MiHicTepcTBO OCBiTH | HAYKHM Y KpaiHU
KuiBcbknii HAIOHAJBLHU TOPTrOBEJILHO-€KOHOMIYHUI YHIBEPCUTET
BiHHUIbKHMI TOPrOBeEJIbHO-€KOHOMIYHHH iIHCTUTYT

«AKmyarvHi npobremu cywacnoi
MPAHCAAMOAO2L], ATH260KPAinO3HABCMEA

ma meopii MIKKYAbMYPHOT KOMYHIKAULD»

3bIPHUK MATEPIAJIIB
11 BceykpalHCbKOI HAYKOBO-IIPAKTHUYHOIL
IHTepHeT—KOH(DepeHil 3 MIKHAPOHOIO
y4acTio

28 Oepe3ns 2017 poky

Binnuusga 2017



YK 81’1

BBK 81

A 43

AKTyaJIbHi Npo0JieMH CYYacHOI TPAHCJAATOJOrII, JIHIBOKPAiHO3HABCTBA Ta
Teopii MIKKYJbTYPHOI KOMYHikawmii : 30ipuuk marepianiB II Bceykpaincbkoi
HAYKOBO-TIPAKTUYHOI iHTepHeT-KOH(pepeHUii 3 MDIKHAPOAHOK YYacTH. —
Binnung : [leHTp miAroToBKM HAayKOBHX Ta HaBYalibHO-MeToauuHux BujaHb BTEI

KHTEY, 2017. — 101 c.

VY 30ipHHMKY MarepiajgiB MDKHapOJHOI HAyKOBO-TIPAKTHU4YHOI I[HTEepHET-
KoHpepeHrrii «AKTyanpHI poOJieMu Cy4acHOi TPaHCISATOJOT],
JIHTBOKPATHO3HABCTBA Ta TEOPii MDKKYJIBTYPHOI KOMYHIKAI[lD» PO3TISHYTO HHU3KY
NUTaHb, 10 CTOCYIOTHCS 3arajibHOI TEOPii MepeKIag03HaBCTBA, MPAKTUKU TEXHIYHOTO
Ta XyJI0KHbOT'O MIEPEKIIATy, CKIAQIHUKIB ITepeKIalalbkoi KOMIETEHTHOCTI, IHHOBAII1H
B MIArOTOBLI INEpeKIajadiB, a TAKOX IEPCIEKTUB PO3BUTKY JHUCKYPCO3HABCTBA,
KOMYHIKQTUBHOI JIIHTBICTMKM Ta MDKKYJBTYpHOI KOMYHIKAIlli Ha TepeHax

JIHTBOT€PMAaHICTUKH Ta JIHTBOCIaBICTHKHU.

Penakuiiina xoJierisa:
I'omoBa penakmiitnoi konerii — 3amkoBa H.JL., 1. ¢inoc. H., go1IeHT.

BinnoBinansauii cexpetap — MaprtunoBa JI.B., k. ¢inoi. H., JOICHT.

Ynenu pepakuiiHol KoJierii:
IBanuubka H.B., 1. ¢iton. H., npodecop; BykomaoBa B.O., k. dinon. H., H01EHT;
I'maaso C.B., k. pinon. H., monent; Yyry C. /. x. dimon. H., nouent, bougap H./.,

K.JIICA.H., aCUCTCHT.

Hpykyerbcsi 3a yxBanoo Buenoi Panu BiHHMIIBKOTO  TOPrOBeENIbHO-
ekoHoMiuHoro iHcTUTYTY KHTEY.

HaykoBi poG0TH ApYKYIOThCS B aBTOPCHKIM peaaKiii.



3MICT

AKTYAJIbHI TPOBJIEMU TPAHCJIATOJIOI'Ti: TEOPETUYHI TA
IHPAKTUYHI ACIIEKTH

ByxkosioBa B.O., k.ij10J1.H., 101EHT,

Auignyiiko C.1I1., maricTpanT

Binnunpkuii TopropenibHo-ekoHOMIYHUN 1HCTUTYT KHTEY

OCOBJIMBOCTI BIITBOPEHHS I'PA CJIIB ¥ IIEPEKJIAJTAX......... 8

Ivanytska N.B. , Doctor of Science (Philology), Professor

Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics of KNUTE

UNTRANSLATABILITY FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF
TRANSLATION MODELS....ciuiiiiiiiiiiieieierineneeneeneensencansescnsansns 12

Kauainiuenko A.l., k.nmea.Hayk,

Binauipkuii ToprosenbHo-ekoHoMiuHuM iHCTUTYT KHTEY

Maxonai L.1., k.nmea.Hayk,

BinHunpkuii HallloHAIBHUN MeIUYHUN yHIBepcuTeT iM. M. [Tuporosa
OCOBJIMBOCTI TA TPYJHOIII NMEPEKJIAJTY AHIJIMCHKOIO
MOBOIO O®IIMIHHO-IIJIOBUX TOKYMEHTIB..........ccvvnvvennnnnnn.. 16

Jlemim H.€., noxkTop ¢pronorivHux Hayk

Hamionaneauit negarorivauii yaisepceuteT imeHi M.I1. JIparomanoBa

CAUSE VS. REASON B AHTJITMICHKI MOBI TA

CHEHU®IKA IX IEPEKJIAJLY YKPATHCBKOIO.........ccccvvvvenennennen 19

ITacaaBchka I.b., acucrenT

Binaunpkuii ToprosenbHo-ekoHoMiuaul 1HCTUTYT KHTEY

Pomanuuk K., ctyneHnt

Axanemis im. JIleona Ko3mincekoro M. Bapiasa

TEOPETHUYHI TA IIPAKTUYHI BUMOI'A J10 IIEPEKJIAZLY ............ 23

Tkauyk T.I., kana.¢ino.H.

Biaauekuii ToproBenbHo-ekoHOMiuHMM iHCTHTYT KHTEY

Mauepa I'.B., cTyaeHTKa

Hamionaneauit yHiBepcuTeT «KueBo-MoOTHIISTHCBKA aKaaIeMisi»

OCOBJIUBOCTI 3ACTOCYBAHHJSI IMEPEKJIAJTAIIBKOI
AJIATITUBHOI CTPATEI'Il Y CYUACHIA TPAHCJIATOJIOII........ 27



TEOPISI TA IPAKTUKA TEXHIYHOT'O TA XYJOXHLOT'O
MEPEKJIATY

McCall Daniel

Midlands Technical College,

South Carolina, the United States of America

Andrew Gladio,

Epam Co, Vinnytsia

IT METALANGUAGE: METHODS OF TRANSLATION..c..tvtiiiereinnennn 30

Koval G.

Zuricher Hochschule der Kunst

Schweiz, Zurich

INTERTEXTUALITY IN POSTMODERN ART: COMPREHENSION
TECHNIQUES. e etiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiietteiiaetetetetsssteessecensscesssseessscecnnses 35

IHHOBALUIVHI MIJIXOAU TA IHOGOPMALIIHI TEXHOJIOTTI B
MIJITOTOBLI MEPEKJIAJAYIB

bongap H.A., k.mex.H.,

Binnunpkuii ToprosenbHo-ekoHOMIYHUN 1HCTUTYT KHTEY
Kpoaas O., ctyaeHT

bepniHchKkuii TeXHIYHHMN YHIBEpCUTET, M. bepiin

POPMYBAHHJI IHIIOMOBHOI KOMYHIKATHUBHOI
KOMIIETEHIII MAUBYTHIX IHEPEKJIAJTIAYIB 3ACOBAMM BEB-
KBECTIB....ciitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiitiitiieteiietiecissccistcssccsssssssccssccssccnns 39

I'naavo C.B., k.}¢i101.H., 10LEHT

Binauiskuii ToproBenbHo-ekoHOMiuHMM iHCTUTYT KHTEY

TEXHIKH YUTAHHSA AHT'JIOMOBHUX JIITEPATYPHUX TBOPIB

SAK 3ACIb ®OPMYBAHHS HABUYOK IHEPEKJIALY ...cccvvvneinnnnnn. 42

Pynnuubka T.I'., Bukiagaq
BiHHUTIBKWI HAITIOHAIPHUH TEXHIYHUN YHIBEPCHUTET
Content-based Approach in Teaching Translation SKillS.......ccccevienannnee. 46



AKTYAJIBHI ITPOBJIEMMU TA ITEPCIHEKTHUBHA HIATI'OTOBKHA
HNEPEKJIAJAYIB Y KOHTEKCTI €BPOIHTEI'PAIIII

HpaniBassnauii M.I'., K.1e/1.H., IOLEHT,

Cursik O. /1., BUKJIaga4

BiHHUIIbKU HalllIOHAIBHUYN TEXHIYHUN YHIBEPCUTET

OCOBJIMBOCTI ®AXOBOI HIATOTOBKHU NEPEKJIAJAYIB Y
BHIIUX TEXHIYHUX HABUAJIBHUX 3AKJIAITAX ...cciiiiiinnnnnnnnns 49

IlocTak Y. B., K.IICHX0J1. H., CT. BUKJI.

Binauipkuii ToproBenbHo-ekoHoMiuHuM iHCTUTYT KHTEY

®AXOBI KOTHITUBHI YMIHHSA NEPEKJIAJTAYIB SIK
MCUXOJIOTO-NIEJATOTTUYHUN ®EHOMEH..........ccc0uvvvneennnennnnnn. 54

SIoaounikoBa B.O., acucTeHT

Binauipkuii ToproBenbHo-ekoHoMiuHuM iHCTUTYT KHTEY

OCOBJIMBOCTI ®OPMYBAHHS ®AXOBOI KOMIETEHIII
MAHNBYTHIX IEPEKJAJIAUIB.......c.cevuieeneeeneernreneereneeneseneennnnns 58

CYYACHI ITPOBJIEMU TA HEPCIIEKTUBH JOCJLIKEHD
I'EPMAHCBKHUX, POMAHCBKHX I CJIOB’AHCBKHUX MOB I
JIITEPATYP

3amagunceka L.I'., k.mea.H.

Binnunpkuii ToprosenbHo-ekoHOMIYHUH 1HCTUTYT KHTEY

HNEPCIHHEKTHUBU JOCJIIKEHDb CJIOB’SSHCBKUX MOB TA
ICTOPIOT PAG®IYHUI AHAJII3 ITIPOBJEMM ITPO®ECIMHOI
HIATOTOBKU BUUYTEJIIB HA TIOYATKY XX CTOJITTAL.............. 62

Misin K.I. , a.¢inosn.H., npodecop

JIBH3 «IlepescnaB-XMenbHUIIbKUAN 1€p>KaBHUI

nejaroriyauii yaiBepcuteT iMeHi ['puropis CkoBOpon»

BIIJIUB HA OB’EKTUBHICTb KOHTPACTUBHUX JOCJIIJ>KEHb
ETHOLEHTPU3MY TA ABTO- M TETEPOCTEPEOTHUIIIB............. 66

Shvets H.V., PhD (Pedagogics)

Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics KNUTE

ANALYZING LEXICAL AND STRUCTURAL PECULIARITIES OF
BUSINESS E-MAILS...c.uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieicniiateeeneseenenes 70



AKTYAJIBHI TPOBJIEMU JUCKYPCO3HABCTBA, KOMYHIKATUBHOI
JIHI'BICTUKHU TA MIDKKYJIbTYPHOI KOMYHIKAIIII

BepboBkin B. B., k. ¢isoa. H.

HITY imeni M. I1. [iparomanoBa

ICTOPISI BAHUKHEHHS, IPEJMET TA OB’€EKT NOJIITUYHOI
JIHHIBICTHUKH.....cciiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiietinetiistcistcenscsnscnnnns 73

Bounaposckas H.B., k.nea.H., Tkauyk U.B., accucrenr

BunHuikuii ToproBo-3koHoMu4eckuii UHCTUTYT KHTOY

PA3ZBUTHUE MEXKYJbTYPHOU KOMMYHUKAIIUA B PAMKAX
IMPOLECCA TVIOBAJIN3AIIMMI......cccctiiiiiiiiiiinnnnsansstcccsccsssssssnannss 80

Vukolova V., PhD (Philological Sciences)

Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics KNUTE,

D. Nechyporenko, MBA student

Kyiv-Mohyla business-school

FROM ETHNOCENTRISM TO ETHNORELATIVISM: STAGES OF
INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY BUILDING.....ccoctveiiiineinrnennnnns 84

Matsera O.A. , Senior Teacher,
Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics of KNUTE
CULTURAL COMMUNICATION THROUGH TRANSALATION...... 87

IHTEPAKTUBHI TEXHOJIOI'IT TA METOJIH HABYAHHSI SIK 3ACIb
®OPMYBAHHSA IHIOMOBHOI NTIPO®ECIMHOI KOMIIETEHIIII
INEPEKJIATAYA

Chugu S.D., Candidate of Sciences, docent

VITE KNUTE, Vinnytsia, Ukraine

COMMUNICATIVE AND PRAGMATIC PESPECTIVES OF SHAPING
TRANSLATION SKILLS. . utiiieiieiieineeatentsesseesesnssassssssssssonssssnnss 91

Chuhu J., Master of Business Administration

R. Ireland, Master of English

Groningen, the Netherlands

INTEGRATING CULTURE WITH THE LANGUAGE SKILLS TO
TRAIN A KNOWLEDGEABLE TRANSLATOR..ccitttitiiieiinieeenercnconns 95



Zamkova N.L., Doctor of Philosophic Sciences,

Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics

of Kyiv National University of Trade and Economics

USING RUBRICATING TECHNIQUE OF “ED TPA” WHILE
DEVELOPING INTERPRETERS’ PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE... 98



VYK 81°25 (043.2)
N.B. Ivanytska, Doctor of Science (Philology), Professor
Vinnytsia Institute of Trade and Economics of KNUTE

UNTRANSLATABILITY FROM THE PERSPECTIVE
OF TRANSLATION MODELS

The contribution translation can make for successful intercultural
communication and globalization is most often discussed in positive terms:
translation removes linguistic barriers and thus ensures cross-cultural rapprochement
and exchange. Such a concept of translation obscures the fact that the removal of
linguistic barriers can also make way for the disappointment of expectations in
intercultural encounters. Most often such “disappointing translations” are degraded to
“mistranslations”, with the assumption that they inhibit intercultural communication,
as they fail to achieve agreement. On the other hand the disappointment of
expectations can actually provide the initial stimulus for intercultural rapprochement.

The term “disappointing translation” refers thus to translation processes that, by
removing linguistic barriers, do not enable cross-cultural rapprochement in the first
place, but give way instead to the disappointment of expectations.

If we want to consider the role translation plays for intercultural connectivity in
globalizing processes, models that focus on translation as mere representations of
other texts will not prove to be very enlightening. These approaches amount to
nothing more than an account of what has been semantically lost or preserved. This
approach is supported by the ever-lasting conduit metaphor [2], which defines
communication as transporting meaning in the form of objects packed into words,
which serve as containers. The popular metaphors that conceptualize translation as
bridge-building, or as ferrying foreign ideas and knowledge from one side of a river
to another, or as replanting foreign plants on new soil, are all grounded in the conduit
metaphor in as much as they all focus on the aspect of semantic transfer in translation

processes.
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Translation concepts grounded in this metaphor presuppose that translation
succeeds if the “meaning” of the original text has been safely transported into the
target system, and if consent between the communication partners has been achieved.
This supposition corroborates the persistent assumption inherent to the discourse of
translation studies, namely that accurate translation prevents intercultural
misunderstanding. In fact, the role that translation plays in cross-cultural relations is
most often reduced to its assumed conciliating potential.

The reverse of this assumption is that if the translation process is unsatisfying or
leads to conflict, it 1s to be considered either as “non-translation” or as
“mistranslation”. This supposition leads to a very normative and consensual concept
of translation ignoring the fact that actually it can be precisely translation that enables
conflicts in intercultural communication.

The approach to translation not only as a linguistic but as an (inter)cultural and
communicative phenomenon emerged in the 1970s, when translation studies
emancipated as a discipline from linguistics and attempted to approach translation as
a form of intercultural communication [3; 4]. This approach involved a critical
discussion of so called “source-oriented” models, which focus on the source text (the
“original”) or on the relation between source text and the target text (the translation).
The main argument of the critics was that such “source-oriented” models sustain a
notion of ideal translation that does not correspond to the translational reality, insofar
as translation could never be equivalent to the source text. However, translation is not
“a construct created and/or dictated by theoreticians”, as one of the most severe
critics in the field, Gideon Toury [3, p. 27], points out. Translation proceeds
independent of our professional or academic ideas of ideal translations. Target-
oriented models, such as Toury’s Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) or Vermeer’s
Skopostheory (to name just two of the most systematic and influential in the
discipline), proceed from the assumption that translation can only be described and
analysed against the backdrop of its reception situation, since it is the reception pole
that determines the conditions under which translation succeeds and fulfils the

communicative function for which it has been produced.
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The pragmatist notion of translation builds on the delineated principles of
target-oriented models, yet takes them a step further. Traditional target-oriented
approaches are concerned with the reception environment of translation insofar as it
provides information about the factors governing the translator’s decisions and the
conditions under which translation can fulfil its intended function. Their notion of
translation processes remains limited, however; according to the traditional target-
oriented perspective, the translation process ends with the (non-) fulfilment of its
function in the target system. What happens afterwards: Which communicative
processes enable translation once linguistic barriers have been removed and
(linguistic) understanding has been made possible? This is actually the crucial
moment in intercultural communication.

Consequently, from a theoretical point of view, the thesis that disappointing
translations potentially contribute to intercultural interchangeability and connectivity
can only be treated with a broader concept of the translation process in mind. This
entails thinking of the communicative consequences of translation as conceptually
belonging to the translation process itself. According to this perspective,
misunderstandings, disapproval and disappointment belong to the translation process
just as much as affirmation and agreement [1]. Only with such a broader notion of
translational processes at hand, will it be possible to look beyond the disappointment
enabled by translation and to appreciate why intercultural communication keeps
going and can actually have a positive outcome, even if translation does not provide
the basis for the prolific exchange at first.

Regarding cross-cultural communication, translation can be considered the most
important medium enabling the experience of socio-cultural differences in the first
place. Only where a basic (linguistic) understanding is possible, will social actors
involved in intercultural situations be able to designate a certain communicative
behaviour of the other as “different” and qualify it as “unexpected” (in a positive or
negative sense). What is significantly different and potentially relevant for
appreciating one’s own disappointment of expectations in intercultural situations

comes into view in translation processes. In this sense, disappointing translation can
14



fulfil and heuristic function in cross-cultural interrelation as it brings the
communication partners in the position to experience differing conditions for
interaction and to possibly reconsider their ready-hand schemes for interpreting the
situation, as well as the appropriate expectations and ideas of right or wrong
behaviour.

When considering communication processes between culturally very distant
partners, the argument of untranslatability appears to be a commonplace. Whenever
translation becomes difficult or leads to recurring misunderstandings and
disappointments, the discussion comes very quickly to an end with the knockout
argument of untranslatability. The pragmatist perspective on disappointing translation
not only avoids this argumentative deadlock; it also points to the absurdity of the idea
of untranslatability between distant cultures, exposing it as constructivist or
philological coquetry that may be flattering in artistic contexts, insofar as it vaunts
the uniqueness of languages and styles. In terms of world society, however, the claim
of untranslatability amounts to cultural, socio-political and economic (self)exclusion.
The assertion of the impossibility of translation proceeds from the erroneous
assumption that untranslatability exists prior to translation. This presupposition
obscures the fact that such an assertion can only be the resigning conclusion after
disappointing translation processes take place, referring thus not to the factuality of
translation but to the (unrealized) intentions and expectations of the involved actors
(translators, employers, clients, receiver, etc.). However, as long as communication
continues, and as long as disappointing translation processes are the starting point for
further communication and the development of new expectations, they do not inhibit,
but rather stimulate intercultural exchanges. The disappointment of expectations is
not a sign that the end of the road has been reached. What actually constitutes the
impasse of intercultural communication processes is rather the ‘“capitulation”, in

translational terms: the resigning claim of untranslatability.
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OCOBJIMBOCTI TA TPYJHOIII NEPEKJIATY AHTJIIMCHKOIO
MOBOIO O®PIINIHHO-AIJIOBUX JOKYMEHTIB

CygacHa CBITOBa €KOHOMIiKa He Moke oOiiTucs 6e3 daxiBiiB, sSki g00pe
BOJIOJIIFOTH KUTbKOMa MOBaMH. HaTOMICTh HE 3HUKYETHCS MOMHUT Ha TEPEKIaNadiB,
CIIPOMOKHMX 3JIIHCHIOBAaTH aJICKBATHUH Ta SKICHUM TEpPEKJIal TEKCTiB, HACHUCHHUX
pi3HOrO poay cHenu@iyHOI0 TEPMIHOJOTIE0 — EKOHOMIYHOK, TEXHIYHOIO,
MEIUYHOI, FOPHUIAYHOIO TOIO, a TAKOX aJanTyBaTH Il TEKCTU JUIsl KJIIEHTa Yd
mapTHepa 3 1HIIOI KpaiHW, IHIIOT KYJIbTYPH. BononiHHS KOMMETEHITIEIO
npodecifHoro mnepekyiaay IHIIOMOBHUX TEKCTIB 3HAYHO TMOJErilye poooTy B
Cy4aCHOMY €KOHOMIYHOMY mpocTtopi. HaBuuku npodeciiiHoro nepekiany — OIuH 3

BHUJIIB 1HIIIOMOBHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI, II[O JIO3BOJISIE TIpaIlloBaTH 3 I1HO3EMHHUMU
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