from the
language of evidence. The language of substantive legal relations characterizes the sphere of
private-law interaction preceding judicial recourse and is governed by substantive norms. The
language of evidence reflects the form of presentation of factual data and evidentiary sources
and may be expressed in any language; however, its examination and evaluation are subject
to procedural regulation (chapter on evidence and proof). In contrast, the language of judicial
proceedings possesses a normatively 3akpenyiénnbiM cratycoMm (Art. 14 of the CPC RK) and is
applied exclusively for the performance and formalization of procedural actions. Such exclusivity
confers upon it independent procedural significance and qualifies it as a systemic safeguard
forming the backbone of procedural fairness.

The functional purpose of the language of judicial proceedings is manifested, first and
foremost, in the recording and reproducibility of procedural activity. Judicial acts, minutes of
court hearings, procedural documents, and other forms of procedural expression are drafted
in the language of proceedings (chapter on judicial acts and the minutes of the court hearing),
thereby ensuring their official character, legal certainty, and the possibility of verification through
judicial control mechanisms. Through linguistic formalization, the stability of procedural legal
relations and the enforceability of judicial acts are secured, in accordance with the principle of
legality and the binding nature of judicial decisions (Art. 4 of the CPC RK).

At the same time, the language of judicial proceedings performs the function of implementing
and safeguarding the procedural rights and obligations of participants in civil litigation. Through
linguistic expression, motions are submitted, objections articulated, explanations provided,
participation in the examination of evidence ensured, and judicial acts challenged (Articles 47
and 48 of the CPC RK). The realization of these procedural guarantees presupposes not only
formal access to the courtroom but also conscious comprehension of the procedural content,
which correlates with the constitutional right to use one’s native language and to freely choose
the language of communication (Art. 19 of the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan).
In this context, the language of judicial proceedings constitutes the legal space within which
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equality of arms and access to justice are operationalized as elements of due process and fair
trial standards.

Given the growing involvement of foreign persons in civil litigation and the intensification of
cross-border litigation associated with transnational mobility, the normative regulation of the
language of proceedings acquires heightened significance. The regulation of the language of civil
proceedings involving foreign persons in the Republic of Kazakhstan is based on a combination
of constitutional guarantees and specific procedural norms aimed at ensuring genuine
linguistic accessibility irrespective of proficiency in the language of the court (Constitution of
the Republic of Kazakhstan of 30 August 1995). Particular attention is paid to Art. 14 of the CPC
RK, which establishes both the general rules for determining the language of proceedings and
special procedural guarantees, including the provision of interpretation, thereby constituting a
systemic safeguard for the realization of linguistic rights within the framework of due process.
The analysis demonstrates that the institutionalization of the language of judicial proceedings
and the proceduralization of interpretation mechanisms require abalanced regulatory approach,
ensuring the effective implementation and enforcement of fair trial standards in cases involving
foreign persons.

The determination of the language of civil proceedings is effected by the court on the basis
of the language in which the statement of claim has been submitted (Art. 14 CPC RK), which
confers upon the linguistic regime of the process a formally objective and proceduralized
character and contributes to the institutionalization of procedural certainty. In this context,
the legislative model reflects the standard-setting orientation of regulation, whereby the initial
linguistic framework of adjudication is linked to a verifiable procedural act. However, the
legislator simultaneously provides for the possibility of modifying the language of proceedings
at the preparatory stage upon a written motion of the parties or at the initiative of the claimant
where it is established that the latter does not command the language in which the claim was
filed by a representative. Such regulatory construction demonstrates an attempt to reconcile
formal proceduralization with the safeguarding of substantive access to justice and to prevent
situations in which rigid adherence to procedural formality results in the restriction of the right
to judicial protection guaranteed by Art. 13 of the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Particular attention is paid to the normative consolidation of the linguistic rights of persons
who do not know or insufficiently know the language of proceedings. The legislator guarantees
to such participants the possibility of providing explanations, submitting motions, lodging
complaints, examining case-file materials, and addressing the court in their native language or
in another language they command (Arts. 14, 47, 48 CPC RK). These provisions are structured
as procedural guarantees of a compensatory nature and are oriented toward the elimination of
de facto inequality arising from linguistic barriers, which is consistent with the constitutional
principle of equality before the law and the courts (Art. 14 of the Constitution of the RK). It is
emphasized that linguistic accessibility in this configuration constitutes a systemic safeguard
and forms the backbone of procedural fairness, as it ensures the effective realization of due
process and fair trial standards.

An essential component of the regulatory framework is the establishment of the gratuitous
character of interpretation and translation in civil proceedings. The court is under an obligation
to ensure the translation of necessary case materials for persons who do not command the
language of proceedings, as well as the translation into the language of proceedings of that
part of judicial discourse conducted in another language (Art. 14 CPC RK). Moreover, upon a
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written application by a person participating in the case, judicial documents are to be served
in translation into a language comprehensible to that person. The imperative nature of these
provisions excludes the imposition of translation-related expenses on a foreign participant
in the proceedings and thereby reinforces the implementation and enforcement of linguistic
guarantees as an integral element of access to justice in light of international fair trial standards
(Art. 14 ICCPR). Given the growing involvement of foreign persons in cross-border litigation
and transnational mobility, such institutionalization of free interpretation acquires particular
significance for the practical realization of equality of arms and access to justice.

Atthe same time, the analysis of Art. 14 ofthe CPCRKreveals the existence of a sphere of judicial
discretion in matters of linguistic regulation. The court is vested with authority to: 1) assess the
substantiation of motions to change the language of proceedings; 2) determine the scope of
materials subject to translation; 3) evaluate the necessity of translating particular procedural
acts. In the absence of detailed statutory criteria, such discretion may assume heterogeneous
practical manifestations, which, in certain instances, generates the risk of a formalistic approach
to the implementation of linguistic guarantees and to the enforcement of procedural rights. It
is argued that the possession by a foreign person of diplomas, certificates, or other educational
documents in the language of the proceedings often bears merely evidentiary or informative
value and does not necessarily ensure comprehension of the legal complexities and conceptual
density of procedural discourse [12]. From the perspective of appellate and cassation review,
compliance with the proceduralization of linguistic guarantees remains subject to verification
within the framework of higher-instance control (Section 5 CPC RK), which strengthens their
enforceability.

In general, the normative regulation of the language of judicial proceedings involving
foreign persons is characterized by a pronounced guarantee-oriented orientation and is aimed
at ensuring genuine participation in civil adjudication. Nevertheless, the preservation of a
considerable scope of judicial discretion necessitates doctrinal interpretation and systematic
analysis of law-enforcement practice from the standpoint of achieving a balanced regulatory
approach between procedural economy and the full realization of the procedural rights of
foreign persons. The analysis demonstrates that the effectiveness of linguistic regulation
depends not only on formal statutory consolidation but also on consistent implementation and
institutionalization within judicial practice, which corresponds to the strategic priorities of
strengthening the rule of law.

The principles of equality of arms and adversarial proceedings occupy a system-forming
position within civil procedural law and determine the model of judicial adjudication
oriented toward the active participation and procedural autonomy of the parties [13; 14]. The
implementation of these principles presupposes not merely the formal allocation of procedural
rights, but their effective realization under conditions of substantive equality, in accordance
with the doctrine of “equality of arms” elaborated in the jurisprudence of the European Court of
Human Rights. In this context, the language of judicial proceedings functions as an infrastructural
component of procedural fairness, since it ensures access to the content of procedural acts, the
comprehension of evidentiary material, and awareness of the legal consequences of judicial
decisions [3].

Alanguage barrier objectively distorts the balance of procedural opportunities and is capable
of transforming formally equal procedural positions into de facto inequality. A person lacking
sufficient proficiency in the language of proceedings is constrained in the comprehension of
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the arguments of the opposing party, in participation in the examination of evidence, and in the
articulation of legal positions, which directly affects the realization of equality of arms. Scholarly
discourse underscores that insufficient linguistic support entails a diminution of the quality of
judicial protection and a factual restriction of procedural autonomy, thereby undermining the
safeguarding function of civil procedure.

The adversarial model of civil proceedings presupposes that the parties independently
determine litigation strategy, formulate legal arguments, and present evidence, while the
court is obliged to ensure conditions conducive to the exercise of these rights. In contrast to
a purely formal understanding of adversariality, contemporary fair trial standards require the
establishment of effective opportunities to present one’s case under conditions that do not place
a party at a substantial disadvantage. In the absence of linguistic accessibility, participation of a
foreign person in adversarial proceedings risks becoming nominal, as the degree of procedural
activity is directly dependent upon the level of comprehension of the procedural environment.

The role of the court is therefore not limited to the formal clarification of procedural rights;
rather, it encompasses the adoption of measures aimed at neutralizing factual inequality
generated by linguistic factors. The obligation to create conditions for the realization of
procedural rights is enshrined in national legislation (CPC RK, Arts. 14, 15) and correlates with
international fair trial standards (International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Art. 14).
Judicial discretion in matters of language and interpretation must be exercised in a manner
directed toward the safeguarding of procedural balance, the prevention of de facto inequality,
and the consistent implementation of the State’s positive obligations to ensure effective
participation in proceedings, as reflected in the legal positions of the ECtHR. The findings
underscore that linguistic regulation, when properly proceduralized and enforced, constitutes
a systemic safeguard of due process and an indispensable component of equality of arms in
contemporary civil justice.

The interrelation between the language of judicial proceedings and the principles of equality
of arms and adversariality permits the qualification of linguistic accessibility as a structural
component of fair trial standards within civil adjudication. In this context, linguistic regulation
constitutes a systemic safeguard forming the backbone of procedural fairness, as the absence
of adequate interpretative support transforms the principle of equality into a declarative
construct devoid of practical implementation within procedural dynamics. Given the growing
involvement of foreign persons in cross-border litigation and conditions of transnational
mobility, the language of proceedings must be conceptualized not merely as a communicative
medium, but as an institutionalized mechanism of proceduralization ensuring the realization of
due process and effective judicial protection.

[t is emphasized that the interpreter in civil proceedings acts as an independent participant
in procedural legal relations, whose involvement is o6ycnoBsieHo the necessity of safeguarding
linguistic rights and guaranteeing meaningful access to justice for persons lacking proficiency
in the language of the proceedings. The procedural status of the interpreter cannot be reduced
to an auxiliary or technical function, since interpretation enables both the performance and
comprehension of procedurally significant acts. Through such participation, the interpreter
becomes integrated into the structure of civil procedural regulation and directly influences the
realization, implementation, and enforcement of the rights and obligations of the parties.

Particular attention is paid to the doctrinal differentiation between the interpreter and the
specialist. A specialist is engaged to assist the court in clarifying factual circumstances requiring
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special knowledge and does not participate in ensuring communicative interaction between the
court and the parties. In contrast, the interpreter conveys the content of procedural acts and
statements without introducing evaluative judgments or substituting the will of the participants.
The interpreter’s activity is not aimed at evidentiary clarification but at securing the procedural
perception of legally significant information, which confers upon interpretation the character
of a legally significant procedural act. In this sense, interpretation constitutes an element of
procedural guarantees ensuring the institutionalization of linguistic accessibility within civil
proceedings.

The significance of the interpreter’s participation is manifested in the admissibility, validity,
and procedural integrity of acts performed with the involvement of a person who does
not understand the language of the proceedings. It is argued that procedural explanations,
statements, and motions provided without proper interpretation may amount to a violation of
fair trial guarantees under Art. 14 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. In
this respect, the interpreter functions as a structural link between formal procedural regulation
and the effective participation of foreign persons in judicial proceedings, thereby ensuring the
practical realization of equality of arms.

The quality and completeness of court interpretation constitute key conditions for the
safeguarding and realization of procedural rights in civil litigation involving foreign persons.
Interpretation must ensure not merely the literal transmission of verbal content, but the
adequate reproduction of legal meaning and normative constructions [15]. Completeness
implies coverage of the entire body of procedurally significant information, including claims,
objections, explanations, judicial clarifications, and procedural rulings.

Accuracy in rendering legal terminology and complex legal constructions acquires particular
importance. Incorrect reproduction of normative categories may distort the legal position of
a party and affect the formation of judicial discretion. Even minor semantic deviations in the
formulation of claims or objections may entail significant procedural consequences, especially
at a formative stage of evidentiary presentation and argumentation.

Timeliness constitutes an integral element of proper interpretation. Delayed interpretation
deprives a participant of the opportunity to react to procedural actions, to exercise the right
to be heard, and to engage in adversarial interaction. In this regard, timeliness is inseparably
linked to the principles of equality of arms and adversariality, and its absence undermines the
effectiveness of procedural participation.

However, despite the formal establishment of the court’s obligation to ensure interpretation,
civil procedural legislation does not provide detailed criteria for assessing the quality of
interpretation or mechanisms of standard-setting in this sphere. In contrast to the growing
international emphasis on professionalization and institutionalization of court interpretation,
domestic regulation remains limited to general provisions, while comparative studies indicate
the absence of uniform evaluative standards.

The procedural duties of an interpreter encompass accurate, complete, and impartial
transmission of information, as well as the maintenance of confidentiality. It is established in
international professional standards of court interpretation that distortion, supplementation,
or evaluative commentary are incompatible with the functional purpose of interpretation. These
duties reflect the requirement of neutrality and contribute to safeguarding procedural fairness.

The right of the parties to challenge an interpreter in the presence of doubts as to competence
or impartiality is enshrined in national procedural legislation and constitutes a mechanism
of procedural control. The availability of such a challenge ensures responsiveness to defects
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in interpretation and corresponds to the international requirement of effective protection of
rights within the framework of due process.

Liability for improper interpretation forms an essential element of the guarantee system
of a fair civil process. Distorted or incomplete interpretation may result in the infringement
of linguistic rights and the denial of effective judicial protection. In conditions of linguistic
heterogeneity of participants in civil proceedings, effective safeguarding of the rights of foreign
persons requires active judicial oversight, the institutionalization of quality standards, and the
implementation of remedial mechanisms aimed at eliminating procedural violations arising
from defective interpretation.

The analysis demonstrates that the language of judicial proceedings and the institution
of interpretation must be regarded not as peripheral technical instruments, but as integral
components of the procedural architecture of civil justice, ensuring the realization of equality
of arms, access to justice, and due process within contemporary cross-border litigation.

The quality of judicial interpretation is to be regarded as a constitutive element in the
formation and implementation of the procedural position of a foreign person. It is emphasized
that the procedural position of a party is determined by the aggregate of articulated claims
and objections, the evidentiary framework presented, as well as the structured response to
the opponent’s arguments and to the court’s procedural explanations. Any incompleteness,
semantic inaccuracy, or terminological distortion in interpretation disrupts the integrity of this
communicative matrix, since it affects the reliability of procedural communication and impedes
the informed adoption of procedural decisions. In this context, interpretation constitutes a
systemic safeguard embedded in the architecture of proceduralization and enforcement of civil
procedural rights.

The interrelation between interpretation and access to justice is manifested through the
category of linguistic accessibility, which operates as a necessary precondition for the effective
realization of the right to judicial protection and meaningful participation in the adjudication
of a case. Given the growing involvement of foreign persons in cross-border litigation and
transnational mobility, the institutionalization of linguistic guarantees acquires enhanced
regulatory significance. The formal recognition of the right to apply to a court, in the absence of
adequate interpretative support, does not secure the practical implementation of that right. A
foreign participant deprived of the possibility to comprehend the course of judicial proceedings
and the legal consequences of procedural acts is placed in a structurally passive position, which
contradicts the very essence of judicial protection as an active mechanism for the restoration of
violated rights [16].

The right to effective participation in proceedings presupposes the cognitive and procedural
capacity to perceive and evaluate procedural information, to react in a timely manner to judicial
actions and adversarial submissions, and to independently determine a defence strategy. Proper
interpretation ensures the inclusion of the foreign participant in procedural communication and
enables the exercise of procedural rights on equal terms within the framework of equality of
arms [17]. In the absence of high-quality interpretation, participation in civil proceedings loses
its substantive dimension, while judicial protection acquires merely declarative characteristics,
undermining fair trial standards and due process requirements [18].

The absence of interpretation or its improper provision entails significant procedural
consequences affecting the legality, substantiation, and enforceability of judicial acts. Procedural
actions carried out with the participation of a person who does not command the language
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of the proceedings and who has not been provided with adequate interpretation cannot be
regarded as fully implementing the right to judicial protection. In such situations, the balance
of procedural opportunities is distorted, judicial discretion is exercised within asymmetrical
informational conditions, and the fairness of the proceedings is placed in question.

Improper interpretation may lead to violations of fundamental fair trial standards, including
equality of arms and adversarial procedure. Distortion of explanations, incomplete reproduction
of arguments, or the absence of interpretation of judicial clarifications deprive a foreign person
of the possibility of conscious and autonomous participation in the process and of effective
safeguarding of legitimate interests [19]. Under such circumstances, the judicial decision is
formed on the basis of procedural information perceived in an unequal manner by the parties,
which undermines confidence in the outcome of the proceedings and weakens the institutional
legitimacy of adjudication [20].

Particular attention is paid to the impact of interpretative deficiencies on compliance
with procedural time limits. Failure to understand the content of procedural acts and judicial
explanations may result in the omission of deadlines for filing applications, motions, and
appeals, thereby imposing additional constraints on procedural rights and narrowing the
scope of access to justice. The cumulative effect of these circumstances allows the absence or
substantial defects of interpretation to be classified as significant procedural violations capable
of constituting grounds for the annulment of judicial acts in appellate or cassation review
proceedings [21]. Interpretation, in this regard, forms the backbone of procedural fairness and
requires a balanced regulatory approach at both the legislative and law-enforcement levels.

An analysis of judicial practice in cases involving foreign persons reveals the persistence
of typical errors in the provision of interpretation. Among the most frequent are: 1) the
formal appointment of an interpreter without substantive assessment of competence and
quality; 2) the restriction of interpretation to isolated procedural actions; 3) the failure to
ensure interpretation of written procedural documents essential for the realization of the
right to defence. Such approaches demonstrate an underestimation of the institutional role of
interpretation as a structural procedural guarantee and reflect insufficient standard-setting in
the sphere of linguistic rights.

When appellate and cassation courts assess arguments concerning violations of procedural
rights caused by defects in interpretation, it is generally required that the actual impact of such
violations on the party’s ability to participate effectively in the proceedings be established.
However, divergent approaches are observed. In certain instances, emphasis is placed on formal
compliancewith proceduralrequirements;inothers, priorityisgiventosubstantive consequences
for the outcome of the case. The absence of a uniform doctrinal and jurisprudential approach
complicates the development of stable standards for evaluating the quality of interpretation in
civil proceedings and hinders the consolidation of coherent enforcement practice.

The correlation between formal and substantive violations remains a contested issue within
doctrinal discourse. The mere formal presence of an interpreter does not automatically ensure
compliance with procedural guarantees if interpretation fails to secure full comprehension of
the proceedings by the foreign participant. At the same time, the qualification of interpretative
defects as significant procedural violations necessitates the demonstration of their influence
on the realization of the right to defence and on the fairness of adjudication. The analysis
demonstrates that further doctrinal reflection and normative clarification are required for the
institutionalization of unified criteria for assessing the consequences of improper interpretation
in civil cases involving foreign persons.
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Law-enforcement practice indicates the existence of systemic difficulties in ensuring proper
interpretation in civil proceedings. One of the principal challenges lies in the shortage of
qualified court interpreters possessing not only linguistic competence but also knowledge of
legal terminology, procedural regulation, and the institutional specifics of judicial proceedings.
The absence of specialized training and certification mechanisms leads to the engagement of
individuals lacking sufficient professional experience in the legal sphere, which increases the
risk of semantic, terminological, and conceptual distortions. These deficiencies at a formative
stage of procedural communication jeopardize the safeguarding and effective realization of
linguistic rights and call for enhanced standard-setting, institutionalization, and regulatory
supervision in this domain.

A systemic deficiency of the existing regulatory framework consists in the absence of
unified and normatively articulated quality standards governing court interpretation. While
the obligation to provide interpretation is formally established, the regulatory design does not
specify criteria of completeness, accuracy, terminological consistency, and contextual adequacy,
which are indispensable for the effective proceduralization of linguistic assistance. In this
context, interpretation cannot be reduced to a formal procedural attribute; rather, it constitutes
asystemic safeguard forming the backbone of procedural fairness and due process. International
supervisory bodies consistently emphasize the requirement of “effective participation” and the
substantive accessibility of proceedings for persons lacking proficiency in the language of the
court. A similar doctrinal position is reflected in the jurisprudence of the European Court of
Human Rights, where the quality of interpretation is assessed through the prism of the real
and practical possibility of meaningful participation in the proceedings. The absence of clearly
defined evaluative benchmarks generates heterogeneity in law enforcement practice and
undermines the institutionalization of fair trial standards in cross-border litigation.

Financial and organizational constraints exert a direct influence on the implementation and
enforcement of linguistic rights. Although the principle of free assistance of an interpreter for
persons who do not understand the language of the proceedings is 3akpened in Art. 14 of the
ICCPR, the safeguarding of this guarantee presupposes stable budgetary allocations, transparent
remuneration mechanisms,and coherentadministrative coordination. Itisemphasized in studies
conducted by the Council of Europe that insufficient funding correlates with a deterioration in
interpretation quality and, consequently, with a reduced level of access to justice. Given the
growing involvement of foreign persons in domestic judicial proceedings and the intensification
of transnational mobility, the effective institutionalization of interpretation services requires a
balanced regulatory approach integrating financial sustainability with procedural guarantees.

Particular attention is paid to the digital divide and its impact on the realization of procedural
rights. The ongoing digitalization of justice systems and the expansion of e-justice platforms
are accompanied by risks of structural exclusion of vulnerable groups from full participation
in proceedings. CEPE] reports underscore that digital transformation must be accompanied
by the preservation and reinforcement of procedural safeguards, as well as by the prevention
of discrimination on linguistic or technological grounds. However, in contrast to the declared
objectives of enhancing efficiency and accessibility, insufficient consideration of technological
disparities may generate new asymmetries in equality of arms and undermine the principle of
effective access to justice.

The improvement of regulation concerning the language of proceedings and interpretation
presupposes the specification and standard-setting of quality requirements, including
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professional competence, ethical standards, and mechanisms of quality assessment. Academic
literature substantiates the necessity of developinginstitutionalized procedures for certification,
monitoring, and evaluation of court interpretation services [22]. In this regard, the activities of
the International Association of Court Interpreters contribute to the formation of professional
standards aimed at safeguarding the fairness of proceedings through the enhancement of
linguistic accessibility.

An important direction of regulatory development lies in the establishment of national
registries and certification mechanisms for court interpreters, ensuring transparency,
accountability, and judicial discretion grounded in objective qualification criteria. Comparable
models have been implemented in a number of EU Member States within the framework of
interpretation quality standard implementation [23], where the requirement is 3akpened
to ensure a level of quality “sufficient to safeguard the fairness of the proceedings.” Such
mechanisms facilitate the institutionalization of interpretation as an integral component of due
process rather than as an ancillary procedural service.

The expansion of remote interpretation and digital technologiesbroadens the possibilities for
engaging qualified specialists,includingthose competentinrarelanguage combinations, thereby
enhancing the capacity of judicial systems to respond to transnational mobility. Nevertheless,
international recommendations emphasize the necessity of ensuring confidentiality, stable
connectivity, data protection, and technical reliability when videoconferencing technologies
are employed. At a formative stage of technological integration, the proceduralization of digital
interpretation requires the articulation of additional safeguards preventing the erosion of fair
trial standards.

The analysis demonstrates that the prospects for digitalization of court interpretation
are inseparable from the strengthening of institutional mechanisms aimed at safeguarding
equality of arms, due process, and effective participation. It may be concluded that language
regulation and interpretation, when conceptualized as structural procedural guarantees,
require comprehensive standard-setting, sustainable financing, and technologically balanced
implementation in order to constitute a coherent and effective element of the procedural
mechanism of justice.

Conclusion

The conducted research confirms that, within the framework of intensified cross-border
litigation and expanding transnational mobility, the language of judicial proceedings should be
doctrinally conceptualized not as a merely technical communicative medium but as an integral
element of the procedural mechanism of safeguarding rights. In this context, interpretation is
to be regarded as a structural procedural guarantee ensuring the realization and enforcement
of equality of arms and access to justice in accordance with fair trial standards and due process
requirements. Linguistic accessibility, therefore, constitutes a systemic safeguard and forms the
backbone of procedural fairness within the architecture of civil adjudication.

The analysis demonstrates that the language of judicial proceedings performs a constitutive
function in the proceduralization and regulation of civil justice, ensuring legal certainty,
predictability of adjudicative outcomes, and stability of judicial acts. Its institutionalization
contributes to the standard-setting of procedural communication, the coherence of evidentiary
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formation, and the delimitation of judicial discretion. In thisregard, linguistic regulation operates
as an instrument of implementation and enforcement of procedural guarantees embedded in
the civil procedural order.

Given the growing involvement of foreign persons in domestic civil proceedings, particular
attention is paid to the regional asymmetry of language use within the Republic of Kazakhstan.
The coexistence of predominant Russian-language documentation in major metropolitan
jurisdictions and the dominance of the Kazakh language in a number of regions generates
risks of terminological inconsistency, uneven enforcement practices, and fragmentation of
interpretative approaches. Such asymmetry may adversely affect the realization of linguistic
rights and complicate the implementation of constitutional guarantees in cross-border litigation.

It is emphasized that Article 14 of the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan,
while formally enshrining the right to an interpreter, retains a significant sphere of judicial
discretion and reveals regulatory lacunae concerning quality criteria, professional adequacy,
completeness of interpretation, and mechanisms of procedural accountability. However,
the absence of detailed normative standard-setting in this sphere may lead to formalistic
enforcement and insufficient safeguarding of due process. At the same time, the preservation of
broad discretionary powers without structured regulatory guidance increases the probability
of inconsistent application and undermines the uniformity of procedural guarantees.

Improper interpretation should be qualified as a substantial procedural violation affecting
the integrity of evidentiary formation, the procedural positioning of the parties, and the effective
realization of equality of arms. In contrast to its traditional perception as a technical deficiency,
inadequate interpretation constitutes a distortion of the procedural framework and may
compromise the legality and reasonableness of judicial decisions, thereby restricting access to
justice.

The findings underscore the doctrinal transformation from perceiving interpretation as a
subsidiary service to recognizing it as a legally significant procedural act directly influencing
the implementation of adversarial principles and the enforcement of fair trial standards. Such
reconceptualization reflects the institutionalization of linguistic rights within civil procedure
and reinforces the understanding that linguistic accessibility requires a balanced regulatory
approach grounded in coherent standard-setting and effective enforcement mechanisms.

Further development of this sphere should be oriented toward:

1) normative standardization and professionalization, including the elaboration of binding
criteria for quality assessment, codification of ethical obligations, and institutionalization of
certification and accountability mechanisms;

2) institutional consolidation through the establishment of national registries of certified
court interpreters possessing both linguistic and legal competence, accompanied by structured
systems of training and continuing professional development;

3) technological modernization, involving the calibrated implementation of remote
interpretation and digital judicial platforms (e-Sot), particularly at a formative stage of
digital justice, with reinforced safeguards addressing risks associated with the digital divide,
confidentiality, and procedural imbalance.

It may be concluded that the effectiveness of safeguarding linguistic rights within civil
proceedings depends on the coherence of regulation, the institutionalization of procedural
guarantees,andthe consistentenforcementoffairtrial standards. Theintegration oftechnological
solutions and the prospective use of artificial intelligence in judicial activity necessitate further
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doctrinal analysis in order to ensure that ongoing proceduralization strengthens, rather than
diminishes, equality of arms and access to justice within the evolving digital justice environment.
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IleTenik Ty/AFaJapAblH KAaThICYbIMEH KapaJaThbIH a3aMaTThIK icTepAe COT ICiH XkKypri3sy Tii
MeH ayJapMaHbIH, IPOLeCcCya/AblK MaHbI3bI

Anpgarna. Makanajna Kazakcran Pecny6/iMKacbhlHbIH a3aMaTThIK COT iCiH KyprisyiHjeri meTtesn/ik
TYJIFaNapAblH TIIJIK KYKbIKTapblH KaMTaMachl3 eTy/[iH 63eKTi MaceJsiesepi KapacThlpbLiabl. 3epT-
TeyAiH MakKcaThbl — XeKe-KYKbIKTBIK Jay/ap/AblH, UHTEpPHALMOHAIJAHYBI KaFJaWbIHAA COT ICiH Kyprisy
TJIIH K9He ayfapMa MHCTUTYTBIH COT apKblIbl KOpFaly KYKbIFBIHBIH ipresi KypbLIbIMJbIK KeliJ-
JiKTepi peTiHJe TYXbIPbIM/IaMaJbIK, TYPFbIJaH Herizzey. 3epTTeyiH 00beKTici peTiHAe uieTe/ ik
TYJIFaJap/blH KAaThICybIMEH TYbIHAAWTbIH a3aMaTThIK MPOLECTIK KaTblHACTAP alKbIHJAJ/ICa, aJl MoHI
— COT iCiH KYypri3y TiJi KaFUAaTbIH iCKe acbIpy[blH 9He callajibl ayfapMaHbl KaMTaMachl3 eTYAiH,
KYKBIKTBIK TETiKTepi 60JIbIN TaObLIaAbI.

3epTTey GapbIChIH/Ia MbIHaJall MaHbI3/[bl HOTHXKEJIEP aJbIHFAH: COT iCiH XKYpri3y TiJli KYKbIKTBIK
alKbIHJABIK IeH TapanTapAblH TeHJIriH KaMTaMmacbl3 eTeTiH NpPOLECTiK HbICAHHbIH, aBTOHOM/bI

JLH. I'ymunes amouindarel Eypasus yammuoik yHusepcumeminiy XABAPIIBICHI. N21(154)/ 2026 131

KyKbik cepusicobl
ISSN: 2616-6844. elSSN: 2663-1318



Muidenova A.K, Issayeva A.Zh., Zhumadilova M.A.

3JIeMeHTI peTiHAe Herizgeseni. KazakcTaHa MeMJIEKETTIK XKoHe peCMU TiZlepAi KOJ1LaHYAaFbl OHipJiK
acuMMeTpus, coHaan-aK Kasakcran PecnybJsinkacbl A3aMaTThIK NMPOLECTIK KOJeKCiHiH 14-6a0bIHaa
ay/lapMa camnacblHbIH, eJillleM/lepiHe KATbICTbl HOPMATHUBTIK OJIKbLIBIKTap/blH OOJybl LIeTeNfiK
aszaMaTTap/iblH KYKbIKTapbIH icKe acblpy/ia popMain3M TayeKeaAepiH TybIHAATaTbIHbI Al KbIH/A/IbI.
ABTOpJsiap camackl3 ayJapMaHbl >KapbICHAJbLIbIK Tele-TeHAIriH KoHe «Kapy TeHJIri» KafFuJaTblH
Oy3aThIH eJieyJli MPOLECTIK KYKbIK OY3YIIBbLIBIK PETiHAe capaJsiay KaKeTTiriH JaJeaen .

2KyMBICTBIH TEOPHUSAIBIK MaHbI3AbLIbIFbl ay/lapMaHbl TEXHUKAJIBIK, KbI3MET pPeTiH/e KabbligayjaH
OHBI COT IIeliMAepiHiH 3aHbL/IbIFbIHA TiKeJIeH bIKIAJI eTeTiH 3aHIbIK MOHi 6ap NPOIEeCTiK aKT peTiH/Ie
TYCiHyTe KelllyiMeH aWKbIHJa/aa/bl. [IpakTUKaNbIK KYHABLIBIFBI COT ayAapMacbhlH KaciOueHJipyre
OaFbITTAJIFAH IIapasap/ibl YCbIHYAAH, OHBIH ilIiHJAe cepTUdHUKATTAJFAaH MaMaHJAapAbIH YJTTBIK
Ti3iiMAEpiH KaJbINTACTBIPY/bl XX9HEe COT TepeJiriH nudpJaaHAbIpy KaFAalblHAAa TUIAIK KOMEKTIH,
canacblH 6aFajiay CTaHAAPTTAPbIH d3ipJieyi KaMTHU/BbI.

Ty#iH ce3aep: coT iciH Xypri3y TiJi, cOT ayapMacsl, HIeTe/iK TyJFaaap, IPoLecTiK KeniagikTep,
COT TepeJlirine KoJ1 ’KeTKi3y, TapanTapAblH TeHairi, Kasakcran Pecny6/iMKacbIHbIH a3aMaTThIK, COT iCiH
XKYprisyi.

A.K. MyiigenoBa*!, A.JK. UcaeBa?, M.A. XKymaguiosa®
L23KvizblnopduHckuli yHusepcumem umeru Kopkoim Ama, Kvizvinopda, Kazaxcmau
(E-mail: lalia_akerke@mail.ru, “ayim_09@mail.ru, >mira_19820509@mail.ru)

SI3BIK CyAONPOM3BOACTBA U NepeBOA KaK rapaHTHs NPOLeCCya/JbHbIX NPAaB HHOCTPAHHBIX JIMIL

AnHOTanus.BcTraTbe paccMaTpUBaOTCSAAKTYabHble BONIPOCHl 06eciedeHUs I3bIKOBbIX TPaB UHOCT-
paHHBIX JIUI, B FpakJaHCKoM nponecce Pecny6snky Kasaxcran. Llesb ucciefoBaHusl 3ak/r04aeTcs
B KOHLeENTyaJU3alUU f3blKa CYAOINPOM3BOJACTBA U HWHCTUTYTa NepeBoja KakK (yHJaMeHTaJbHbIX
CTPYKTYPHBIX rapaHTHH IpaBa Ha Cy[eOHYI0 3alIUTY B YCJOBUAX MHTEPHAMOHATU3ALUH YaCTHO-
IpaBOBbIX CIOPOB. O6'beKTOM HCC/Ie/J0BaHUS BbICTYNIAIOT IPaXKAaHCKHe NpoleccyaJbHble OTHOLIEHUSA
C ydyacTueM WHOCTPAHHBIX JIHL, MPeJAMETOM — MPAaBOBble MEXAaHU3MbI pean3aluy MPUHIHMIA S3bIKa
CYZL0IIPOM3BO/ICTBA U 0beclieyeHUs HaJlexallero kayecTsa epeBoja.

B xofe vcciieoBaHus NOJIYYEHBI CeAYIONMEe PE3YIbTaThl: 000CHOBAHO, UTO SI3bIK CyZOMPOU3BOCTBA
npeACTaBJsieT cCO60M aBTOHOMHBIN 3JIEMEHT MNpOLEecCyaJbHON GopMbl, 06ecrneuynBaOLUN PUAU-
YeCKyl0 ONpe/e/lEHHOCTb M PAaBEHCTBO CTOPOH. BhbISIBJIEHO, YTO CyLIeCTBYHOILAs perdoHasbHast
acMMMeTpHs B HCII0JIb30BaHUM TOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO U 0QUIIMAJIbHOIO A3bIKOB B KazaxcTaHe, a Takxe
HOpPMaTHBHbBIE JIAKYHBI B cTaTbe 14 'paxkjaHcKoro npoueccyaibHOro kogekca Pecny6inku Kazaxcran
B 4aCTH KpUTEPHUEB KayecTBa NlepeBoZia CO34aIT PUCKKM GOpPMaJbHOIO MOAX0JA K peajusallu Npas
MHOCTPaHHBIX rpax<JaH. Jloka3blBaeTcs, YTO HeHaLJIexKallui epeBo/, AoKeH KBaTUUIMPOBAThCS
KaK CylLlecTBeHHOe [IpoliecCyaJbHOe HapyllleHue, UCKaxalollee 6a/1aHC COCTA3aTeJAbHOCTH U NPUHIUII
«paBEHCTBA OPYXKHUS».

TeopeTnyeckass 3HAYMMOCTb MCC/I€[0BaHUs COCTOUT B Ilepexofie OT BOCIPHUATHUA NepeBofa Kak
TEeXHUYECKOW yCJAYTHU K ero NOHUMaHUI0 B KaueCcTBe I0pPUUYeCKd 3HAUMMOTI0 NPOLecCyajlbHOr0 aKTa,
HeInocpe/ICTBEHHO BJIMAIOLIEr0 Ha 3aKOHHOCTD CyZleOHBIX pelleHUH. [IpakTudeckas ieHHOCTb paboThl
3aKJIlo4aeTcs B paspaboTke Mep 1o npodeccuoHaln3aluy CyfleOHOT0 NepeBo/ia, BKAKYasA CO3JjaHue
HaLlMOHAJIbHBIX PeeCTPOB CePTHUPULUPOBAHHBIX CIELIUAJNCTOB U POPMUPOBAHHE CTAHAAPTOB OLlEHKHU
KayecTBa JIMHIBUCTUY€ECKOH NOMOLIY B YCI0BUAX IMPPOBU3ALUY IPABOCY U,

Kiro4yeBble c10Ba: A3bIK CYLONpPOM3BOACTBA, CyZebOHbIM NepeBoJi, MHOCTPaHHbIE JMLA, NpoLec-
CyaJibHble TapaHTHUH, JOCTYI K NPaBOCYJHI0, PaBEHCTBO CTOPOH, IPaXKJaHCKUM npolecc Pecny6iuku
KazaxcraH.
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