V. 3icTaBHe BUBUCHHs MOB. [Ipo0ieMu niepekiiaIo3HaBCTBA Ta MDKKYIbTYPHOT KOM YHIKAIIii

AH2TIOAZBIYHBIX HAYYHO -MEXHUYECKUX MEeKCMOo8 asuayuoHHOU memMamury Ha yKpaunckuu svik. Onpeoeneno,
MO 2NABHbIL KOMNAEKC ZPAMMAMUYECKUX npobieM nepesood C6s13aH ¢ NOHUMAHUEeM CUHMAKCU YecKol
CMPYKMYpbl  CPABHUBAEMBIX A3bIKOE U  MOPPOI0UYeCKO20 COCMABA NPeONONCEHUl KAK A3bIKOBbIX
anemenmos. Ocoboe gHUMAHUE YOeNeHO UCCIe008AHUI0 MAKUX MUNO08 PAMMATMUYECKUX MPAHCHOopmayuil
KaK nepecmanosxa, samena, 00basneHue u onyueHue, CYWHOCHb KOMOPLIX 3aKI0OUAemcs 6 U3MeHeHUl
cmpyKkmypul npeonodcerus. 11ockonbky spammamuka mecHo C6A3aHA C JeKCUKOU, WO 3HAYUMELbHOe
KOJIUYECMBO NePesoOYecKUX MpaHchopmayuti umeem CMeUlaHHblii Xapakmep, mo ecmb npu nepeooe
Heo0X00UMO 00HOBPEMERHO OCYUeCGIAMb KAK JIeKCUYecKue, mMaK U SpamMmMamuiecKue U3MeH eHusl.

Hoxazano, umo nepe6oO  HAYUHO-MEXHUYECKOU JUMepamypvl  ABUAYUOHHOU — MEeMAmuKy
YenecooopasHo paccmampusams ¢ NOUYULL A3bIKO3HAHUS U MEXHUYeCKUX OUCYUNIUH, NOCKOILKY Kauecmeo
nepesooa  onpedeniemca  e20  JUHSBUCTIUYECKOU,  MEePMUHONO2UYeCKOU U NpOgecCUOHaN bHOl
NPABUTILHO CTHBIO.

Knioueevie cnosa: Hayyno-mexHuueckuu meKcm, a0eKeamHbulli Nepesoo, pamMmamuyeckue
mpaucghopmayul, asUAYUOHHAS MEPMUHONO2US, 2PAMMAMUYECKUEe CIPYKMYPbl.

Glushanytsia N. Peculiarities of Grammatical Translation of English-Scientific and Technical
Aviation Literature (on the example of technical texts from aircraft maintenance manual).

The paper presents comparative analysis of English and Ukrainian grammatical systems on the
material of English aviation scientific and technical documentation. The groups of grammatical difficulties
of translation of English scientific and technical texts have been distinguished. The features of grammar
structures translation from English into Ukrainian have been defined. It has been determined that the most
complex grammatical translation problem is proper understanding of syntactic structure of compared
languages and morphological structure of sentences as language elements. Particular attention is paid to
research of the following types of grammatical transformations such as transposition, substitution, addition
and omission, the essence of which is to change the structure of the sentence. Since grammar is closely
related to vocabulary, a considerable amount of translation transformations is mixed, that is, both lexical
and grammatical changes should simultaneously be performed in the process of the translation.

It has been proved that translation of scientific and technical aviation literature should be
considered from the standpoint of linguistics and technical subjects because translation quality is determined
by its linguistic, terminological and professional accuracy.

Key words: scientific and technical texts, adequate translation, grammar transformation, aviation
terminology, grammatical structures.
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CORRELATION BETWEEN TRANSLATION AND LINGUISTIC STUDIES:
CURRENT APPROACHES

One major goal of this paper is to analyse the interrelationships between linguistics and translation,
and clarify how they benefit from each other. One reason for the relative separation between the two fields
is, perhaps, the domination of formal approaches to language study for a considerable period of time. But,
with the spread of functional linguistics in the last three decades, there have been growing hopes for
establishing links between linguistics and translation studies. Accordingly, the discussion, in the present
study, proceeds primarily from the importance and necessity of correlation between Translation Studies and
Linguistics. The paper also focuses on the current tendencies of narrowing the gap between theory and
practice in Translation Studies thanks to work being done in several different but related areas of discourse
studies, pragmatics and semantics, cognitive and comparative linguistics. It is emphasised that in the course
of its development, the focus of Translation Studies has, thus, shifted markedly from linguistic towards
contextual and cultural factors which affect translation.

Key words: Translation Study, Linguistics, communication across languages, equivalence.

Introduction. One of the goals of the present study is to consider the impact of linguistics on
the work of the translator and vice versa, and to look for areas where the theoretical study of language
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can continue to bring insights to the translator’s task. This paper has emerged out of the conviction that
linguistic theory has more to offer to translation theory than is so far recognized, and vice versa.

Perhaps one reason for the relative separation between the two fields is the domination of formal
approaches to language study over modern linguistic thinking and research for a considerable period of
time. Formal approaches to language, with their focus on structure and confinement to the sentence
boundaries, are of limited benefit to translation theory and practice, for which a textually-oriented
approach is more appropriate. With the spread of functional linguistics in the last three decades, there
have been growing hopes for establishing links between linguistics and translation studies. Although
there have been a number of contributions in this direction [1; 3; 5], much work is still possible, and still
required, to help establish such links.

The translation theorists, almost without exception, have made little systematic use of the
techniques and insights of contemporary linguistics (the linguistics of the last twenty years or so) and
the linguists, for their part, have been at best neutral and at worst actually hostile to the notation of a
theory of translation [4]. This state of affairs seems particularly paradoxical when one recognizes the
stated goal of translation: the transformation of a text originally in one language into an equivalent text
in a different language retaining, as far as is possible, the content of the message and the formal features
and functional roles of the original text. It does seem strange that such a process should, apparently, be
of no interest to linguistics, since the explanation of the phenomenon would present an enormous
challenge to linguistic theories and provide an ideal testing ground for them. Equally, it is difficult to
see how translation theorists can move beyond the subjective and normative evaluation of texts without
drawing heavily on linguistics. The need for access to and familiarity with the accumulated knowledge
about the nature and function of language and the methodology of linguistic enquiry must become more
and more pressing. This paradox has arisen as a result of a fundamental misunderstanding, by both
translation theorists and linguists, of what is involved in translation; which has led, inevitably, to the
failure to build a theory of translation which is at all satisfactory in a theoretical or an applied sense.

Results and Discussion. Structural linguistics sought to describe language as a system of
interdependent elements and to characterize the behaviour of individual items and categories on the
basis on their distribution. Morphology and syntax constituted the main areas of analysis, largely to the
exclusion of the intractable problem of meaning, which was either ignored or else dealt with purely in
terms of the distribution of lexical items:

The statement of meanings is therefore the weak point in language study, and will remain so
until human knowledge advances very far beyond its present stale. In their evaluation of this issue,
Hatim & Mason argue that “since meaning is at the very heart of the translator’s work, it follows that
the postponement of semantic investigation in American linguistics was bound to create a gap between
linguistics and translation studies. Quite simply, linguists and translators were not talking about the
same thing” [5, p. 25].

In addition, linguistic description was in general limited to single language systems. For the
translator, every problem involved two language systems; a statement of the distribution of an item in
one language is of no particular value. However, structuralism theories of language were, nevertheless,
influential in translation theory and there were some serious attempts to apply structuralism notions to
translation problems. This has led to an investigation of “equivalence probability”: “an attempt to arrive
at a statistical calculation of the degree of probability that a given SL category will, in any given text, be
rendered by an equivalent TL category” [5, p. 26]. According to [8], the non-correspondence of
grammatical and lexical categories is the main source of information loss and gain in translation. The
influence of contrastive structural linguistics has made itself felt in translation teaching methodology.
Many published manuals of translating devote separate sections to the translation of verbs, objectives,
pronouns, prepositions.

Among the insights brought by Chomsky and others to language analysis was the distinction
between ‘surface structure’ and ‘deep structure’; that is “the notion that the arrangements of elements on
the surface of discourse, ‘the words on the page’, so to speak, mask an underlying structural
arrangement, reflecting the actual relations between the concepts and entities involved” [5, p. 31]. In this
regard, E. Nida [8, p. 68] went as far as to suggest that the activity of translating involved (1) breaking
down the SL text into its underlying representation or semantic ‘kernels’; (2) transfer of meaning from
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SL to TL ‘on a structurally simple level’, and (3) generation of ‘stylistically and semantically equivalent
expression inthe TL.

In recent years, the scope of linguistics has widened beyond the confines of the individual
sentence. Text linguistics attempts to account for the form of texts in terms of their users. If we accept
that meaning is something that is negotiated between producers and receivers of texts, it follows that the
translator, as a special kind of text user, intervenes in this process of negotiation, to relay it across
linguistic and cultural boundaries. In doing so, the translator is necessarily handling such matters as
intended meaning, implied meaning, presupposed meaning, all on the basis of the evidence which the
text supplies. The various domains of sociolinguistics, pragmatics and discourse linguistics are all areas
of study which are germane to this process.

On the other hand, the study of translation has been dominated, and to a degree still is, by the
debate about its status as an art or a science. The linguist inevitable approaches translation from a
‘scientific’ point of view, seeking to create some kind of ‘objective’ description of the phenomenon. It
could, however, be argued that translation is an ‘art’ or a ‘craft’ and therefore not amenable to objective,
‘scientific’ description and explanation. Translation can be defined as the replacement of a
representation of a text in one language by a representation of an equivalent text in a second language.
The scholars continue and make the problem of equivalence very plain. Texts in different languages can
be equivalent in different degrees (fully or partially equivalent), in respect of different levels of
presentation (equivalent in respect of context, of semantics, of grammar, of lexis, etc.) and at different
ranks (word — for — word, phrase —for — phrase, sentence — for- sentence).

Total equivalence is a chimera. Languages are different from each other; they are different in
form having distinct codes and rules regulating the construction of grammatical stretches of language
and these forms have different meanings. To shift from one language to another is, by definition, to alter
the forms. Further, the contrasting forms convey meanings which cannot but fail to coincide totally;
there is no absolute synonymy between words in the same language. Something is always ‘lost’ in the
process and translators can find themselves being accused of reproducing only part of the original and
so ‘betraying’ the author’s intentions [2].

Equivalence is probably the most controversial notion in Translation Studies. Some translation
scholars reject this notion outright, arguing that by retaining ‘equivalence’ in the vocabulary, translation
scholars sidestep the issue that “it is difference, not sameness or transparency or equality, which is
inscribed in the operations of translation” [10, p. 61]. This view is also expressed in current approaches
that are inspired by postmodern theories and Cultural Studies, which argue that texts do not have any
intrinsically stable meaning that could be repeated elsewhere.

The translator has the option, then, of focusing on finding formal equivalents which ‘preserve’
the context — free semantic sense of the text at the expense of its context — sensitive communicative
value or finding functional equivalents which ‘preserve’ the context — sensitive communicative value of
the text at the expense of its context — free semantic sense. The choice is between translating word-for-
word (literal translation) and meaning for-meaning (free translation). As Bell [2, p.5] points out, pick
the first and the translator is criticized for the ‘ugliness’ of a ‘faithful’ translation; pick the second and
there is criticism of the ‘inaccuracy’ of a ‘beautiful’ translation. Either way it seems, the translator
cannot win, even though we recognize that the crucial variable is the purpose for which the translation is
being made, not some inherent characteristic of the text itself.

According to [5], there is a problem concerning “the use of the term ‘equivalence’ in connection
with translation. It implies that complete equivalence is an achievable goal, as if there were such a thing
as a formally or dynamically equivalent target-language (TL) version of a source-language (SL) text.
Accordingly, they argue that the term ‘equivalence’ is usually intended in a relative sense, and the
concept of ‘adequacy’ in translation is perhaps a more useful one. Adequacy of a given translation
procedure can then be judged in terms of the specification of the particular translation task to be
performedand in terms of users’ needs” made a distinction between formal and dynamic equivalence [8, p.8].

On the one hand, all translation is, in a sense, communicative. Similarly, a translator who aims at
formal equivalence usually has good reasons for doing so and the formally equivalent version may well,
in fact, achieve equivalence of reader response. Consequently, it seems preferable to handle the issue in
terms of equivalence of intended effects, thus linking judgements about what the translator seeks to
achieve to judgements about the intended meaning of the ST speaker/writer.
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Closely related to ‘the literal versus free issue’ is the debate on the primacy of content over form
or vice versa. The translator is here faced with what amounts to a conflict of interests. The ideal,
according to [5] would be to translate both form and content, but this is frequently not possible.
According to [8], the overriding criteria are (1) type of discourse, and (2) reader response: “the
standards of stylistic acceptability for various types of discourse differ radically from language to
language” [8, p. 169]. Thus, adherence to the style of the source text may, in certain circumstances, be
unnecessary or even counterproductive.

This sophisticated problem leads to the question ‘What is the translators’ need to know and be
able to do in order to translate?’ In this regard, Bill [2] argues that the professional (technical) translator
has access to five distinct kinds of knowledge; target language (TL) knowledge; text-type knowledge;
source language (SL) knowledge; subject area (‘real world’) knowledge; and contrastive knowledge.
This means that the translator must know (a) how propositions are structured (semantic knowledge),
(b) how clauses can be synthesized to carry propositional content and analyzed to retrieve the content
embedded in them (syntactic knowledge), and (c) how the clause can be realized as information bearing
text and the text decomposed into the clause (pragmatic knowledge). Lack of knowledge or control in
any of the three cases would mean that the translator could not translate. Without (a) and (b), even literal
meaning would elude the translator. Without (c), meaning would be limited to the literal (semantic
sense) carried by utterance which, though they might possess formal cohesion (being tangible
realizations of clauses), would lack functional coherence and communicative value [2]. As Malone J.
argues, given the goal of linguistics to match speaker’s competence, an applied linguistic theory of
translation should aim at matching the bilingual native speaker’s translation competence [7]. This would
necessarily involve seeking integration between the linguistic knowledge of the two languages with
specific and general knowledge of the domain and of the world via comparative and contrastive
linguistic knowledge.

One approach would be to focus on the competence of the ‘ideal translator’ or ‘ideal bilingual’
who would be an abstraction from actual bilinguals engaged in imperfectly performing tasks of
translation.... but (unlike them) operating under none of the performance limitations that underlie the
imperfections of actual translation [6]. This approach reflects Chomsky’s view of the goal of the
linguistic theory and his proposals for the specification of the competence of the ‘ideal speaker-hearer’.
Accordingly translation theory is primarily concerned with an ideal bilingual reader-writer, who knows
both languages perfectly and is unaffected by such theoretically irrelevant conditions as memory
limitations, distractions, shifts of attention or interest, and errors (random or characteristic) in applying
this knowledge in actual performance. An alternative to the ‘ideal translator’ model would be to adopt a
less abstract approach and describe translation competence in terms of generalizations based on
inferences drawn from the observation of translator performance. A study of this type suggests an
inductive approach: finding features in the data of the product which suggest the existence of particular
elements and systematic relations in the process.

It also should be noticed that communication between different individuals and nations is not
always easy, especially when more than one language is involved. The job of the translator and/ or
interpreter is to try to bridge the gap between two foreign languages. This can also include translation
problems arising from historical developments within one language [4]. We are all involved in
translating all the time, if not between languages, then between dialects, registers and styles. Translating
was and is a profession, with its own codes of conduct and criteria of performance, not accessible to all.
In short, inside or between languages, human communication equals translation. A study of translation
is a study of language. Translation and interpreting as activities have existed for many centuries, and
there is long tradition of thought and an enormous body of opinion about translation [10]. But it was not
until the second half of this century that Translation Studies developed into a discipline in its own right.
Although at first conceived as a subdiscipline of applied linguistics, it has taken on concepts and
methods of other disciplines, notably text linguistics, communication studies, sociolinguistics,
psycholinguistics, pragmatics, comparative literature, and recently, cultural studies. Instead of a unified
theory, we have a multiplicity of approaches, each of which focus on specific aspects of translation,
looks at the product or the process of translation from a specific angle, and uses specific terminology
and research methods [4].
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Conclusion. Some researchers postulate an autonomous status for translation studies, arguing
that these studies bring together work in a wide variety of fields, including literary study, anthropology,
psychology, and linguistics. Others claim that the domain of translation studies is an important sub-
branch of applied linguistics. Proponents of both opinions would have to admit, however, that the field
of translation studies has multidisciplinary dimensions and aspects [1]. The gap between theory and
practice in translation studies has existed for too long. Thanks to work being done in several different
but related areas, there is an opportunity to narrow that gap. Recent trends in sociolinguistics, discourse
studies, pragmatics and semantics, together with insights from the fields of artificial intelligence and
conversation analysis, have advanced our understanding of the way communication works. The
relevance to translation studies of all this is obvious as soon translation is regarded not as a sterile
linguistic exercise but as an act of communication [9]. In the course of its development, the focus of
Translation Studies has, thus, shifted markedly from linguistic towards contextual and cultural factors
which affect translation.

Modern translation studies sees itself increasingly as an empirical discipline, aiming to describe
translations (both as products and processes), to explain why translators act in certain ways and produce
target texts of a specific profile, and to assess effects of translations. The question, then, is what is it that
the translation can characteristically bring to the linguist’s work which should not continue to be
ignored? On the one hand, as linguists, there is an opportunity of seeking the universal through the
particularity of languages, drawing on the comparisons and equivalences sought by the translator in
professional work. Much more than this, however, if only translation research would focus more on it, is
the opportunity translation (or more exactly, translating) gives to the linguists in understanding how it is
that we do construct texts and how we do go about making meanings. In short, it concentrates our
attention on the process in a very tangible and goal-directed way [4]. Translators as applied linguists do
have certain obligations to the furthering of our understanding of language and of our ability to explain
the acts of communicating in which we are continually engaged.

There has been an influence on linguistics of work done in the area of translation studies. The
use of translating as a tool in language teaching has been of interest to many in applied linguistics, while
psycholinguistics and the study of bilingualism are concerned with the evidence provided by ‘natural’ or
spontaneous translation. Translation is a communicative transaction taking place within a social
framework, a useful way of thinking about translation and language is that translators do not translate
words; they translate what people do with words. Translation is, after all, an operation performed both
onand in language.
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Heanuykas H.b. B3aumoceszb nepesooosedenus u iuHZ6UCIUKU: COBPEMEHHbIE NOOX 00D,

Oona u3 enasuvlx yenei 3moi pabomvl COCMOUmM 8 MOM, Ymobbl HOKA3AMb 83AUMOCE5I3b MeENHCOY
JUHEBUCMUKOU U NepeBo008edeHUeM, U BbLABUMb, KAKYI0 HOJb3Y OHU Hpunocam opye opyey. OOuou u3
NPUYUH OMHOCUMETbHO20 PA30eNeHUst O8YX OMPAciell A3bIKOSHAHUS, NONCAVIL, SGIAemcs OOMUHUPOBAHUE
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hopmanbHbIX NOOX0008 K U3VYEHUIO S3bIKA HA NPOMsdiceHue OTUMenbHo20 nepuooa epemenu. OOHaxo, ¢
pazsumuem QyHKYUOHATLHOU JTUHCBUCTIUKY 6 MedeHUe NOCIeOHUX mpex OeCsmuiemull, NOKa3amenbHol
ecmb MeHOeHYUusl K YCMAHOGIEHUTIO 83AUMOCBSBEl MeHCOY TUHLBUCTUKOU U nepesodosedenuem. B oannotl
cmambe NO3UYUOHUPYEMCSL MbICTb O HeoOXO0OUMOCHU U BAJICHOCTHU THECHO20 B3AUMOOECMEUsT meopuu
nepesooa U JUHGUCMUKU. 3HAuUMEnbHOe SHUMAHUE YOelIeHO MAKdce COBPEMEHHbIM —MEeHOeHYUAM
npeodoiehUsl pa3pulea Medic0y meopuell u Npaxkmuxou nepesoda 6Orazodaps pabome, NpPoBOOUMOU 8
CMEICHBIX 001ACIAX TUH2GUCTIUKU, MAKUX KAK OUCKYD COJI02US, NPASMAMUKA, CEMAHMUKA, KOSHUNUGUCHIUKA
u conocmasumenvioe s3vlKosHanue. Tloouepkueaemcs, 4mo 6 Xo0e C80e€20 passumis nepesoooseoeHue 8
SHAYUMENbHOU CTHENEHU NEPeoPUESHTHUPOBANOCHL OM CY2Y00 SA3bIKOBOU MOOEIU Nepedood K KOHMEKCMYalbHO
U KYJIbMypPHO 00YCLOGTEHHOU.
Kniouegwie cnosa: nepegodosedeniie, TUH2BUCTIUKA, MEINCHA3BIKOBOE 00UeHUe, IKGUBANCHINHOCHb.

leanuyvka H.b. B3aemo36'a30K nepexiaodo3nascmea ma jaiH28iCMUKU: CyuacHi nioxoou.

Oona 3 eonogHux yineu yiei pobomu nonsieac 8 momy, wob NOKA3AMU B3AEMO38'A30K MIdC
JIIH2GICMUKOIO0 WA NEPEKIA003HABCMBOM MA GUSBUMU, SKY KOPUCTIL BOHU NPUHOCSAMb 00Ul 00HoMY. OoHieo
3 npuduM BIOHOCHO20 PO3IMENCYBAHHS YUX 080X 2any3ell MOBO3HABCHMBA, MAOYMb, € OOMIHYBAHHSL
dopmanvHux nioxo0ie 00 6UYEHHS MOBU HPOMSI2OM MPUBaioeo nepiody uacy. OOHAK, 13 pPO36UMKOM
DYHIYIOHANBHOT NLIHSGICMUKU NPOMACOM OCMAHHIX MPbOX OecAmulinb, NOKA308010 € MeHOeHYis 00
B8CMAHOBIECHHS B3AEMO38'A3KI6 MIdC JIIHEGICMUKOIO MA NePeKiad03HABCMBOM. Y NPONOHOBAHIU Cmammi
NPOBIOHOT0 € OYMKA NPO HEOOXIOHICb [ 8ANCIUBICMb MICHOT 83aEMO0II meopii nepexiady ma AiHe8iCMUKuU.
3nauny yeaey npudineHo maxoxic Cy4acHuM mMeHOeHYIIM NOOOJAHHIO PO3PUBY MINC MEOopIeto I NpaKmuKow
nepexnaoy 3a805Ku pooomi, o NPOBOOUTHBCS 8 CYMINCHUX 2ANY35X NTHEBIC MUKU, MAKUX 5K OUCKYPCONO02Is,
npasMamuxa, CeManmuKa, KOZHImugicmuxa ma 3icmasue Mogosnascmeo. Hazonoweno, wo 6 npoyeci c6o2o
PO3BUMKY NEPEKTIA003HABCHIBO 3HAUHOIO MIPOIO NePeopiCHMY8AN0CsL 8I0 CYMO MOBHOI MOOeNi neperiady 0o
KOHMEKCMYAIbHO 1 KYIbIMYPHO 3YMOGIEHOI.

Knrwouosi cnosa: nepexnadosnagcmeo, NiH28ICHUKA, MIHCMOBHA KOMYHIKAYIS, eKIBAICHNHICHb.

Onena Kosmyn
(Kuis)
VK 811.111+ 347.78.034

CJIOBA-PEAJIIL B TYPUCTUYHHUX TEKCTAX:
JIHIBICTUYHMM I TEPEKJIATTO3HABYM AHAJII3

Cmammio npucesiueHo KOMNJIEKCHOMY JiHeGICMUYHOMY i NEPeKIad03HAGYOMY AHANIZY Cli6-peanil
(na mamepiani mexcmie mypucmuunoi eanysi). Ilepexnad mypucmuunux mekcmié GiOpI3HAEMbC 34
Gopmoro, MoGHUMU 3AcOOaAMU, ACKPABO BUPAICEHOIO KOMYHIKAMUBHOI chnpamosanicmio. Y npoyeci
nepexkiady mypucmuyHux MmeKCcmie nepexiaoaiesi 00800UMbCSA PO38 SA3V8aAMU K NIH2GICMUYHI NpoOaeMuU,
3YMOBJICHT PO3X0ONCEHHAMU 8 CeMAHMUYHIL CMPYKMYPI U 6UKOPUCMAHHT 080X MO8 Y Hpoyeci KOMYHIKayii,
max i npobaemu coyiokynbmyproi adanmayii mexkcmy. Cnosa-peanii ciyeylomv Ons HOMIHAYIl NOHAMb I
A6UW, WO He MAalomb MOYHUX JIEKCUYHUX BIONOGIOHUKIE ) COYIOKYIbMYPHUX NAPAOUSMAX [HUIUX MOE.
Tpyonowi nepexnady peanii symoeneni: 1) giocymmuicmio 8 M08 nepexkiady ionogionuKa (exgisaienma,
ananoea) vepes Opax y Hociie Moeu 00 ‘ckma, sKull ys peanisi nosHayae, 2) HeoOXIOHICIIO nepedants He
Jue npeoMemHo20 3HAYeHHs (CeManmuku) peanii, a it Konopumy (KoHomayii) — ii HayloHaNbHO2O mMA
icmopuuno2o 3abapenenHs. Busmaueno ocnoeémi cnocobu 6i0meopeHHs Clig-peaniti Yy MmypUCmuUYHUX
MEeKCMAx: MPAHCKPUNYis, MpaHCIimepayis, nepekiao @YHKYIOHAIbHUM AHALO2OM, NOGHE | UYACMKO8E
KAbKYBAHHS, KOHMEKCMYAIbHUL Nepekiad, OeCcKpunmueHa nepugpasa, KoOMOIHOBAHA pPeHOMIHAYIA,
be3nepexnaoHe 3an03UYeHHs | GUILYYeH sl pealii.

Knwwuoei cnosa: mosna peanis, mypucmuuHuil mexcm, mMpyOHOWi NepeKaoy, npazmamuyia
adanmayis, nepexiadaybKi mpancghopmayii.

IlocranoBka mpoGiaemu. Po3BUTOK MDKHAPOAHOTO TYpH3MYy 3HAYHO MiIBUIIKMB IOMUT Ha
MepeKyag TYPUCT M HUX TEKCTIB, OCKUILKH MepIlle BpakKeHHI MPO KpaiHy, perioH, MiCTO YU MICIIEBIiCTh
TypucTu 3ae0ibmioro GopMmyroTs 3 iHMopMarii, Ky ONEPXKYIOTh BB TEpPEKIAACHUX TYPHUCTHUYHUX
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