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Abstract

The translation project is based on translation of the monograph of Miriam A. Locher and Thomas
C. Messerli Pragmatics in Translation.

The project deals with identifying pragmatic aspects of the text and specialized terminology. The
following is an overview of these aspects and the means used to achieve an adequate translation.
The translational project consists of two chapters.

First chapter presents own translation of the previously mentioned work from English into
Ukrainian. The main task was to render the information of the original text while preserving its
communicative function, pragmatic meaning, and overall effect.

Second chapter is the analysis, explanation and description of translation strategies and techniques,
applied to translate first chapter and render defined terms in target language.

The translation project will be useful for professionals in linguistics or translation and interpretation
and interested in exploring pragmatic aspects when rendering foreign information.

Key words: communication, pragmatics, relational work, participation framework

AHoOTaNis

OcHoBa THOTO MEPEKIANANBKOTO TPOEKTYy — MoHorpadis Mipiam Jlouep Ta Tomaca Meccepmi
“IIparmaruka B epexmnal’.

[IpoekT TIpUCBAYEHUN BU3HAYCHHIO TIparMaTHYHMX AacCHeKTiB TEKCTy Ta CIemiari30BaHii
tepmiHosorii. Hagami mpencraBieHO OIS ITMX AaCHEKTIB Ta METOMIB BUKOPHCTAHUX IS
JOCSITHEHHS a/IeKBaTHOTO nepekiany. [lepexnaaanbkuii MPOeKT CKIAAA€ThCS 3 IBOX YACTHH.

[lepma wacTuHa TpeAcTaBieHa y (OpMi BIACHOTO IMEPEeKiIaay MONEepeaHbO 3rajiaHoi pobotu 3
aHMIINACHKOT HAa YKpaiHChKYy MOBY. [0JIOBHE 3aBIaHHS — BIATBOPUTH iH(OPMAILIiO, ajle MPH IbOMY
30eperT KOMyHIKaTHBHY (PyHKIIIO, IparMaTU4He 3HAYCHHS Ta €(PEeKT MOBiIOMIICHHSI.

Jlpyra dYacTMHa MICTUTh aHai3, MOSCHEHHS Ta OINUC TEPEKIAJAlbKUX CTpaTeriii Ta TexHIK,
3aCTOCOBAHMX JIS IEPEKIIaly TIEPIIOi YaCTHHH Ta BIATBOPEHHS OOpAaHKUX TEPMIHIB Y IITbOBIH MOBI.

Le#t mpoexT Oynae kopucHUM TpodecioHanaM y chepi MOBO3HABCTBa, a00 YCHOTO Ta MUCHBMOBOTO
nepeKyany, siki 3aliKaBIeHH] y JOCHIHKEHH] MparMaTHYHUX acleKTiB MPHU BiATBOPEHHI iHpopmarii
3 IHO3eMHOT MOBH.

KuouoBi ciioBa: komynikayis, npaemamuxa, persayiina poboma, CmpyKmypa y4acmi 6 KOMyHikayii
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Introduction

Translating a scientific text about pragmatics requires deep knowledge and understanding of
the translated book particularities for translator. Pragmatics investigates the systematic interaction
between language and environment, focusing on the relationships that are grammatically organised
or structurally embedded in language (Levinson, 1983). The word ‘pragmatic’ is originally inspired
by the Greek adjective ‘pragmatikos’ and the Latin ‘pragmaticus’, which means ‘pertaining to
affairs or business’. According to Charles W. Morris, who was the first to coin the term
“pragmatics”, (Morris, 1938) awareness of pragmatic aspects helps translators render play on
words, humor, hidden meanings, euphemisms, and other pragmatic phenomena, which is especially
important in various areas of translation.

Research on pragmatics, particularly in English, is constantly being updated and developed.
Among the famous scholars who have studied pragmatics are J.L. Austin, C.W. Morris, P. Grice, S.
Levinson, P. Brown, M. Locher, R. Watts. Such Ukrainian scholars as O. Korunets, O. Semenog, O.
Selivanova, I. Kobiak, and T. Pakhomova have also studied pragmatics in various aspects. They
researched pragmatics in various contexts, such as pragmatic aspects of translation, pragmatic
strategies in education and media, the relationship of pragmatics to cognitive linguistics, pragmatics
to discourse. Topics like Pragmatics in subtitling, dubbing, surtitling or relational work in crisis or
conflict communication remain insufficiently explored areas in pragmatics. This was the reason for
my choice of a translated text that covers such topics.

The translation of such scientific texts contributes to the dissemination of knowledge and
makes relevant information available to a wider audience of researchers and practitioners. This
research aims to be helpful resource for specialists in translation and interpretation studies.
Therefore, it is crucial to correctly and adequately convey the material to the audience to achieve
maximum understanding and assimilation of knowledge.

The goal of the project is to examine the key aspects of translating scientific texts and
explore methods applied during the process of translation monograph "Pragmatics in Translation"
by Miriam A. Locher and Thomas C. Messerli.

The objectives of the translation project are:

1. To analyse the the source text, to identify specialized terminology and to reveal the
ways of their translation.

2. To investigate challenges and aspects of translating terms.

3. To explore the translation strategies and techniques used in the translation process.

The body of research is the translation of the work "Pragmatics in Translation" by Miriam
A. Locher and Thomas C. Messerli and further analysis of this work.

The structure of the translation project. The translation project comprises a foreword, two
chapters, selected terms, references, an abstract, and appendices.The research material includes own
translation.

The source text consists of 6599 words and 45012 characters, while the translated version of the
text consists of 5761 words and 45715 characters.

The total volume of the translation project is 43 pages.



Chapter 1. Translation of Pragmatics in Translation by Miriam A. Locher and Thomas C. Messerli

Source Text
2.4 Relational Work

Despite the discursive turn in (im)politeness research (e.g.
Locher & Watts, 2005, 2008; Spencer-Oatey, 2005a; Linguistic
Politeness Research Group, 2011) that led us from the
description of marked instances of face-threatening behaviour
and their mitigation to a context-bound, situationally constructed
understanding of interpersonal pragmatics, Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory has remained influential in
translation studies. Its ease of applicability means that in source
and target texts, face-threatening acts (FTA) can be identified
and compared in terms of their realisation, but a more general
concept of the discursive construction of the relationship
between writers, texts and readers eludes much of the existing
scholarship.

A notable exception is the recent monograph by Sidiropoulou
(2021), which incorporates the relational work perspective in its
analysis of two subtypes of translation: English—Greek
translations of non-fiction and of fiction. Sidiropoulou (2021)
finds that in non-fictional (mass media and academic) texts, both
the source writer and the translator confine themselves to the
appropriate (politic) zone of the relational work scale. This
finding corresponds to the research presented in Section 5 of this
Element, which looks at non-fictional data as well, namely,
spoken political discourse. Section 5.3 offers a more detailed
review of the relational work spectrum, which the reader may
wish to refer to along with this recap. With regard to fictional

Target text
2.4 Pensmiiina pobota

JIMCKYpCUBHUI TOBOPOT Yy JOCHIDKEHHSX (HE)BBIWIMBOCTI (HANPUKIAJ,
Locher & Watts, 2005, 2008; Spencer-Oatey, 2005a; Linguistic Politeness
Research Group, 2011) 3micTuB yBary JOCHIAHHMKIB BiJi KOHKPETHHX
NPUKIIAAIB 3arpo3n OOMMYYIO Ta iX IOM SKIIECHHS O KOHTEKCTYyalbHOTO Ta
CHUTyaTUBHO  yTBOPEHOTO  PO3YMIHHS  MDKOCOOHCTICHOI  IparMaTHKH.
HesBaxaroun Ha Taki 3MiHH, TeOpis BBIWIMBOCTI, IO ONHCYIOTh B CBOIH
poboty bpayn Ta Jlepincon (Brown and Levinson, 1987) noci mae Baromuii
BIUIMB y cepi MepeKIao3HaBCTBA. 3aCTOCYBaHHS TEOPii MOIATAE B TOMY, IO
y BHUXIJHOMY Ta I[UIbOBOMY TEKCTaX MOXKHA 1AEHTHU(]IKYBAaTH Ta MOPIBHATH
aKTU 3arpo3u OOMMYYIO, 3 TOYKH 30pY iXHBOI peanizaiiii. YacTo B cydacHHX
JTOCIIDKEHHAX, TPUAUBIETBCS Majio yBaru OUIBII 3arajbHINA KOHIEMIIIT
JMCKYPCUBHOTO KOHCTPYIOBAaHHsSI BIJHOCUH MIXK aBTOpaMH, TEKCTaMH Ta
qUTa4aMH.

Hemonasus monorpadis Cigiponyny (Sidiropoulou, 2021) — sckpaBuii
MPUKIAM, [0 BKJIIOYAE TNEPCIEKTUBY PEISIIHHOI poOOTH B aHai3 JBOX
MIITHUITB MMePEKIaay: aHIIO-TPEIbKIX MEPeKIIaiB HEXYIOKHBOT Ta XyI0KHBOT
miteparypu. Ciniporyny (2021) BusiBisie, o B HEXyAOXKHIX (TTyOIIITUCTHIHUX
Ta AaKaJEeMIYHMX) TEKCTax SK aBTOp OpWTIHANY, TaK 1 TepeKiIagad
0OMEXYIOTbCS BIJIMOBITHOIO (COLIAJIbHOI0) 30HOI0 B JIiama3oHi pemsiiiHol
poOGoru. lleil BHUCHOBOK 30ira€rbcsi 3  pe3ylbTaTaMH  JIOCIHIJKECHHS,
MIPEJICTaBICHUMH B PO3AUIL 5, 1€ pO3MIsAal0ThCs TAKOXK HEXYIOXKHI JiaHi, a
camMe pOo3MOBHHUI momiTHYHUM auckypc. Po3ain 5.3 mpomnoHye aetanbHIIIui
OMIs[] CHEKTPY peisliiiHoi poOOTH, 3 SKUM YHUTa4, MOXJIMBO, MaTHUME
OakaHHS O3HAHOMUTHCS TMapaleidbHO 3 MMM cTUcauM Bukiagom. Ilo
CTOCY€ThCA XyHMOXHIX TekcTiB, To Cimipomymy (2021) BcTaHOBIIOE, IO
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texts, however, Sidiropoulou (2021) establishes that the
non-politic zone is the more operative one here, presumably
because non-politic choices heighten emotions. The interpersonal
dynamic between the text producers and receivers emerges as an
important factor in the analysis, and the translator is shown to be
capable of renegotiating the author’s facework with the reader.

In a similar vein, Morini (2019), for instance, shows on the one
hand that there is much to be gained by going beyond
character-to-character pragmatics in source and target texts and
complementing it with writer—reader interpersonal pragmatics.
On the other hand, he attributes the same absolute notion of
impoliteness to the communication between Celenza’s Italian
translation and Virginia Woolf’s source text 7o the Lighthouse
and their respective readerships. By applying Grice’s maxims to
source and target text and working with the idea of making
implicit meaning explicit, he comes to the conclusion that Woolf
is more impolite to her readers as her style employs ‘free indirect
thought and a conversational style [that is] used to blur the
conventional divide between narrator and characters’ (Morini,
2019: 195). In contrast, Celenza’s translation, which employs
explicitation and disambiguation, 1is argued to better
accommodate the need of the readers for easier accessibility and
therefore to be more polite (Morini, 2019: 196). These comments
are made as if there were universal norms that regulate the
interpersonal relationships between authors and readers and as if
these norms were identical for translator-reader communication.

In contrast, understanding the same texts from a relational work
point of view would mean that, rather than being governed by
static norms, translations, just as much as novels, establish in situ

HeliTpanbHa 30Ha — OuUTbII e(QEeKTHUBHA, WMOBIPHO, TOMY, IO pIIICHHS
NPUKAHATE HE3aJEeKHO BiJ OCOOMCTICHUX BIIOJOOAHb CIPHUSAE TOCUICHHIO
eMorIriif. Mi>koCOOMCTICHA B3a€EMOJISI MK aBTOPOM Ta aJpecaTtoM TEKCTY —
OVH 3 BAXIMBHX (PAKTOPIB aHAII3y, IPH IOMY IEpEKIaaad JICMOHCTPYE
3/IaTHICTh TIEPEOCMUCIIUTH 3 YUTaueM MPOBIAHI 1€1 aBTOpAa.

VY noxi6nomy acnekti Mopini (Morini, 2019), 3 oqHOr0 60Ky I€MOHCTPYE, 110
MOXKHA JOCATHYTH, SKIIO BHMTHU 32 MEXI IMpParMaTuKU MK MEPCOHAXKAMU y
BUXIJHOMY Ta LIJTbOBOMY TEKCTaXx 1 JOMOBHUTH I MIXKOCOOHMCTICHOIO
MParMaTuKoOl MK MUChMEHHUKOM 1 YnTaueM. 3 i1HIIOro OOKY, BiH MPHUIHCYE
Te came Oe3yMOBHE TOHATTS HEBBIWIMBOCTI, Y CIIBCTABJICHHI OPUTIHAJIIBHOTO
tekcty "o masxa" BipmxuuHii Bynbd Ta #oro itamiiichKoro mnepexiany
BukoHaHoro Yenenna (Celenza) 1 iXHIMH BIANOBIIHMMH YHTAIlbKUMH
ayaMTOpisiMH. 3aCTOCOBYIOUM MakcuMH [paiica 10 BHXiIHOTO Ta LiJIHOBOTO
TEKCTIB 1 MPAIIOIOUH 3 1/1€€10 eKCIUTIKAIlii IMILTIUTHOTO 3HAYeHHS, BiH pOOUTH
BHCHOBOK, 10 Bynb¢ OinbIl HEBBIWIMBA y BIJHOIICHHI IO CBOIX YHMTAadiB,
OCKUIbKH BOHA BUKOPHUCTOBYE "BIJIbHY HENPAMY AYMKY Ta PO3ZMOBHHU CTHIIb,
BKUTUH Ui PO3MHUBAHHSA TPAAMLIHHOTO TOAUTY MDK ONOBiJadyeM Ta
nepconaxamu" (Morini, 2019: 195). Ha mnpotuBary 1poMy, HepeKiIaf
UYenenna, KU BUKOPUCTOBYE EKCIUTIKALII0O Ta JBO3HAYHICTh, IO3BOJISIE
yyTayaMm Kpaule po3yMITH TEKCT, a OTXKe, JAEMOHCTpye€ OUIbII BBIUJIUBE
ctaBieHHd 10 Hux (Morini, 2019: 196). L1 3ayBaskeHHs 3po0ieHi Tak, HION
ICHYIOTh yHIBEpCaJbHI HOPMH, SIK1 PETYJIIOI0Th MI)KOCOOHMCTICHI CTOCYHKH M1k
aBTOpaMH Ta 4YHTA4YaMH, 1 HIOW 11l HOPMH € 1ICHTUYHUMH JIJI1 KOMYHIKaIli
nepeKiagaya Ta yuTaya.

3 iHIOro OOKYy, SKIO PO3MNISIATH TEKCTU 3 TOUKH 30py PEsALiiHOI poOOTH
po0oTH, CTa€e MOMITHO, 110 NEPEKJIaH, SK 1 BIaCHE POMaHU, HE KEPYIOTbCA
CTaTUYHUMH HOpMaMH, a (GopMyrOThcsl Oe3nocepeqHbo B mpoueci. lle
BBA)KAETHCSI HEMAPKOBAHOIO Ta MAPKOBAHOIO (HE)BBIWIMBOIO MOBEIIHKOIO MPU
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what constitutes unmarked and marked (im)polite behaviour
when interacting with their readers and their respective
backgrounds. For instance, we may go along with Morini and
assume that making it easy for the readers to understand the
basic narrative of a text may be a more polite option for the
author. And in contrast, requiring much processing in order to
arrive at an understanding of the events that are taking place may
be less polite. Crucially, though, these norms of readability are
themselves dependent on sociohistorical context, among other
things (see Sidiropoulou, 2021: 9 on this point; Morini, 2019:
199 for a discussion of a passage from Jane Austen). Pollali and
Sidiropoulou (2021), for example, show how different Greek
translations of Eugene O’Neill’s playtext Desire under the Elms
(1924) demonstrate different orientations by the translators to
expectations and ideologies prevailing in the Greek target culture
in 1947 and 2017.

In addition, translations are not only governed by norms of
readability but also by translation norms (Toury, 1995; Morini,
2019) that shape the relationship of the target text’s reading
experience with that of the source text. Establishing such
translator—reader politeness norms as they are constructed in
individual  texts, idiosyncratically by translators or
sociohistorically at different points in time, is a fascinating
research area that as of yet remains underexplored.

More generally, testimony to the fact that a broadening of
politeness research in translation is underway is the recent
appearance of a special issue on Pragmatics of Translation by
Locher and Sidiropoulou (2021), which contains several articles
that highlight the connection between relational work and

B3a€MOJII] 3 YMTa4aMHu Ta IXHIM BIAMOBIAHUM cepenoBuieM. Hampuknan, Mu
MOXEMO TOronuTHcs 3 MOpiHI 1 NPHUITYCTUTH, IO MOJETIIMTH PO3YMIiHHS
OCHOBHOTO HAapaTHWBY TEKCTY JUIS ayIUTOpii — OUIBII BBIWIMBHUI BapiaHT IS
aBropa. | HaBmaku, BUMaratu Bijl YnuTada 6arato 3yCHJIb ISl PO3YMIiHHS MO,
110 B1AOYBarOThCsI, MoXe OyTH MeHII BBiuIMBUM. OJIHAK, BaXXJIMBO, 1110 HOPMU
CIPUIHATTS caMi 3aJieKaTh BiJ COIIaIbHO-ICTOPHYHOTO KOHTEKCTY, Cepel
iamoro (auB. Sidiropoulou, 2021: 9 3 mporo mpuBoxy; Morini, 2019: 199 nns
obroBopenHsi ypuBka 3 JlxkeitH Octin). Ilommamt ta Ciniponyny (2021),
HaIpUKJIaJ, TOKa3yloTh, K Pi3HI Ipenbki nepexnanu m'ecu FOmxuna O'Hina
"Baxcanus nio  &'szamu" (1924) 1eMOHCTPYIOTH Ppi3HY OpIEHTAIIIIO
MepeKiaadyiB Ha OYIKYBaHHS Ta 1€0JIOTeMH, IO TaHyBajdd B IUIbOBIH
aynuTopii rpertii B 1947 1 2017 pokax.

Kpim TorO, mepeknaayu perymolThCS HE JIUIIE HOPMaMH CHPUHHATTA, a i
HopMmamu niepexisany (Toury, 1995; Morini, 2019), sxi popMyrOTh 3B'SI30K MiXkK
YUTALBKUM JI0CBIZIOM LIJILOBOTO TEKCTY Ta BUXITHUM TEKCTOM. BcTaHOBICHHS
TAaKUX HOPM BBIWIMBOCTI MDK IepeKiajadeM 1 YWuTaueM, SK BOHH
KOHCTPYIOIOTbCSI B OKPEMHX TEKCTaxX, 1HIUBIAyaJIbHO IepekiagadyaMu abo
COLIIaIbHO-1ICTOPUYHO B Pi3HI MOMEHTH Yacy — LiikaBa cdepa I0CIiKeHb, SKa
MOKH 110 3aJIMIIAETHCS HEJOCTaTHBO BUBYCHOIO.

3aranom, TmosiBa CremiagbHOTO BUMYCKY "lIpacmamuxu nepexnady" Jlouep ta
Cimiponyny (2021) — oueBHIHUN A0Ka3 TOTO, IO AOCIIIKEHHS BBIWINBOCTI B
nepeKyaal po3mmMproThes. Po60Ta MICTUTB KijTbKa CTaTeH, 110 BUCBITIIOIOTH
3B'I30K MDK pEIAIidHHOI POOOTOI0 Ta CTBOPSHHSAM 1ACHTHYHOCTI TIPH
BIATBOPEHHI aKTOPIB/MEPCOHaXIB y MHCcbMOBOMY mepeknani (Sidiropoulou,
2020; Kefala, 2021; Pollali & Sidiropoulou, 2021). A Takox, pobota
Ciniponyny (2021) "Po3yminusa ne/ggiunueocmi uepes nepexnao" N€MOHCTPYE
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identity construction in actor/character rendition in written
translation (Sidiropoulou, 2020; Kefala, 2021; Pollali &
Sidiropoulou, 2021), and Sidiropoulou’s (2021) Understanding
Im/politeness through Translation, which discusses the role of
the translator with respect to (im)politeness considerations in
several types of written translation from a relational work
perspective. At the time of writing, however, published
(im)politeness-oriented research in translation is dominated
largely by comparisons of isolated instances of (im)politeness. In
this area, Aijmer’s (e.g. 2011) work in contrastive pragmatics as
well as Hatim’s (1998) application of Brown and Levinson’s
theory to texts are notable forward-thinking theorisations that
pave the way for a truly discursive understanding of
interpersonal pragmatics of translation.

3 Interpreting through the Pragmatic Lens

3.1 Introduction

Interpreting involves rendering speech into another language in
oral modality and under time pressure; these factors of mediality
and temporality converge to necessitate a separate discussion of
interpreting from the viewpoint of pragmatics. Contrary to
translators, interpreters have no opportunity for long
deliberations, consulting dictionaries or post-editing. Another
difference from translation is that interpreters are often
physically co-present with the discourse participants, which
plays a role in participation framework-oriented pragmatic
research.

Interpreting can be subdivided into three main types along the
time and participation axes: (1) consecutive/dialogue/liaison

pONb TepeKiiagada 3 TOYKH 30py peNsiiiHoi poOoTH, y BITHOIICHHI 0
MOHATTS (HE)BBIWIMBOCTI B JIEKUIBKOX BHJIaX MHCBMOBOTO nepeknany. OnHak
HAa MOMEHT HANMCaHHs L€l CTaTTi OmyOJiKOBaH1 JOCIIKEHHS, OPIEHTOBAHI
Ha (HE)BBIWIMBICTh Yy MEpEKyIaai, 3ACOUTBIIOTO 3BOAMIMCS JIO IOPIBHSHHS
OKpeMHUX TMPHUKIIAIB (HE)BBIWIMBOCTI. Y IbOMY HAmpsAMKYy poOoTH AlimMmepa
(manpuknan, Aijmer, 2011) 3 KOHTpacTHBHOI IparMaTHKH, a TaKoX XariMma
(Hatim ,1998), sxuit 3actocoBye Teopito bpayna i JleBiHCOHA 1O TEKCTIB,
CTali TIOMITHUMH JaJCKOTSITHAMUA TEOPETHUYHUMH IOCITIDKCHHSIMH, SIKi
MPOKJIAIA0Th MUISAX IO CIPaBIl TUCKYPCUBHOTO PO3YMIHHS MI)KOCOOHCTICHOT
MparMaThKy Mepexsamy.

3 Posib mparMaTuKu B yCHOMY NepeKJIai

3.1 Beryn

Yeuuii mepekiian nependadae nepenadyy MOBJICHHS 1HIIOI MOBOIO B YCHiil
¢dbopMmi Ta B ymoBax nediuuTy yacy; mi (aKkTopu MOCEPETHHUIITBA Ta 4aCOBOI
BHU3HAYCHOCTI 3JIMBAIOTHCSA BOEJIMHO, IO 3YMOBIIOE€ HEOOXiTHICTH OKPEMOTO
0OTrOBOpPEHHSI YCHOTO MEPeKIaay 3 TOYKU 30py mparMaTuku. Ha BimMiHy Bif
MUCPMOBHUX TMEpeKiIa/iadiB, yCHI Tepekiazadi He MaloTh MOMKJIHBOCTI st
JOBTUX PO3IyMiB, 3BEpPHEHb JO CJIOBHHKIB 4M mocTtpenaryBanHs. llle omgHa
BIIMIHHICTh BiJl THCHMOBOTO TIEPEKJIaqy TOJSAra€ B TOMY, IO YCHI
nepekanadi yacto (pisMuHO MPUCYTHI pa3oM 3 YYaCHHUKAMHU JTUCKYpPCY, 11O
BiJlirpae BaXJHMBY pOJb Yy NpParMaTUYHHUX JOCHIHKEHHSX, Y MNEPCHEKTHBI
MOJIeJTi PO3MOALTY KOMYHIKATUBHHUX POJIEH.

YcHu# nepekiag MOKHA TIOAUTUTH Ha TPH OCHOBHI THITH 33 9YaCOBOIO O3HAKOKO

Ta 3a piBHeM ydvacTi: (1) mociiI0BHMIA/11aJIOTOBUIA/ IBOCTOPOHHIN TIEpeKIa,

(2) wamintyBanHs Ta (3) KoH(QepeHI-epekyaa. 3HauHa YacTHHA YCHOTO

MepeKany 3MIMCHIOETBCS HOCAI008HO, TOOTO MICIA TOTO, SIK TyMKa MOBOIO

opuriHamy Oyna 3aBepiieHa MOBHICTIO. [lochmigoBHUN mepekian Moxke
6



interpreting, (2) whisper interpreting and (3) conference
interpreting. Much oral translation is done consecutively, i.e.
after the source-language utterance has been uttered in full.
Consecutive interpreting may be assisted by handwritten notes
that the interpreter takes if the speaker’s turn is very long. When
working without notes and on shorter turns, consecutive
interpreting is sometimes called dialogue or liaison interpreting.
If only one of the participants needs interpretation to understand
the proceedings, whisper interpreting, also called chuchotage, is
employed, and the interpreter stands next to the client and
whispers simultaneous interpretation into their ear. Finally,
conference interpreting (essentially, simultaneous interpreting for
large audiences) is performed in a special booth with interpreters
working in teams of two or three, wearing headphones and
speaking into a microphone at the same time as the original
speech is being delivered.

Although many conceptual findings from translation studies
have been applied to interpreting studies, it is a communicative
activity different from written translation on so many levels as to
merit a separate investigation. Just some of the key distinctions
include time pressure, oral modality of reception and production,
necessity to adjust the length of the target to the source speech,
and tendency to work with different genres than translation.
These factors contribute to a demanding environment, which is
bound to have an effect on all levels of the target output,
including pragmatics. In what follows, we wil first introduce
strands of pragmatic research in interpreting in Section 3.2
before focusing on the pragmatic research areas which are the
participation framework (Section 3.3), politeness research in

JIOTIOBHIOBATHUCS] PYKOIIMCHUMM HOTATKaMH, sIKi TepeKiagad poOuTh MiJ 4ac
TPUBAJIOTO BUCTymy oparopa. [Ipu poOori Oe3 HOTAaToK 1 mpH mepeKiaii
KOPOTKUX (pa3 IMOCIIJOBHUN NepeKaa 1HOAI Ha3MBAIOTh 0idn0208um ado
080CMOPOHHIM nepekiadom. SIKIOo TUIBKU OJWH 3 YYacHUKIB TOTpelye
YCHOTO TEpeKiamy, 100 3po3yMiTH Xia 3acilaHHsi, BUKOPHUCTOBYETHCS
HawinmyseanHs, SKAA TaKOXK HA3UBAETBCS WLYULMAdiC, 1 TIEPEKIaaad CTOITh
MopyY 3 KJIIEHTOM 1 IIernode oMy Ha ByXO CMHXpOHHMH mepekiaz. Hapemri,
KOHGhepeny-nepexnad (1O CyTi, CHUHXPOHHHM TepEKJa i BEJIHUKHUX
ayJIMTOpii) BUKOHYETHCSA B CIICHIAJIbHIN KabiHi, e MepeKiaiadi mpaoTh y
KOMaH/Ii 110 JIBo€ ab0 TPO€, B HABYITHUKAX 1 TOBOPSTH Y MIKPO(OH OTHOYACHO
3 BUCTYIIOM OpHUT1HAIy MPOMOBH.

bararo KoHIenTyaJdbHUX BHUCHOBKIB 3 IEpEKIaJ03HABCTBA 3aCTOCOBYBAIUCH
10 ycHOTO Tiepeknany. OnHak 1ei BiI KOMyHIKaTHBHOI JiSUTBHOCTI HACTLIBKHI
BIJIPI3HSETHCS BiJl MUCbMOBOTO MEPEKIIAMIY, [0 BUMArae OKpeMe J0CIiKSHHS.
YacoBi oOMexxeHHs, ycHa (popMa CHPUHHSATTS Ta BIATBOPEHHS, HEOOXiIHICTh
MPUCTOCOBYBAaTH JOBXKHHY TMEPEKIaay J0 BHXIAHOTO MOBIIEHHS, a TaKOX
CXWJIBHICTBH TPAIIOBATH 3 1HIIUM CIIEKTPOM KAHPIB — KIIFOYOBI MOMEHTH IO
BIPI3HAIOTh yCHUH mTepeknan Bix mucbmoBoro. Lli ¢akropu CTBOPIOIOTH
CKJIaJTHE CEpEellOBHUIIE, SKE HEOAMIHHO BIIMBA€ Ha BCl PIBHI ILUIHOBOTO
MPOMYKTY, BKIIOUAIOUM TMparMartuky. Jlami Mu crmodatky MpeacTaBHMO
HanpsIMKU TparMaTHYHUX JOCIHIKEHb YCHOTO Iepekiany B po3naua 3.2, a
MOTIM 30CcepenuMocs Ha TakuX cdepax NparMaTHYHUX JOCHIDKEHb, K
MOJIENIb  PO3MOAUTY KOMYHIKATMBHUX poseit (po3ain 3.3), JoCiipKeHHS
BBIWIMBOCTI 3arayioM (po3ain 3.4) i pensiiiina podoTa 30kpema (po3ain 3.5).



general (Section 3.4) and relational work in particular (Section
3.5).

3.2 Strands of Pragmatic Research in Interpreting

As Baumgarten (2017: 523) notes with respect to translation, the
central problem from the pragmatic perspective lies in the
cross-cultural comparability of linguistic form—function
relationships. Achieving such comparability of pragmatic effect
in the source and the target speech has been the subject of
pragmatic research in translation and interpreting studies.

To facilitate the recipient’s understanding, an interpreter may
need to go to extra lengths to explain dense and technical
information to the client (Gibb & Good, 2014 on refugee status
hearings), elicit more detailed answers (Jacobsen, 2008 on court
interpreting) or interpret power moves such as intentional
silences (Nakane, 2014 on police interviews). To theorise the
process, researchers have drawn on pragmatic concepts such as
common ground, relevance, mitigation and aggravation, deixis
and politeness formulae.

A translation model that has proven fruitful for understanding
interpreting in particular is Gutt’s (1998) ‘interpretive
resemblance’. Gutt’s angle on translated language can be seen as
a very early version of the more recent approaches (such as
Kruger & van Rooy, 2016) that see translated language as simply
one type of secondary, constrained or ‘interpretive’
communication. Gutt’s interpretive resemblance approach,
rooted in relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1995), treats an
utterance as an ostensive stimulus that signals to the addressee
the speaker’s intention to convey relevant information. The

3.2 HanpsiMKy iparMaTUIHUX JOCHIIKEHb YCHOTO MEePEKIIaTy

Sk 3a3nauyae baymrapren (Baumgarten, 2017: 523) mono nepekiany, OCHOBHa
npobiemMa 3 TparMaTMYHOI TOYKH 30py THOJNSArae B MDKKYJIBTYPHIH
CHIBBIAHOCHOCTI 3B'A3KiB MK MOBHOIO (hopmoro Ta QyHkie0. JlocarHeHHs
TaKOi CHIBBIIHOCHOCTI MparMaTMYHOro €(exkTy B OpUriHAjl Ta Mepexyiaai —
MOLINPEHNH 00’ €KT MparMaTHYHUX AOCTIKEHb Y EPeKIIa03HaBCTBI.

[Io6 mosermmTH PO3yMIHHS PEIHIIIEHTA, MePEKIaTaueBl MOXKe 3HATOOUTHUCS
JOKJIACTU JOJATKOBUX 3YCUJIb, 1100 MOSCHUTH KIIEHTY CKJIQJHY TEXHIUHY
iHdopmartiro (Gibb & Good, 2014 mpo ciayXxaHHS MIONO CTaTyCy ODKEHIIS),
OTpUMAaTH JeTalbHimI Bianosiai (Jacobsen, 2008 npo cymnoBwmii mepekian) abo
IHTEepIpEeTyBaTH CUIIOBI MPUMOMHU, Taki SK HaBMUCHe MoB4YaHHs (Nakane, 2014
PO JOMUTH B MOMILiT). [IJis TEOPETUYHOTO OCMHUCIICHHS MPOLIECY AOCTIAHUKI
CIOUpAIOThCA Ha TparMaTHyHi  KOHIIETIIii, K B3aEMOPO3YMiHHS,
JIOPEUHICTh, MOM'SIKIIEHHS Ta OOTSXKEHHS, IEHKCUC 1 JOPMYIIH BBIUIIMBOCTI.

TaKi

I'yrr (Gutt, 1998) posmisinae "iHTepnpeTaTuBHY MOAIOHICTE" SK MOJEINb
nepekaay, 1o JO0NOMOIvIa Kpalle 3po3yMITH YCHHM IMepekniaj, 30Kpema.
[Migxig ['yTTa 10 nepekinageHoi MOBU MOKHA TPAKTYBaTH SIK PaHHINA MPOTOTUI
KOHIICTIIIIH, 10 3’sIBWIKCH mi3Hime (Hampukian, Kruger & van Rooy, 2016),
1€ TEpeKiIaZieHy MOBY pO3NIAJAlOTh SK BTOPUHHY, OOMEXeHy abo
"inTepnperaruBHy"  ¢GopMy  KOMYyHIKarlii. IHTepIpeTaTuBHOI
nofioHocTi ['yTTa, 3acHoBaHMiA Ha Teopil peneBaHTHOCTI (Sperber & Wilson,
1995), po3misigae BUCIOBIIOBAHHS SIK OCTEHCHUBHHUI CTUMYIL, SIKHH CUTHAIIIZy€e
ajpecaty TpO HaMip MOBISI TepenaTd BiAnmoBigHy iHpopMmaliito. Takum
YMHOM, OCHOBHAa MeTa Iepekiagada — BIATBOPUTH OCTEHCHBHI CTHMYIH
TeKCTy  OpuUTiHady, 3a0e3MeUMBIIM  UUIBOBIM  ayauTopii  aHAJIOTI4HI
KOHTEKCTYyallbH1  e(eKTH, OpUTiHAJIbHE TIOBIJIOMJIEHHSI BUKIIMKAE Yy
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translator’s task, then, is to reproduce the source language’s
ostensive stimuli in order to achieve in the target recipients the
same contextual effects as the source utterance has in the source
language recipients. This understanding corresponds to the view
that limits the expectations from the elusive equivalence to
interpretive resemblance only.

Gutt’s interpretive resemblance was adapted by Setton (2006) to
be applied to simultaneous interpreting contexts. Setton argued
that the linguistic repertoire available to the interpreter is always
more limited, and the interpreter is fighting a losing battle
against time while trying to find such stimuli that constrain the
recipient’s search for relevance in just the right way. The
difference to translation, in Setton’s view, is that rather than
trying to reproduce the communicative clues of the original (as a
translator would), an interpreter is entitled to use the interaction
of stimuli and context in any way that will deliver adequately
similar effects, by whatever inferential route (Setton, 2006: 384).
An interpreter must shape the context in which the audience will
process their speech in order to compensate for distortions forced
on it by the simultaneity condition (Setton, 2006: 384).

Also adopting relevance theory and interpretive resemblance as
its main theoretical underpinning, a fascinating study by
Miskovic-Lukovic and Dedaic (2012) analysed the case of
disputed translation of a discourse marker ‘odnosno’. The study
illustrated how during the war crime trials at the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, linguistic
indeterminacy of this discourse marker (which may have either
an explanatory or a corrective/reformulative function) led the
interpreter to make varying target item choices. These choices

ayauTopii BUXigHOI MOBH. Take po3yMiHHS BioOpakae miaxif, SKuii 00Mexye
OYIKyBaHHS IIO0 HEIOCSHKHOI EKBIBAJICHTHOCTI JIWINE IHTEPIpETaIliiiHOI0
MOiOHICTIO.

Cerron (2006) amanTyBaB IHTEpIpETAaTUBHY MOAIOHICTH ['yTTa 0 KOHTEKCTY
CHHXPOHHOTO mepeknany. CeTToH CTBepAKye, L0 JIHTBICTUYHHUN apceHas
YCHOTO TepeKiaaava, 3aBkau OUTbIT OOMEXKEHHH, a/pke 3a HEe3HAYHMI Yac
NepeKiiaziad HaMaraeTbes MiTiOpaTH CTUMYIIH, OynyTh aJeKBaTHO
cnpuiimarucs peuunienroM. Ha nymxy CeTToHa, BIIMIHHICTB BiJl MUCHMOBOTO
nepeKiaay, Mmojsrae B TOMy, IO 3aMiCTh CIpo0O BiATBOPHTH KOMYHIKaTHBHI
KITI0O4i opuriHamy (K me 3poOuB OW mepekiazad), YCHHH Nepekyanad Mae
3MOTY BHUKOPUCTOBYBATHM B3a€MOJIII0 CTUMYJIB 1 KOHTEKCTY OyIb-SIKUM
crocoboM. T'onoBHe, 11100 KiHLIEBHH eekT OyB MakCUMalbHO HAOIMKEHUH 10
MepIiopKepera, He3alekKHO Bl oOpaHoro mwisixy (Setton, 2006: 384).
[epeknamad moBuHEH (HOPMYBaTH KOHTEKCT, B IKOMY ayJUTOPisl CIIpUMaTUMe
HOT0 MOBJICHHS, HE UBJITYMCH HA 3MiHHU, CIIPUYMHEHI OJJHOYACHICTIO (Setton,
2006: 384).

K1

Takok BHKOPUCTOBYIOUM TEOpIIO PEJIEBAaHTHOCTI Ta I1HTEpPHpPETaTUBHOL
NoAIOHOCTI SIK OCHOBHE TEOPETHYHE MIiAIPYHTS, BU3HAUHE JOCIIIKCHHS
MimxkoBuu-JlykoBuu 1 Jenmaitu (Miskovic-Lukovic and Dedaic, 2012)
aHaJIi3y€e BUIAJIOK CIIPHOTO MEpEeKJIany IUCKYpPCHBHOTO Mapkepa "odnosno".
JlocTipKeHHST TIPOLTIOCTPYBAJIO, SIK TIiJ] Yac CYJIOBUX IMPOLIECiB HAJl BOEHHUMU
3M0YMHAaMU B MiKHapOIHOMY KpHMiHAJIbHOMY TpHOyHasl ISl KOJHMIIHBOI
IOrocnagii JiHTBiCTHYHA HEBU3HAUEHICTh I[HOTO JUCKYPCHBHOTO MapKepa
(KMl MOKe MaTh SK TOSCHIOBAJIBHY, TaK 1 BHIPaBHY/peQOpMyBalIbHY
GyHKIIII0) CHIOHYKaJla Tepekianada poOUTH pisHUNA BHOIp HiTHOBOT OJMHMIIL.
Le#t BuOip 3MiHIOBaB 1€0JOTTYHUN MIATEKCT BUCIOBIIOBAHD 1 MIT BIUIMHYTH
Ha pILIEHHS CyIAl.



changed the ideological implications of the utterances and could
affect the judge’s decisions.

Setton’s work draws on relevance theory and is mostly
cognitively oriented. In fact, a large share of pragmatic research
has been driven by the interest in the time-related aspects of
interpreting. This interest accounts for the cognitive-pragmatic
research strand, which seeks to answer questions about mental
structures and procedures, processing capacity, translator
memory, ear—voice span, speed of input, and so on
(Moser-Mercer, 2000; Setton, 2003; Defrancq, 2015). Notably
less attention has been paid to the sociopragmatic aspects of
interpreting: pragmatic interference and pragmalinguistic
transfer, the necessity for pragmatic adaptation, or the
implications of diverging background knowledge among the
speaker, the interpreter and the audience. The existing research
on these topics is reviewed below. In Section 7.3 of this Element,
we map out the blank areas where future research can be
directed.

3.3 Participation Framework

Since the activity of interpreting serves the primary purpose of
enabling communication among participants in a speech event,
configurations of those participants have implications for
pragmatic processes and choices. Research into the participation
structure of interpreting gained traction after Wadensjo (1998)
proposed her ‘dialogic discourse-based interaction’ model. It
focused on the roles of participants in an interpreter-mediated
event, the responsibility in distribution of content and
progression of talk. The model adapts Erving Goffman’s (1981)
classic proposal regarding the speaker roles in a conversation

Po6ota CeTrToHa CTUPA€ETHCS HA TEOPIIO PEIEBAHTHOCTI, SIKa Ma€ 37eO0LTBIIIOT0
KOTHITMBHUH minxif. Hacmpasni, 3Ha4Ha yacTWHA MPAarMaTUYHUX J0CITIKEHb
3yMOBJICHA 1HTEPECOM JI0 YaCOBHX acCIeKTIB YCHOTO mepeknany. Lleit intepec
3yMOBHB TIOSIBY KOTHITHBHO-IIPAarMaTUYHOTO HAMPSMYy IOCITIDKCHb, MeTa
SIKOTO BIJNOBICTM Ha NUTaHHS NPO MEHTaJbHI CTPYKTypU Ta MHPOLENYpH,
37IaTHICTh o 00poOKHu 1Hpopmarrii, am'siThb nepekiaaaya,
CITyXO-MOBJICHHEBUH [l1ala30H, MIBUAKICTh BBeAeHHS Tomio (Moser-Mercer,
2000; Setton, 2003; Defrancq, 2015). 3HauHo MeHIIE yBaru MPUIIISIOCS
coLlOMparMaTUYyHUM  aclieKTaM  yCHOrO  MepeKkjaay:  MparMaTU4Hii
iHTepdepeHIlii Ta TparMajgiHTBICTUYHOMY I€pEHEeCEHHI, He0oOX1THOCTI
MparMaTuyHoOi ajanTarii abo HaciiakaM po30iKHOCTEH (POHOBUX 3HAHB MiX
opatopoM, mepekiagayeM Ta ayauTopiero. Hukde po3misgaroThest iCHYROUl
JOCTIDKeHHS Ha 111 TemMH. Y Po3niii 7.3 11p0oro eneMeHTy Mu oKpeciim o1
WM, Ha SIK1 MOXKYTb OyTH CIIpSIMOBaH1 MailOyTH1 1O CIII>KEHHS.

3.3 Mojens po3noiily KOMYHIKaTUBHUX POJIeH

OCKiTbKM OCHOBHE TPU3HAYEHHS YCHOTO TIEpeKiIagy — 3a0e3MedeHHs
KOMYHIKaIlli MiXK Yy4YaCHHUKaMH MOBJICHHEBOI Tofii, came crenudika ix
B3a€MOJIIi  BHU3HAUa€ TMparMaTHYHI  MEXaHI3MM Ta  CTparerii, 110

3aCTOCOBYIOThCA B mpoueci.  JlocmipkeHHs — Momeni  PO3MOILTy
KOMYHIKaTUBHUX pOJied B YCHOMY Mepekjaal HaOyao MOIMyJIsSpHOCTI MIiCIs
toro, sk Bagenme (Wadensjo, 1998) 3ampomnonyBasa CcBOIWO MOICIHb
"miamoriuHOl B3aeMojii, 3acHOBaHOi Ha auckypci'. BoHa 3ocepeamsiach Ha
pONIAIX YYacHUKIB TOMIi, 13 3aJydeHHSM TMepeKiagada, Ta PO3MOILTY
BI/IMOBITAJILHOCTI 32 3MICT Ta PO3BUTOK PO3MOBH. MoJIeb aIalTy€e KIACUIHY
koHneniito Epsiara I'opdmana (1981) momo posneit MOBIIIB y pO3MOBI, SKi
BKJTIOYAIOTh aBTOPA, MPEICTAaBHUKA Ta TPAHCIATOPA. ABTOp — II€ YYACHHK, IO
CTBOPIOE TEKCT BUCIIOBIIOBAHHSI, MPEICTABHUK — 1€ YYACHUK, YHi MOTIISIAH 1
NEPEKOHAHHS BIATBOPEHI Yy BHUCIOBIIOBAHHI, & TPAHCIATOP — 1€ TEXHIYHHMA
10



that incorporates an author, a principal and an animator. An
author is the party who composed the words of an utterance, a
principal is the party whose views and beliefs are represented in
the utterance and an animator is the sounding box: the person
and/or the technology through which the utterance is made.

Wadensj6 observed that the interpreter’s role in an interaction is
more than a mere transfer of meaning (stepping beyond the role
of an animator), and, moreover, that interpreters co-construct
meaning together with other parties. In Wadensjo’s (1998)
adaptation, the animator becomes the reporter, the author
becomes the recapitulator and the principal becomes the
responder. Thus, an interpreter who just reports a literal
translation of what has been said takes the role of a reporter; an
interpreter who is an active listener and not only renders but also
understands the message is a recapitulator; and the role of
responder is given to a participant who engages in order to
respond, to take communication further (as an interpreter may
sometimes do when asking a clarifying question).

Goffman’s framework and Wadensj6’s adaptation of it have
become a productive tool of analysis of interpreting events and
the interactants’ understanding of their roles, especially in
community (non-professional) interpreting.

A phenomenon frequently studied in classic pragmatics, deixis,
provided another gateway to the investigation of participant roles
in interpreting events. Deictic expressions point to the referents
and rely on contextual information regarding speaker identity to
be understood (Levinson, 2004); we typically rely on the visual
cues in the physically co-present situations to know which
discourse participant is referred to by ‘I’ or ‘you’. Personal

BHKOHABEIIb: /a0 TeXHOJIOTis, Gi3MYHO  BIATBOPIOE

OBIIOMJICHHS.

JJIOJJUHA j11(0)

Banenmie 3ayBaxuia, 1o posib TMepeKianada y B3aeMoAll — 1e OuTbIe, HiX
MPOCTO Tepeaadya ceHcy (BUXiA 3a MEXI1 polli TPaHCHISITOpa), 1, OLIbIIE TOro,
10 TIepeKIIaay CIiIbHO 3 iHIIMMHU yYaCHUKaMU KOHCTPYIo€ ceHc. B amanTarii
Banenme (1998) TpaHcasTop crae pemoprepoM, aBTOp — PELHUITIEHTOM, a
IIPEACTABHUK — PECIIOHJEHTOM. TakuM YMHOM, NEepeKiajnad, KUl IPOCTO
MOBIIOMJISIE  JIOCJIIBHUM 3MICT CKa3aHOTO, BHKOHYE pOJb pernoprepa;
MEPEKIaad, TaKOXK BUCTYIAE PEIUITIIEHTOM — AKTHBHUM CIyXadeM, 10 He
TITBKH TIEpelae, aje W aHali3ye TOBIJOMIIEHHS, a pPOJb PECIOHJEHTa
BIJIBOJIUTHCSL YYACHUKY, SKHI BKJIIOYAETHCS B JIalor JJIsl YTOYHEHHS YU
MIPOJIOBKEHHSI TUCKYCIi (HAIIPUKJIIA, Yepe3 TOIaTKOBI 3alTUTAHHS ).

Konnenuis Toddmana Ta i1 amanramiss Bapenine cramu NOpogyKTHUBHUM
IHCTPYMEHTOM aHalli3y MOAIM YCHOTO MepeKiiady Ta pPO3yMIHHS YYaCHUKAMHU
CBOIX poned, o0co0mMBO B TpoMaAchkoMy (HempodeciiHOMY) YCHOMY
nepeKyaii.

SBuiie, siKe 4acTO BUBYAETHCSA B KJIACHYHIA MparMaTuili, — JCHKCUC —
BIIKPHBAE 1€ OAWH MUIAX O JOCHIKEHHS POJIeH YUYaCHUKIB B IHTEpIIpeTAaIlii
nonii. JIeMKTUYHI BUCIIOBIIOBaHHS BKa3ylOTh Ha pe(epeHTiB 1 3ajekarh Bij
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHOI 1H(OpMaIlii, 30KkpeMa BiJl MO3HWIli MOBLS, 33 HAOyTTS
sicHocTi (Levinson, 2004); Mu 3a3BHWYaii MOKIaaEMOCS Ha Bi3yallbHI IiIKa3K1
y cuTyauisax (i3uyHOi MPUCYTHOCTI, 100 MAi3HATHUCA, O KOTO 3 yYaCHHUKIB
JTUCKYpCy 3BepTatoThecsi Ha "s" um "tu". Takuil Tunm neiikcucy, sik 0coOOoBi
3aiiIMEHHUKH, MOXYTh BKa3yBaTH Ha Te, fKI TNPUMYILIEHHS MO0 poieit

YYaCHUKIB MalOTh 0COOU 3aJIisiHI B yCHOMY MEPeKIIai.
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pronouns, a type of deixis, can indicate what assumptions about
participant roles the participants in an interpreting event hold.

Disambiguation of deixis is a highly problematic topic in legal
linguistics, and it comes as no surprise that interpreting studies
have paid special attention to personal pronouns in court
interpreting. One such study is described in Angermeyer
(2005a), who looked at interpreted hearings in a small claims
court in New York City. Angermeyer first established the
institutional norms for interpreting in the American legal system;
these norms presuppose that an interpreter is no more than a
‘faithful sound amplifier’ (Glémet, 1958) and therefore always
interprets in the first person (direct speech). For example, if a
defendant says in a foreign language ‘I was going’, the
interpreter is expected to translate ‘I was going’ and not ‘He said
he was going’. In fact, interpreting in the third person is
considered unprofessional (Pochhacker, 2004: 151-2).

Angermeyer’s (2005a) study aimed to find whether the
interpreters in the small claims court used the first person (direct
speech) or the third person (indirect speech). He discovered
significant individual and directionality-related differences
among his six interpreters with regard to this choice.
Angermeyer put forth a hypothesis that the third person in
interpreting is used to distance oneself from the speaker’s words
and identity.

The study of reported speech, and the identity role assignment it
explicates, gained momentum in court interpreting (since it is
important to be able to assign agency before assigning blame).
Cheung (2012) and Cheung (2014) are examples of studies
focusing on pronoun choices of court interpreters in Hong Kong.

Po3mexyBanHs Jneiikcucy —— ayxe mpoOieMarnyHa Tema B IOPHIWYHIN
JIHTBICTUII, TOMY HE AWBHO, IO B JOCTIDKCHHSIX 3 YCHOTO TMEpeKyiany
0co0NIMBa yBara MpUAUIIETHECA 0COOOBUM 3aiiMCHHHKAM B YCHOMY CYIOBOMY
nepekyani. OgHe 3 TakWX JAOCHIKEHb OMHUCAaHO B pobOOTI AHrepmeiiepa
(Angermeyer 2005a), Skuii po3misAIaB CIyXaHHS B CYl 3 PO3IVISIAY TO30BIB y
Mano3HauHMX cnpaBax y Hero-Mopky, e mepeknmanaui BUKOHyBaIH YCHHi
nepekyan. AHrepMmeidep BIEpIIe BCTAaHOBUB I1HCTHTYIIMHI HOPMH YCHOTO
Nepeksiaay B aMepUKaHChKIM TPAaBOBIM CHCTEMI; Il HOPMU NIepen0adaroTh, 110
nepekyagad — He Oimblne HiK "BipHUH migcwitoBad 3ByKy" (Glémet, 1958) i
TOMY 3aBK]IM TIepeKIiafae Bij nepiuroi ocodbu (mpsima MoBa). Hanpukian, ko
oOBHHYBaueHUI Kaxke iHO3eMHOIO MoBOw "I was going", ouikyeTbes, 110
nepexiagad moBuHeH nepeknactu "S imoB", a He "BiH ckasa, mo iae".
HacnpaBni, nepeknan Big TpeTboi 0coOM BBaXKa€eThCs HEMpodeciitHuM
(Pochhacker, 2004: 151-2).

HNocmimkenns Anrepmeiiepa (2005a) wmano Ha MeTi 3'sicyBatH, YH
BHUKOPUCTOBYBAJIM TIEPEKIaaadl B Cy[l 3 PO3MISAY IMO30BIB Y MaJIOZHAYHUX
crpaBax mepiry ocoOy (TpsiMmy MOBY) abo TpeTio ocoly (HempsMmy MoOBY). Bin
BHSIBUB 3HA4HI OCOOMCTICHI Ta MOB'S3aHI 3 OPIEHTAIIEI0 BIAMIHHOCTI MIX
IIicTbMa MepeKiIaiayaMyd IO0J0 LbOro BHOOPY. AHrepMeiep BHCYHYB
rinoresy, MO0 TpeTs ocoba B Mepeksagi BHUKOPUCTOBYETHCS ISl TOTO, IIO0

BiJIMEXKYBATHUCS BiJ CIIiB Ta 0COOMCTOCTI Oparopa.

BuBueHHsT HEMPSAMOT MOBH Ta POJILOBOTO PO3MOALTY 1ICHTUYHOCTI, SIKUH BOHO
JIEMOHCTPYE, HaOpamo o0epTiB y cdepi CymIoBOro YCHOTO MEpeKiIary
(OCKITbKM BaXKJIMBO BMITHM BH3HadaTH CyO'€KTa, Mepml HIDK TOKJIaJaTH Ha
Hporo npoBuHy). Poborm Uyna (Cheung, 2012) Tta (2014) — mnpuxiagu
JOCJTIDKEHb, IPUCBIYCHUX BUOOPY 3aHMEHHHKIB CYJOBUMH TEpPEKIIaadaMiy B
lonkon3zi. OgHak poii cy0'ekTa Ta ydYacHMKA MOXYTh BUHUKATH 1 B 1HIIMX
chepax, HampuKIaa, Ha TMOMTHYHHX 3ycTpidax (Zhan, 2012) abo
MDKHAPOJAHUX KOH(EPEHINSAX, MPUCBIUYCHUX TAaKHUM HECXOXKHM TeMaM, SK
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However, agency and participant roles can come into play in
other domains as well, for instance, political meetings (Zhan,
2012) or international conferences on such disparate subjects as
publishing and floral art (Chang & Wu, 2009). The studies have
in common the finding that interpreters may choose to diverge
from translating in the first person and close to the original’s
words in order to achieve successful mediation, since interpreter
facilitated communication is often charged with sociocultural
factors. Indeed, Meyer (2008: 105—-6) suggests that intervention
may well be one of the very few true translation universals, that
is, that interpreters are always actively involved in construction
and adaptation of the target text rather than being mere sounding
boxes. Research shows that complex pragmatic processes are
involved in the resolution of vague deixis, especially personal
pronouns (for example, first person plural pronouns used for
persuasive purposes to encode different group memberships). It
is inevitable that interpreters will actively introduce pragmatic
shifts since they become involved in the setting up of ‘worlds of
experience’ (Chafe, 1980) or ‘mental spaces’ (Fauconnier, 1985)
among the discourse participants using linguistic means to do so
(e.g., dexis).

3.4 Politeness Research

A discussion of pragmatic research in interpreting would be
woefully incomplete without addressing the topic of politeness.
Politeness has been a major concern in pragmatics since the
1970s, first gaining traction with the theories describing strategic
conflict avoidance and face-saving (Lakoft, 1973; Leech, 1983;
Brown & Levinson, 1987). The elegance and relative simplicity
of these theories made them a favourite among interpreting

BUJaBHUYA crpaBa Ta ¢uopuctuka (Chang & Wu, 2009). i mociimkeHHs
00'eTHy€ BUCHOBOK IPO T€, IO JUIS TOCSTHEHHS YCIIIIHOTO MOCEPEIHUIITBA
MepeKiIagadi MOXXYTh BIIXOAWTH B TEPEeKIaay Bix mepmoi ocobu Ta
ONMM3BKOTO JI0 OpHUTIHANY, OCKUIBKM KOMYHIKAIlii 3a IOCepPEeIHUIITBA
nepeksiajjaya 4acTo TMOB'si3aHa 3 COIOKYJIBTYpHUMH (akTopamu. JlilicHo,
Meiiep (Meyer, 2008: 105-6) npumnyckae, 110 BTpy4aHHsI MOXXe OyTH OJIHIEIO 3
He0aratboX CIpaBXKHIX MEepPEeKIagallbKiuX yHIBEpcaliii, ToOTO, 10 MepeKiaiaq
3aBKau Oepe aKkTHBHY yd4acTh Y KOHCTPYIOBaHHI Ta ajanTariii HiJIbOBOTO
TEKCTy, @ HEe IPOCTO — TEXHIYHMH BHMKOHABELb Iepekiany. JlocmimkeHHs
MMOKa3yloTh, IO CKJIAAHI MparMaTuyHi mporecu OepyTh y4acTh Yy BHUPIIICHHI
HEYITKOTO  JIEUKCHCY, O0COOIMBO 0CO0OBI 3aliMCHHUKH (HAIPHUKIIAI,
3aiMEHHMKM Mepuoi O0COOM MHOXHHHM, 10 BUKOPHCTOBYIOTbCA 3
MEPEKOHIMBOI0 METOK ISl KOAYBaHHS PI3HUX I'PYNOBUX NMPHHAJIEKHOCTEN).
Ilepeknanadyi HEMHMHy4Y€ AKTUBHO BIIPOBA/KYIOTh IMparMaTu4Hi 3pYyLICHHS,
OCKUIBKM BOHM OepyTh ydacTb y cTBOpeHH1 "cBiTiB nocBiay" (Chafe, 1980)
a6o "meHTtanbHUX npocTopiB" (Fauconnier, 1985) cepen yuacHUMKIB TUCKYpCY,
BUKOPHCTOBYIOUH JUIsI LIOTO JIIHIBICTUYHI 3acO00U (HANIPUKIIAMA, AEUKCHUC).

3.4 JlocaipKkeHHS BBIYJIMBOCTI

OOroBopeHHsI parMaTUYHUX JOCIHIIKEHb YCHOTO mepekiaay Oyno O JOCUThH
HEMOBHUM, SIKOM MU HE TOPKHYJIUCS TEMH BBIWIMBOCTI. BBIWIMBICTBH cTana
OCHOBHOIO mpoOinemoro mparmatuku 3 1970-x poki, Bmoepuie HaOyBLIN
MOMYJISIPHOCTI B TEOPIsiX, IO ONMHUCYIOTh CTpaTeriyHe YHUKHEHHS KOH(IIKTIB 1
36epexenns oomuuus (Lakoff, 1973; Leech, 1983; Brown & Levinson, 1987).
3aBasIKM CBOIM JIAKOHIYHOCTI Ta BIJIHOCHIM MPOCTOTI, Il Teopii HaOyau
IIMPOKOTO 3aCTOCYBAaHHS Cepel JOCIIIHUKIB y raixy3i yCHOTO mepekiany, ki
MparHyJii  3pO3yMITH, SK 30epertd oOnu4Yus Ta TIOM SKIIUTH HETaTHBHI
HACNIJIKHM Tpollecy nepekiaa. Halmepii gocaiKeHHs 3 MparMaTukyd yCHOTO
nepexnagy IHCHO BHUKOPHCTOBYIOTH Teopito bpayHa Tta JleBiHcoHa,
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studies scholars looking to explore the issues of face-saving and
mitigation in interpreting events. The very early studies in
pragmatics of interpreting do indeed use Brown and Levinson’s
theory, for example, Knapp-Potthoff and Knapp (1987),
investigating nonprofessional interpreting in German and
Korean.

Given the body of work on the cross-cultural difference in
mitigating politeness (e.g. the Cross-Cultural Study of Speech
Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP) project, Blum-Kulka &
Olshtain, 1984), scholars have been looking for the pragmatic
shifts initiated by the interpreter on the basis of such
crosscultural mismatches. The study by Jacobsen (2008), also
discussed in Section 3.2, for instance, traced the down-toning of
face-threats to the fact that the face concerns of the Chinese
defendants were likely to be different from the Western
European face concerns of other participants. Courtroom and
other official settings are a fertile ground for strategic politeness
research due to a stable, easily controlled situational context of
interactions: some of the many studies from these settings
adopting Brown and Levinson’s framework include Mason and
Stewart (2001), Lee (2013) or Pollabauer (2007). All of these
essentially focus on how an FTA is rendered by interpreters
(mitigated, aggravated or unchanged) in different language pairs
and relative power configurations. Similar work has been done in
other contexts of consecutive or liaison interpreting, for example,
televised political debates (Savvalidou, 2011), or as experimental
studies (Berk-Seligson, 1988).

Hanpuknan, podborn Hemm-Ilorrogpd ta Hemm (Knapp-Potthoff and Knapp,
1987), nmocmimkyroun HenmpodeciiHUi yCHMH Tepekia] 3 HiMelbKoi Ta
KOPEUCBHKOI MOB.

BpaxoByroun BeMMKy KUIBKICTh pOOIT, MNPHUCBAYECHUX MDKKYJIBTYPHUM
BIIMIHHOCTSIM Yy  TIOM'SKIICHHI  BBIWIMBOCTI  (HampWKIaa, IPOEKT
"Kpoc-KynbTypHE IOCHTIDKEHHS MOJAeNeld peajizamii MOBJICHHEBUX aKTiB"
(CCSARP), Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984), nHaykoBLi HIyKanau mparMaTU4Hi
3pylLIeHHs, 1HINiOBaHI MepekiagadyeM Ha OCHOBI TaKHX MIKKYJIBTYPHUX
BiaMiHHOCTEeH. Y nmocnimkeHHi Skobcena (Jacobsen, 2008), sike Takox
OOTrOBOPIOETBCA B poO3aimi 3.2, HANpUKIAJ, MPOCTEKYEThCS 3HUKECHHSA
KUTBKOCT1 aKTiB 3arpo3u OOJIMYYIO, TMOB'sA3aHE, HMOBIPHO, 3 TUM, IO TUTAHHS
30epekeHHST  OONMMYYsl ~ KUTAHCBKUX — MIACYIHUX  BIAPIZHAETHCS — Bif
3ax1IHOEBPONEHCHKUX MONIAMIB  LIOAO0 30epekeHHs Oo0nuyus I1HIIUX
YYacHUKIB TIpoIlecy. 3ala CyIOBUX 3acilaHb Ta iHmI oQimiiHi MicIs
BUSIBWINCS CIPHUSATIMBUM IPYHTOM JJISl TOCIIPKEHb CTPATET1YHOI BBIYIMBOCTI
3aBISKH CTAa0LILHOMY, JIETKO KOHTPOJBOBAHOMY CHUTYaTHBHOMY KOHTEKCTY
B3aEMOJIII: cepen 0ararboX JOCHIKEHb, NMPOBEIEHHX y IMX yMOBax, SKi
BUKOPHCTOBYIOTh KOHIeNmito bpayna i1 JleBiHcOHa, MOXXHa Ha3BaTH POOOTH
Meiicona 1 Crroapra (Mason and Stewart, 2001), JIi (Lee, 2013) ab6o
[Tpommabayepa (Pollabauer, 2007). Yci BOHH, 1O CyTi, 30CEPEIKYIOTHCS Ha
ToMy, ik A30 (AxTtu 3arpo3u obauuuto; B anmi. FTA, Face-threatening acts)
cpuiiMaroThCsl TepekagadyamMu (IOM'SKIIEHO, 3arOCTPEHO YW HE3MIHHO) B
PI3HMX MOBHHMX Tapax 1 MpHU pi3HUX KOHPIryparisx BigHocHOI Biaau. [ToniOna
pobota mpoBoAmIIacs 1 B IHIIMX KOHTEKCTAaX IOCTIJOBHOTO ab0 yCHOTO
NepeKyiaay, Hampukian, IiJ Yac TENeBI3IMHUX TMOJITHYHUX Je0aTiB
(Savvalidou, 2011), abo y BuUIIAAI EKCIIEPUMEHTAIBHHUX JOCIHIIKEHb
(Berk-Seligson, 1988).

VY nocnmimkeHHSX KOH(epeHI-TepeKiany, Majo yBard NOPUAUIIOCS
30epeKeHHIO O00NMMY4Ysl Ta MOM'AKIICHHIO BBIWIMBOCTI, WMOBIpHO, uepes3
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In research on conference interpreting, facework and mitigating
politeness received little attention, presumably due to the overall
scarcity of research on this interpreting mode. The key
contribution is Bartlomiejczyk’s (2016, 2020) work devoted to
the analysis of interpreting in the European Parliament using the
concept of face and focusing predominantly on how mitigation is
performed. It remains an excellent resource for anyone interested
in a thorough overview of literature on strategic politeness
research in interpreting. Magnifico and Defrancq (2017) also
adopted Brown and Levinson’s framework (and its extension,
Culpeper’s (1996) impoliteness framework) to analyse gender
based differences in impoliteness treatment by interpreters.
Although the study’s initial hypothesis is based on an outdated
and deterministic view of male and female speech habits, the
findings are interesting as they shed light on the different
sensitivity to professional norms by male and female interpreters
(female interpreters appear to be more preoccupied with faithful
translation close to source, while male interpreters take more
liberties with the text and foreground their role as mediators).

3.5 Relational Work

Although in the last two decades a shift occurred in linguistic
politeness theory from strategic politeness approaches like
Brown and Levinson (1987) to the all-encompassing analysis of
facework like Spencer-Oatey (2000) or Locher and Watts (2005),
these shifts found almost no reflection in interpreting studies.
While the former approaches assumed a more or less stable
formto-function correlation between linguistic resources and
their polite function, the latter, like the discursive approaches to

3araibHUM  1epinUT AOCHIIKEHb, MPUCBAYCHUX IBOMY CIIOCOOY YCHOTO
nepeknany.  KmodoBum — BHeckom — crajma  poOora  baptiomeitumk
(Barttomiejczyk, 2016, 2020), mpucBsdeHa aHaji3y YCHOTO TEpeKIaay B
€BpOMEICHKOMY TIApJIaMEHTI 3 BHKOPHCTAHHSM KOHIICTINI 30epeKCHHS
o0MHMY4YsT Ta 30CEPEDKCHHSM YBard IMEPEBAXHO HA TOMY, K 3TIHCHIOETHCS
MOM'SIKIIEHHsT BBIWIMBOCTI. L{s poOoTa 3anuimaeTbest 9yI0BUM JIKEPEITIOM ISt
BCIX, XTO 3alliKaBJICHUN y PETEIbHOMY OMISI JITepaTypH MpO AOCITIIKEHHS
CTpaTeriyHoi BBIWIMBOCTI B yCHOMY mnepekiaai. Marnipiko Ta [ledpank
(Magnifico and Defrancq, 2017) Takox BUKOpHCTaNIHM KOHIEMIil0 bpayHa Ta
JleBincoHa (Ta 1ii pO3MMpPEHHs - KOHIIEMIli0 HeBBIiwmMBOCTI Kanmenepa
(Culpeper, 1996)) nns anamidy TEHIESPHUX BIIMIHHOCTEH y CTaBJIE€HHI 0
HEBBIWIMBOCTI 3 OOKy YyCHUX IIepeKjajadiB. Xoda IIOYaTKOBa TilmoTe3a
JOCII/KEHHS TPYHTY€EThCSA Ha 3aCTapiiuX 1 JAETePMIHOBAHUX YSBICHHSIX IMPO
MOBJICHHEBI 3BUYKH YOJIOBIKIB 1 ’KIHOK, OTpUMaHi pe3yibTaTH IiKaBi TUM, L0
MPOJMBAIOTh CBITJIO Ha PI3HY YYDIMBICTH [0 MNpOQeciiHuX HOpM
MIePEKIIaauiB-4OJIOBIKIB 1 KIHOK (MepeKiaadi-KiHKH, SK BHJIAETHCS, OLIBII
3aKJIONOTaHI TOYHMM TMEPEKIagoM, HAOMMKEHUM JI0 OpHTiHANY, TOMI SK
MIePEKIIa1aui-qOIOBIKH OUIBII BITbHO MOBOMATHCS 3 TEKCTOM 1 BUCYBalOTh Ha
MIEPIIUI TUIaH CBOIO POJIb SIK MIOCEPETHUKA).

3.5 Pensiiina pobora

3a ocTaHHI JBa JECATUIITTA B TeOpii JIHIBICTUYHOI BBIWIMBOCTI BinOynacs
noMiTHa 3MiHa. Ha 3MiHy cTpaTeriyHuM migxoJaM J0 MUTaHHS BBIWIMBOCTI,
sk y bpayna ta JleBincona (1987), mpuinuii KOMITJIEKCHI aHAJI3U CTpaTerii
30epesxeHHst 00myys, Taki sk koHuenuii Cnercepa-Oari (2000) abo Jlouep Ta
Borrca (2005). Ilpote, mi 3pymieHHsT Maike HE BIUTMHYJIHM Ha JOCIIKESHHS
ycHOrO rnepekiamy. PanHi mMonem OasyBanwcs Ha iei BITHOCHO CTa0lIBbHOTO
3B’SI3Ky MDK MOBHUMH 3aco0aMy Ta iX (PyHKLI€IO y BBIWIMBIM KOMYHIKalii
(mpuanun  "dopma-dpyskmin"), Ha mporuBary 1pomy, cydacHi IMiIXOAH
(30KpemMa, TUCKYPCUBHI) MiJAKPECITIOITh, 0 3HAYEHHS MOBHHUX €JIEMEHTIB
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relational work, argue that linguistic resources acquire their
meaning in context through negotiation of societal norms. This,
of course, makes such theories less convenient and
straightforward to apply to language data, although naturally
they boast much improved descriptive adequacy that reflects the
fluid and messy nature of human communication. Nevertheless,
a few studies of interpreting have taken the leap to incorporate
relational work in their analysis, with interesting results, and
demonstrated that it is a feasible step to take.

Some of this research has been carried out by Mapson (2015) on
the material of sign language interpreting. Sign language
interpreting is closest to liaison and conference interpreting in
terms of temporality and participant structure, although the
multimodal component is the crucial difference between the two
(sign language interpreting being an intermodal interpreting
type).

Mapson (2015) worked with data from general-purpose British
Sign  Language interpreting. Having facilitated and
videorecorded several group interviews with eight experienced
interpreters, she analysed the transcripts to identify the main
politeness-related themes that emerged in participants
discussions. Mapson relied on Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport
management framework to identify the types of facework that
could be relevant to interpreters, for example, smoothing of
interpersonal relations. The recognition of politeness has
emerged as a prominent rich point, which highlights again the
necessity of using the contextually aware politeness approaches,

(hopMy€eThCs CUTYAIIHHO — Yepe3 TOTPUMaHHS CYCHUTBHUX KOHBEHIIIH abo 1X
nopymieHHs. Lle, 3BiCHO, YCKIAIHIOE MPaKTUYHE 3aCTOCYBAHHS IUX Teopiit
I0JI0 aHai3y MOBHHUX JaHHMX, X04Ya, 3BICHO, TepeBara MOMIOHUX Teopii
MoJIira€ 'y BUIIIA OINMUCOBIM TOYHOCTI, sKa BigoOpakae IMHAMIYHY 1
HEOMHOPIAHY TPHUPOAY JIONCHKOI KoMyHikamii. He3Bakaroun Ha 1€, OKpemi
JTOCHIDKEHHST ~ TOYaJid IHTETPYBAaTH aHali3 pensmiiHoi podotu. IlomiOHi
mpaii, He JIMIIe Jaid  I[iKaBl pe3ylbTaTd, a W TOKa3adl MNPaKTUYHY
MOYJIUBICTh BUKOPUCTAHHS I[LOTO TTiIXOTY.

Meiincon (Mapson, 2015) mpoena, nesiki 3 IMX TOCIIIKEHHS, 30Kpema,
IOI0 YCHOTO Tepekyamy KecToBoi MoBH. Ilepeknan kecTtoBoi MOBHU
HAHOUTBII nmo110HMA 10 JIBOCTOPOHHBOTO nepexnagy Ta
KOH(EpEHII-TIEPEKIaay Yepe3 HasIBHICTb YaCOBUX OOMEXEHb Ta IMOAIOHICTh
ckjaaay — yuyacHukiB.  [Ipore  romoBHa — BIIMIHHICT  [OJSTaE Yy
MYJIBTUMOJIAJIBHOCTI (TI€peKyajg KeCTOBOI MOBHM € IHTEPMOAAIBLHUM BHUIOM
nepeknagy, ToOTO TMoenHye B €001 Bi3yaJbHO-IPOCTOPOBI Ta MOBHI
KOMIIOHEHTH ).

Meiincon (2015) mpautoBana 3 JaHUMHU 3arajbHOTO Nepekiaxy OpUTaHCHKOI
&KecToBOi MOBU. BoHa mpoBena Kilbka TpPyHNOBHX IHTEpPB'I0O 3 BiCbMOMa
JIOCBITYEHUMH TIepeKiafadyaMu Ta 3amucana ix Ha Bifeo, ImpoaHajidyBaja
CTeHOTpaMH, MO0 BU3HAYUTH OCHOBHI TEMH, TOB'S3aHI 3 BBIWIMBICTIO, SIKi
BUHUKAIM B JUCKYCiSIX Y4YacHHMKIB. MeEHICOH 3acTocyBana CHUCTEMY
perymoBanHs BimHocuH Cnencepa-Oti  (Spencer-Oatey’s, 2000), mns
knacudikamii crparerii  30epekeHHS OOMMYYsI, AKTYaJIbHHUX ISl YCHUX
nepeKiaiadiB, TaKWX K, 3[IaJHKyBaHHS MIKOCOOMCTICHUX CTOCYHKIB.
Bu3HaHHS BBIWIMBOCTI BUSBWIIOCS AY)K€ BXIMBHM (DaKTOPOM, IO IIE pa3
M1JKPECIIOE HEOOX1THICTh BUKOPUCTAHHS KOHTEKCTHO-OPIEHTOBAHMX M1AXOAIB
10 BBIWIMBOCTI. OCKUIbKM Teopii BBIWIMBOCTI, OpPIEHTOBAaHI Ha QopMmy 1
(yHKIII1, 3aIUIIAI0THCS HECIIPOMOKHUMHU BpaxyBaTH BC1 HbIOAHCH.
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since form-to-function politeness theories would remain entirely
blind to this problem.

Mapson (2015: 209) also highlights how interpreting
(im)politeness essentially constitutes intercultural rapport
management between the hearing and the deaf community. This
makes interpreting especially difficult because interpreters are
managing rapport between clients whose assessments of cultural
norms may contrast. The interpreters’ choices of what smoothing
strategies to use in their target language output depends on a
number of factors, not least of which is the pre-existing
familiarity with the clients. The role of contextual awareness
(Spencer-Oatey & Franklin, 2009) of the clients emerged as the
key factor in interpreting politeness.

In a similar set-up, Mapson and Major (2021) collected data in
group interviews with British Sign Language interpreters on the
role of (im)politeness in interpreting. This was complemented by
a second data-collection round that involved recording naturally
occurring and role-play interpreting events in Australian Sign
Language and English. All of the data came from the healthcare
context, as Mapson and Major (2021: 63—4) believe the issues of
politeness and rapport between a patient and a clinician are
especially important for health outcomes and patient well-being.

The study relies both on the concepts of rapport management
(Spencer-Oatey, 2000) and on relational work (Locher & Watts,
2005) to describe how sign language interpreters do interactional
management. The rationale for the study was that relational
work, ‘the “work” individuals invest in negotiating relationships
with others’ (Locher & Watts, 2005: 10), is crucially dependent
on the familiarity among conversation participants. This

Meiincon  (2015:  209) TakoxX MiAKpECTrOe, IO YCHUA mepekian
(HE)BBIWINBUX KOMYHIKaTHBHUX aKTiB, HACIIPAB/ — IHCTPYMEHT PETYIIIOBaHHS
MDKKYJIBTYPHUX BITHOCHH MK CIIUJTBHOTaAMH JIFOZEH SIKI YYIOTh Ta 3 BaJaMH
ciyxy. lle poOuTe ycHMEl miepekiaag OCOOJMBO CKJIAJHUM, TOMY IO
MepeKiagaueBl  JOBOAMTHCS  HAJNAroJKyBaTH  B3a€EMOPO3YMIHHS 1
KIIIEHTaMH, YUl OLIHKHA KYJBTYpPHHUX HOPM MOXYTh OyTH MPOTHIICKHUMH.
BuOip nepeknanauem crpareriil 3m1aKyBaHHS 3aJI€KUTh BiJ psiay GakTopis, 1
MoTIepeTHE 3HAHOMCTBO 3 KIIIEHTaMU — OJMH 3 HUX. POJIb KOHTEKCTyaJbHOI
obi3nanocti (Spencer-Oatey & Franklin, 2009) mpo kimi€HTIB BUSBUIACS
KJIFOUOBUM (DAKTOPOM B MPOIIEC MEPEKIIaTy BBIUIUBOCTI.

M1XK

Cxoxum ynHOM Meiincon 1 Melmxop (Mapson ta Major 2021) 36upanu gasi
PO poJib (HE)BBIWIMBOCTI B YCHOMY INEPEKJIal Mij 4ac rpyrnoBUX iHTEPB'tO 3
OpUTAaHCHKUMHU TepeKiIafiadaMy JKeCTOBOI MOBH. Takox OyB 3nilCHEHHH
JOaTKOBUH  30ip  JaHUX, oxomuB  (pikcami0  CIOHTAHHHUX
KOMYHIKaTUBHUX CHUTYaIliii Ta MOJICIIOBAHHS 1HTEPIIPETAIIHIX CIICHAPIiB 13
3allydeHHSIM YCHOTO TMEPeKIaxy aBCTPANINACHKOI Ta AHDIIMCHKOT KECTOBUX
MOB. Yci maHi Oynud OTpUMaHi 3 KOHTEKCTY OXOPOHH 37I0POB'S, OCKUIBKH
Meiinicon ta Meiimxop (2021: 63-4) BBa)karoTh, 10 MUTAHHS BBIWIMBOCTI Ta
B3aEMOPO3YMIHHSA MIX TMAIIEHTOM 1 JIKapeM € OCOOJMBO BaXJIMBUMHU JIS
pe3ysbTaTiB JIIKyBaHHS Ta OJaromnoixyyqus namieHra.

KU

JlocnmipkeHHsT TO€IHYEe KOHLEMIIi perymtoBaHHs BimHOcuH (Spencer-Oatey,
2000), Ta pemsmiitHoi po6otu (Locher & Watts, 2005), mo6 omucaru, sk
MepeKiagadi  KEeCTOBOI MOBH KOOPAMHYIOTh KOMYHIKAaTHBHI TPOIECH.
OOrpyHTyBaHHAM [ JOCHIDKEHHS Oylao Te, WO penayitina poboma
("pobota", sKy JIOOU BUKOHYIOTH 1100 HAIaroguTH BIAHOCHHHU 3 IHIIUMU')
(Locher & Watts, 2005: 10), y BupimanabHii Mipi 3aJeXuTh BiJ 3HAaHOMCTBa
MDK ydacHHKamMH po3MOBH. lle 3HalOMCTBO, y CBOIO 4epry, BIUIMBAE Ha
3[ATHICTh YCHOTO TepeKlafaya pe2ynosamu 8iOHOCUHU 3 KIEHTaAMH Ta Mixk
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familiarity in turn affects the interpreters’ ability to engage in
rapport management with and between the clients: managing

harmonious and smooth relations between  people
(Spencer-Oatey, 2005b: 96).
The findings describe previous interactions and shared

knowledge among participants as a key component in successful
interpretation of content and in the management of interpersonal
relationships. In fact, in the interviews, interpreters highlight
familiarity as a prerequisite for a satisfactory interpretation: ‘The
way | would voice it would depend on what I knew had
happened previously, so their relationship with their manager, or
mate, or whatever’ (interview excerpt from Mapson & Major,
2021: 68).

Such familiarity lowers the cognitive load during interpretation
sufficiently for the interpreter to be able to focus on mediating
the relational work between the clients.

4 Audiovisual Translation through the Pragmatic
Lens

4.1 Introduction

We have already outlined in the introduction that, at the time of
writing, pragmatics in translation is not yet an established
discipline, but it is an area of study within linguistic pragmatics
and within translation studies that is gaining traction. AVT was
similarly described as an ‘area of research that has to find its
rightful place in Translation Studies’ (Varela, 2002: 1), but
quickly accumulated such a large number of research articles
under its label that Remael (2010) suggested we may soon

HUMH, TOOTO HAaJaro/KyBaTH TapMOHIWHI Ta Oe3MEepenIKoJHI CTOCYHKH MiX
monemu (Spencer-Oatey, 2005b: 96).

Pesynpratn  nmochmipkeHHS  BU3HAYAIOTh  paHilmie 3rafjaHy  KOHIIEMIIIO
pensiiiHoi poOOTH Ta OOMIH 3HAHHAMH MDK yYaCHHKaMHU SIK KJITFOUOBHMA
KOMIIOHEHT YCITIITHOTO YCHOTO MepeKIIay, o 3a0e3neuye TOUHICTh nepeaayi
3MICTY Ta YHpaBIiHHA MDKOCOOMCTICHUMHU CTOCyHKamMu. Hacmpasmi, B
IHTEpB'I0 TepeKiiaiadi MiIKPECIIOTh, M0 O3HAHOMIICHHS 3 KOHTEKCTOM —
Ba)XXJIUBA TepeyMOBa 3aJ0BUIBHOTO YCHOTO Tiepekiany: "Miii BuOip MOBHHUX
3ac00iB 3aJI€KUTh BiJl 3HAHHS B3a€EMHMH MDXK JIFOIbMH, HANPUKIAT, BiJ IXHIX
CTOCYHKIB 3 KEpIBHUKOM, TOBApUIIEM YM KUMOCH 1HIIMM" (YPUBOK IHTEPB'IO 3
Mapson & Major, 2021: 68)

Taxuil monepenHiit AOCB1 3HUKY€E KOTHITUBHE HABaHTa)KEHHS 111 YaC YCHOTO
nepexiagy, II0 Hajae INepekiazadeBl 3MOry 30CEpeIuTHCs Ha  podi
MoCepeHNKA B PETYIIIOBAHHI KOMYHIKATUBHUX BITHOCHH MiX KJII€HTaM.

4 PoJib IPAarMaTuKM y ayaioBi3yaJibHOMY NepeKaaai

4.1 Beryn

Sk Oyio 3a3Ha4eHO y BCTYIT, HA MOMCHT HAITMCAHHS HAIMCAHHS Ii€i pOOOTH,
mparMaThka TepeKiaxy sK caMoCTiiHa Taly3b IniepeOyBae Ha erari
craHoBieHHs. [Ipote us cdepa nocmikeHb HaOyBae MOMITHOTO PO3BUTKY Y
MeXaxX JIHIBICTUYHOI  IparMaTMKd Ta  mepeknano3HaBcTBa.  ABII
(AymioBidyanpHUN TEpeKJa]) CIHOYATKy XapakTepusyBadu sK '"cdepy
JOCIIDKEHb, sIKAa Ma€ 3HAWUTH CBOE 3aKOHHE MICIle B IEpPEKJIaI03HaBCTBI"
(Varela, 2002: 1), ame BoHa MIBUIKO HAKOMHWYHWJIA BEITUKHN 0OCST HAyKOBHX
crareit, mo Pemaens (Remael, 2010) npumnycTus, mo He3adapoM MU MOXEMO
CTaTH CBIJIKAMH  ayJiOBI3yaJIbHOTO TIOBOPOTY B  IEPEKIJIaJI03HABCTRI.
[Tepec-Toncanec (Pérez-Gonzalez, 2019) cTaBuTh mij CyMHIB TakKi MPOTHO3H,
X04a BiH BHM3HA€ 3POCTAOYy JIWHAMIKy Ta MAcCIITaOHICTh JOCIITHUIBKUX
MPOEKTIB peani3oBaHuX y il ramysi. Ha BigMiHy Bijg 3araibHOTO iHTEpecy 110
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witness an audiovisual turn in translation studies. This statement
is questioned by Pérez-Gonzalez (2019) only with respect to the
term ‘turn’, whereas he, too, emphasises the vitality and
abundance of research projects that have been endeavoured in
the field. In contrast to the overall interest in AVT and its
translation processes and products, subtitling, dubbing and other
modes of AVT (e.g. surtitling, voice-over, remakes) have only
recently caught the eye of pragmatics researchers and are still an
under-researched niche in the area of study we outline in this
Element (see Desilla, 2019).

In what follows, we will first outline some general
considerations regarding pragmatic research on AVT (Section
4.2), before moving on to a theorisation of the communicative
settings and participation structures of different modes of AVT
(Section 4.3), where we put the main focus on subtitling. Section
4.4 will then outline aspects of politeness and more broadly
relational work that should be considered in future research. We
return to audiovisual translation in Section 6, where we explore
relational work in subtitles and viewer comments to Korean TV
drama.

4.2 Pragmatics and Audiovisual Translation

More so than other areas in translation, audiovisual translation
can be separated into specific translation practices and products,
of which subtitling and dubbing undoubtedly have received most
scholarly attention. As Section 4.3 will highlight, different
modes of AVT also take place in different participation
frameworks and therefore give rise to different pragmatic effects.
These effects are crucial to the understanding of the
translator-side production processes as well as to the viewer-side

ABII sx mucuurutiagd, WOTo okpeMi OpMH, Taki sIK CyOTUTpyBaHHS, TyOIsHK
ta iHm Bugu ABII (Hampukiman, CymepTuTpH, 3aKaJipOBHMA TOJIOC, PEMEHKH),
JUIIe HEUOJaBHO CTaJM O0’€KTOM HAyKOBHX JIOCTI/DKCHh B Tay3i
MparMaTvKd, 1 JOCI 3aJUIIAI0ThCS MaJI0 BUBYCHHMH AacCIICKTaMH B IIbOMY
koHTeKcTl. (muB. Desilla, 2019).

Jlami MU CcrmovaTtKy pO3IISHEMO JIesKi 3arajbHi  MIpKyBaHHs — IIOJI0
nparmatuyHux jpociimkerb ABIT (Po3min 4.2), a mortiMm mepeineMo 10
TEOPETUYHOTO aHaNi3y KOMYHIKaTMBHMX YMOB 1 MOJENi PO3MOALTY
KOMYHIKaTUBHUX posieil B pizHuX cdepax ABII (Po3nin 4.3), ne ocHoBHa
yBara Oyne mpujiieHa CyOTUTpYyBaHHIO. Y po3niii 4.4 OKpECIeHO acCHeKTH
BBIWIMBOCTI Ta OUIBII 3arajibHO PeJSLiiiHy poOOTH, Ky CIIiJ] PO3IISHYTH B
MaiOyTHIX pocmikeHHsaX. [lo aynioBizyaabHOro nepekiaay MU OBEPHEMOCS
B Po3nini 6, ne po3nisiHeMO TOCHiIKEHHS penduiiHoi poboTu B cyOTHTpax i
IJISTAbKUX KOMEHTapSIX J0 KOPEHChKUX TelecepialiB.

4.2 Tlparmaruka Ta ayaioBi3yadbHHM MepeKia

Ha Binminy Bix iHmUX cdep, B aydioBi3yaJbHOMY MEpEKIaal MOXHA YiTKO
BUJIUIUTH OKpEMI MepeKafanbKi MPaKTUKU Ta MPOIAYKTH, Cepell AKHX yBary
HAyKOBIIIB HAlOLIbIIe MPUBEPTAIOTH CYOTUTPYBAHHS Ta IyOnsik. Y po3aim
4.3, MU pO3IISIHEMO pi3HI CHOCOOM aydioBi3yaJlbHOTO TepeKiangy, sKi
(GYHKLIOHYIOTh B PI3HUX aCIEKTax MOEIi PO3MOALTY KOMYyHIKATUBHUX POJiei
Ta 3yMOBIIOIOTh pPi3HOMaHITHI mparmaruuHi edpekt. L{i edextn Bimirparoortsb
BUpIMIANBHY POJIb y PO3YMIHHI IisUTBHOCTI MepeKiagada, a TaKoX MeEXaHi3Mi
CHpuiHATTS 1HpopMmarii ayauropiero. OCKUIBKM camMe 3aBIsSKH HHM
(hopMy€eThCS CMUCI Y TIEPEKIIAJICHUX ayTi0Bi3yalIbHIX TEKCTaX.
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reception processes that constitute meaning-making in and of
translated audiovisual artefacts.

When it comes to the existing theorisation and empirical study of
AVT texts, it is useful to make a distinction between AVT
approaches that focus on pragmatics and pragmatic approaches
that focus on AVT. Given that translation studies is
predominantly a contrastive discipline that prototypically works
within a cross-linguistic paradigm, it is no surprise that
cross-cultural approaches to AVT have been one focus of study.
Predominantly, this approach has focused on text or text parts
that were extracted and thus isolated from their multimodal
context. In this vein, Guillot (2010: 88) emphasises that subtitles
can be understood ‘as a system of multimodal textual
representation’ with its own mode of interpretation. Subtitling
and dubbing, she argues, are thus ‘codes in their own right’
(Guillot, 2016: 298). While this approach can shed light on
pragmatic differences between source and target texts, and
despite the fact that translation is at least implicitly understood as
recontextualisation in the sense of House (2006), a
conceptualisation of the ‘pragmatic underpinnings of AVand
AVT language’ (Guillot, 2016: 298) is still missing. A complete
picture of the pragmatic aspects of AVT would incorporate the
full context of the recontextualised target text (see also Guillot,
2017). Inputs have been provided by the pragmatics of fiction,
where the communicative setting of untranslated film has been
theorised (see e.g. Bubel, 2006, 2008; Brock, 2015; Messerli,
2017; Locher & Jucker, 2021) and first steps have been taken to
understand the reception situation of AVT artefacts (e.g.Messerli,

VY KOHTEKCTI ICHYIOUYMX TEOPETHMYHHMX Ta EMIIIPHYHUX OCIHIPKEHb TEKCTIB
ayJIioBI3yallbHOTO TEpeKIaay, BAXKIUBO po3pi3zHsaTH miaxomu mo ABII, ski
30CEePEIKYIOThCSI  HA  TparMardili, Ta [parMaTHyHi  MiAXOOH,  SKi
3ocepemkytorbesi Ha ABIL. OckidbKu Nepekafo3HaBCTBO — IEPEBAKHO
MOPIBHsUIbHA JUCLUHUIUIIHA, 110 O0a3yeTbCs HAa MDKMOBHIM mMapaaurmi, sk
HACNIJIOK, JOCHIJHUKHA 30CEpEeIId YyBary Ha MDKKYJIbTYPHUX acCleKTax
ayalioBi3yadpHOTO mepekmany. llepeBakHO 00’€KTOM JOCIHIKEHb CTaBaIH
TEKCTH a00 YaCTHHM TEKCTY, sIKI OyJiM BHJIy4Ye€H1 1, TAKUM YHMHOM, 130JIbOBaH1
Bl iXHBOTO MYJIBTHMOAAQIBHOTO KOHTEKCTY. ¥ paMKax Iporo migxomy Iiio
(Guillot, 2010: 88) Haromomrye, MO CYOTHTPH CIIiJI CIPUUMATH SIK 'CHCTEMY
MYJBTUMOJIAJILHOTO ~ BIATBOPEHHS TEKCTOBOi 1H(opmarii" 3 BIaCHUM
criocobom iHTepnperartii. Ha ii qymky, cyOTuTpyBaHHs 1 QyOmspk — "Komu y
BrnacHomy po3yMiHHi" (Guillot, 2016: 298). He3Baxaroun Ha Te, MO TaKHH
MiIXig JAO03BOJIIE BHUSBHTH TparMaTHYHI BIJIMIHHOCTI MIX BHXIIHUM 1
LIJTHOBUM TEKCTaMM, a TaKOX HA TMPUXOBAHE CIPUHHATTA MEpeKiIaay sK
pEeKOHTeKcTyami3amii B po3ymiHHI Xayca (2006), KOHTEKCTHa IHTerparis
"MparMaTHYHUX OCHOB ayAi0Bi3yaJbHOI MOBM OpHUTIHANY 1 ayJiOBi3yaJbHOTO
nepexnany" (Guillot, 2016: 298) 3anuiaeTbcsi HETOCTATHHO OMPAIILOBAHOIO.
IToBHa kapTuHa nparMaruyHux acnekTiB ABII Bxiroyana 6 moBHHI KOHTEKCT
PEKOHTEKCTYali30BaHOTO LIbOBOrO TeKCTy (nuB. Takox Guillot, 2017).
JIOCHiDKeHHST TIparMaTuky XyJI0XHbBOI JITepaTypu TaKoX BiAIrpaiul 3HAYHY
poirb — Oylno TEOPEeTHYHO OOIPYHTOBAaHO KOMYHIKaTHBHUH KOHTEKCT
opuriHanbHUX (QiTEMIB O6€3 mepexnany (auB., Hanpukiam, Bubel, 2006, 2008;
Brock, 2015; Messerli, 2017; Locher & Jucker, 2021). Oxpim mporo 0Oymo
po3mouaro poOOTy Haj aHai3oM cnpuiHATTA MatepiamiB ABII (manpuknan,
Messerli, 2019, 2020; Locher, 2020; Locher &Messerli, 2020; Messerli &
Locher, 2021).
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2019, 2020;Locher, 2020;Locher &Messerli, 2020; Messerli &
Locher, 2021).

The advantage of conceptualisations within pragmatics has been
freedom from the constraint of comparison that by definition
informs any translation approach. A fruitful avenue in this regard
seems an interdisciplinary return to the contrastive study design
and contrastive pragmatic approach in which meaning-making in
reception situations in intracultural and intercultural settings are
juxtaposed. A crucial addition to this perspective will be the
inclusion of multiple particular viewing situations — e.g. alone in
front of a computer, together with a movie theatre audience or
pseudo-communally with other viewers online (see Section 6) —
and an understanding of their respective contexts and their
consequences for the viewers’ co-construction of meaning.

4.3 Participation Frameworks of Audiovisual
Translation

Perhaps the most crucial contribution pragmatics can make to
those practices traditionally examined by research in audiovisual
translation is understanding these practices as language use in
context. Such an approach would entail the systematic inclusion
not only of utterances in comparison to the utterances they are
translated from, but also of the surrounding communicative
setting and in particular the participation structures that shape
this form of situated language use. An obvious start for this
endeavour is the understanding of the settings of film and
television reception as they have been theorised in the
pragmatics of fiction. Crucially, the collective sender — the
conglomerate of all those involved in the production of
audiovisual artefacts (Dynel, 2011) — communicates with the

[lepeBaroro KoHIENTyali3amii y MeXax MparMaTtuku Oyiga cBoOoma Bif
0OMeXEeHb TOPIBHSHHS, K€ 3a BHU3HAUCHHSM JICKUTh B OCHOBI OY/Ib-SIKOTO
nepeKIafanbkoro miaxomy. [IepCrieKTHBHUM HAMpsIMOM Y IIbOMY KOHTEKCTI
BUSIBUJIOCST ~ MUKAMCIUIUTIHAPHE  TOEIHAHHS  TMOPIBHSAJIBHOTO  METOMY
JOCIIJDKCHHST T4 KOHTPACTHBHOTO IMPArMaTHYHOTO IMiTXOMY, IO JO3BOJISIE
3ICTaBUTH TPOIECH CMHUCJIOYTBOPCHHS Y BHYTPIIIHBOKYJIBTYPHHX Ta
MDKKYJIBTYPHUX yYMOBax CHPUMHATTA. AHam3 KOHKPETHHX CHUTyalii
Mepersiay — HAPUKIIa], HAOIUHII TIepe KOMITIOTEPOM, Pa3oM 3 ayAUTOPIEID
KiHOTeaTpy abo BipTyasibHa CIHiIbHOTA TsAadiB B [HTepHeTi (auB. Po3min 6),
Ta PO3YMIHHs YHIKQJIBHMX yYMOB Ta HACJTIJKIB Ha CITUIbHE KOHCTPYHOBaHHS
CMUCITY ayIMTOPIEI0 — BAXKJIMBHM aCTIEKT Y MOAI0HOMY ITiIXO/].

4.3 Monenb po3noauTy KOMyHIKaTUBHUX POJICH y
ayJ10BI3yaJIbHOMY TIEpEeKIaIi

MOXJIMBO, OCHOBHMM BHECOK MparMaTuKd B  TPAKTHKH, SKI 3a3BUYail
aHaJI3yIOTbCSA B JIOCIHI/DKEHHSX ayAioBI3yallbHOTO MEpeKiIagy — CHpUHHATTA
WX MPAKTHK SIK CIIOCI0 BXKUBAHHS MOBU B IMEBHOMY KOHTEKCTi. Takuit miaxif
nepeadayae cUCTEMAaTHYHE BpaxyBaHHs HE JIMILIE MOPIBHSIHHS MEPEKIAICHUX
BUCJIOBJIIOBAHb 3 OPUTIHAJBHUMM, ajié ¥ KOHKPETHOTO KOMYHIKaTHBHOTO
CepeloBHINA, 30KpeMa MeXaHi3MiB B3aeMOJil, sKi (OpMYIOTh crenudiky
BUKOPHCTAaHHS MOBH Y JIOKaJi30BaHOMY cepenoBuili. Ciig 3BepHYTH yBary Ha
TEOPETUYHI OOTPYHTYBaHHsS KiHO 1 TelneOa4eHHS B KOHTEKCTI MparMaTuKu
XyAOKHBOI JIiTEpaTypu, w00 3pO3yMITH OCOOIMBOCTI iX CHIPHAHATTS.
BaxmBuii acmekT — Te, M0 CHUIBHUHN BiIIPAaBHUK, TOOTO BCi XTO 3aJTy4eHHH
70 CTBOpeHHS aymioBidyanbHuX TBOpiB, (Dynel, 2011)  B3aemomie 3
ayUTOpi€l0 yepe3 MyJIbTUMOAAIbHUN BUTaJaHuil mnpocTtip. Sk mnpasuio,
OCHOBHI CIOKETHI MOMEHTH B L1M IUIOIIMHI IPYHTYIOTbCSI Ha B3a€MOJIi MIXK
MePCOHAKaMH, SIKUX BTLIIOIOTH aKTOPH 1 YHE MO3ULIOHYIOTHCS IEBHOIO MIPOIO
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viewership via a multimodal fictional plane. Typically, the core
events on that plane are interactions between characters played
by actors and positioned in particular ways by the telecinematic
processes, including the mise en sceéne. The viewers are,
naturally, the primary ratified participants of this form of
communication, but the conventions of fiction place further
demands on these participants. The viewers are not only meant to
suspend their disbelief and engage in joint pretence (Clark, 1996)
that the characters and events are more than meets the eye and
camera, but also to submit themselves to some degree of
transportation (Kuijpers, 2021) that positions them close to the
scenes on screen as a type of bystander to the diegetic (story
world internal) action. We will return to a particular example of
the constellation of participants that shape (active) reception of a
translated audiovisual artefact in Section 6.

For dubbed films, the deletion of source dialogue and its
exchange for translated spoken dialogue means that reception
processes remain relatively unchanged: viewers of dubbed as
well as of original audio films listen to spoken dialogues in a
multimodal context and understand, infer and co-construct
meaning. Dubbing resembles text translation (Section 2) and
interpretation (Section 3) in a number of interesting ways. It
shares with both that its source and target texts are in the same
mode and text type (spoken dialogue to spoken dialogue) and it
shares with literary translation that it needs to be placed
relatively close to the covert end of the overt/ covert translation
continuum (Section 2.3; House, 2006). Dubbing typically hides,
rather than advertises, that it is a product of translation.
Arguably, however, the composite signal of multimodal
audiovisual texts has a more significant nonlinguistic component

BU3HAUAETHCA TEJICKIHEMAaTHUYHUMH TIPOLIECaMH, 30KpeMa Mi3aHCIEHOIO.
I'msgaqi — OCHOBHI YYacHUKM IIbOTO THUIy KOMYHIKAaIlii, CTHKalOThCS 3
JOIaTKOBUMH YMOBAaMH, BU3HAU€HHNMH HOPMaMH XYIOXHBOI JIiTepaTypu.
Imsagadi MaroTh HE JHIIE YCYHYTH cKenTHIM3M Ta rumome Bimaytu (Clark,
1996), mo nmepcoHaxi Ta MOl € YUMOCH OUTHIIIMM, HIXK 3a€ThCSI HA TIEPIIUA
MOTJISi Ta B Kajpi, ajlie ¥ MiANaTUCA NMEBHOMY EMOLIMHOMY TEPEHECEHHIO
(Kuijpers, 2021), mo posMimye iX y TO3UIli 30BHIIIHIX CHOCTEpiradiB
niereTndHo1 (1301p0BaHOI BiJl Oe3mocepeHboi ydacTi) Aii. Mu moBepHeMOCs
JI0 KOHKPETHOTO TPHUKIIATy B3a€EMOJIl yYaCHHKIB, Ki (POPMYIOTH (aKTHUBHE)
CIIPUIHSATTS IEPEKIIAJACHOTO ay/1i0B13yaIbHOTO TEKCTY, y po3Aimi 6.

Hnst myOnpoBaHMX (UIBMIB BHIAJICHHS iajioTiB OpHUTIHANIY Ta 3aMiHa iX
NepeKIIaIcHUMH J1ialloraMy O3HA4ae, M0 MPOIECH CIIPUHHATTS 3aUIIAIOTHCS
BIJIHOCHO HE3MIHHUMHM: Tiggadl JyOnspKy, fK 1 IIsSAa4l OpUTiHAJIbHUX
aymiopiTbMiB, CIyXalOTh JIaJlOTH B  MYJIBTUMONAJIBHOMY  KOHTEKCTI,
pO3yMiIOTh, pOOJATH BHCHOBKM Ta CHUIBHO (QopmMyroTh cmucia. JlyOmsx
CXOkuii Ha muchbMoBUH nepeknan (Po3min 2) Ta ycuuit nepexnan (Po3min 3) y
OararbOX IIKaBUX aclleKTax. PIOMy BJIACTHUBI CHUIBHI pUCH 3 00OMa BHJIaMHU
nepeksaay, ToOMy M0 HOro BHUXITHUH 1 IIJTLOBHUH TEKCTH MepeOyBaloTh B
OJTHOMY PE&XHMIi 1 THIM TeKCcTy (YCHHUH Aiajor A0 YCHOTO miayiory), i, sK i
JTEpaTypHUI nepekian — yOlsK BUMarae po3MilieHHs! O1IbI aJanToOBaHOTO
710 IITBOBOT ayAUTOPIi y CIIEKTPi IBHOTO/MpuxoBaHoro nepekinany (Posnin 2.3;
House, 2006). /Iyonsx — 3a3Buyail IpUXOBAaHUM, a HE OUEBUAHUN MPOTYKT
nepexnany. OmHaK, MOXJIHBO, KOMIIO3UTHA CTPYKTypa MYJIbTHMOAAIBHUX
ayliOBI3yaJlbHUX TEKCTIB MICTUTh OIIbIl BUPA3HUHA HENIHTBICTUYHHUNA
KOMIIOHEHT, HDK JjiteparypHuil mepeknan. Manmkiiep (Malmkjaer 1998)
po3msAae JTepaTypHH TEKCT K €IWHY TOYKY MIDK IHHUCHBMEHHUKOM 1
guTadeM, 1 BBaXKae€, M0 OJMH 3 aCIMEKTiB MEepeKIaay Mojsrae B TOMY, IO BiH
po3puBae 1l 3B'A30K, 3aMIHIOIOYM HOTO0 OUIBII  OMOCEPEIKOBAHOIO
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than is the case in literary translation. Malmkjaer (1998)
understands the literary text as the sole point of contact between
a writer and a reader, and considers one aspect of translation to
be that it severs the connection, replacing it with a more indirect
communication mediated by the translator. If we understand
AVT in similar terms, then only the spoken dialogue is replaced
and the connection between collective sender and viewer is only
partially mediated via translator, whereas the rest of the
multimodal signal remains a direct connection between the two.
Accordingly, the prototypical stance the viewers of dubbed films
undoubtedly take — that they are watching the film or perhaps a
dubbed version of the film — is perhaps more justified than that
of those readers of literature who only ever directly engage in
communication with the invisible translator of the book they are
reading.

At the same time, the difference in semiotic modes by which
films and written texts communicate means that differences
between source and target text in audiovisual translation are
typically more pronounced on the level of language due to a set
of particular constraints — e.g. lip synchronicity in dubbing. In
dubbing, these differences also extend to the level of
performance: while the visual aspects of actor performance are
retained, the voice is substituted for that of a voice actor in the
target language and culture. We cannot discuss the ramifications
of these differences in full here, but it is clear that they will affect
context in the sense of a recipient-side mental model of the
situated performance and thus the inferential processing by
which target text viewers make and negotiate meaning.

nepekiazadeM KomyHikamieo. Skmo mu posmissHemo ABII y mopiGHOMY
KOHTEKCTi, TO 3aMiHIOETHCS JIMIIE YCHHH /A1ajior, a 3B'A30K MK KOJIEKTUBHUM
BIJIMTPABHUKOM 1 IIsIJa4eM JIUIIE YACTKOBO OIOCEPEIKOBYEThCS ITEPEKIIaadueM,
TOJI SIK PeliTa MYIBTUMOJAIBHOTO CHTHATY 3QJIAIIAETHCS TPSIMUM 3B'SI3KOM
MDK MMM JBOMa Cy0’ekTamu. BiINoBiHO, HE AUBISYKNCH HA TMEPEsia
OpUCTHANILHO2O inbMy, YA MOTO 0y0O1b08AHOI 6epcilo, THUIIOBA TIO3MIIISA
mIsigadiB 1yoap0BaHUX (IIBMIB — OLIBIN BUIIpaBAaHa, HIK TMO3HUIIISI YUTAY1B
JITEpaTypH, AKi JIMIIEe B3aEMOIIOTH 3 HEBUAUMHM IE€peKiIaiaueM yepe3 TEKCT.

Bonnowac pi3HMLS B CEMIOTHYHHMX CHOCO0ax KOMyHikamii (uIbMIB 1
MMMCbMOBHMX TEKCTIB BH3HAYa€, IO BIAMIHHOCTI MDK BHXIIHMM 1 I[IJIOBHM
TEKCTOM B ayliOBi3yaJlbHOMY MEPEKIai, sIK MpaBHio, OIbII BHpakeHI Ha
piBHI MOBH 4epe3 HU3KY IEBHUX OOMEXEHb - HAlPUKJIaJl, CHHXPOHI3aLi0 I'y0
y nyOunsoki. Y myOmspki i BiIMIHHOCTI IMOMIMPIOIOTHCS 1 HA PiIBEHh BUKOHAHHS:
X04ya Bi3yallbHI aCHEKTH aKTOPCBHKOI TpH 30€piraroThbCs, TOJIOC 3aMiHIOETHCS
TOJIOCOM aKTOpa MLiJbOBOI MOBH Ta KyJAbTYpH. MU HE MOXXEMO IOBHICTIO
OOTpYyHTYBaTH HACTIIKA I[MX BIAMIHHOCTEH, ajieé OUYEBHIHO, IO BOHHU
BIUTMBAIOTh HAa KOHTEKCT y CEHCI MEHTAJbHOI MOJIENi CIPUHHSTTS, a OTXKe, Ha
JoriyHy 0oOpoOKy, 3a JOIIOMOTIOI0 SIKOT IVISiAa4l IIIbOBOTO TEKCTY (HOPMYIOTh
Ta aHaJi3yl0Th CMUCIL.

3 iHmoro OOKy, Ha TEPIIMH MO — CYOTUTpYBaHHS OUIBII BiIKpHUTa
nepeKiaianbka MpakTUKa, OCKIJIbKY HAsBHICTH JONATKOBOTO mapy (y BUIISAL
Oioro Hammcy TOBepx 300pakeHHs (iIbMy) Ta BHMOTA IHIIOTO THUILY
00poOKHM (YMTaHHS) MOCTIMHO HAraayrOTh IVIsgadyaM Ipo Te, 0 BOHU MalOTh
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Subtitling, on the other hand, is at first glance a more overt
translational practice since the presence of an additional layer
(manifest in white writing on top of the film image) and the
requirement for a different type of processing (reading) are
constant reminders that viewers are engaging with an artefact
that has been translated and that is linguaculturally ‘other’.
Moreover, the transfer of meaning from the spoken dialogue as
source text — which is still present in the target text but at least
partially inaccessible to target audiences — to written subtitles is
a form of ‘diagonal translation’ (Gottlieb, 1994), with subtitlers
mediating between source and target cultures based on a nearly
identical film context and differing reception situation contexts
(see Messerli, 2019).

Subtitles do not attempt to recreate the entire text but only the
main linguistic aspects, and most typically the spoken dialogue.
This fragmentariness of subtitle translation requires a
re-evaluation of the notion of overtness/covertness and the
differing inferential processes (Gottlieb, 1994; House, 2006). Of
course, neither dubbed nor subtitled films are as covertly
translated as, say, user manuals and other functional texts, for
which we can postulate a readership that will process them as
original texts. Overt translations, on the other hand, do not
purport to be originals, but communicate explicitly on behalf of
an original and provide access not only to its meaning but also to
its context and textuality. Whether or not a source text is
translated overtly or covertly is a pragmatic question dependent
on the context, or rather contexts, of translation. It is clear that
aspects of the source text influence its aptness for overt or covert
translation, as do the influence of the recipients for which the
translation is designed. Moreover, further modalities of the

CpaBy 3 TEKCTOM, SIKMH OyB NEpeKNafeHui i, Ha CIpaBli, 3 TOYKH 30py
JHTBICTUKM Ta KyJIBTYpHOTO KOHTEKCTY, "iHmmi". KpiMm Toro, mepeHeceHHs
CEHCY 3 YCHOTO Jiajory sIK BHUXiTHOTO TEKCTY — SIKHH BCE I€ MPUCYTHIH y
[IJTBOBOMY TEKCTi, aJie PUHAMMHI 9YaCTKOBO HETOCTYITHHIA IIUTbOBIH aynuTopii
— y mucbMOBi cyotutpu € dopmoro "miaronansHoro nepexiamy” (Gottlieb,
1994), xonu aBTOpU CYOTHTPIB BUCTYIAIOTh MOCEPEIHUKAMU MIK BHX1JHOIO
Ta IJIBOBOIO KYJIBTYpaMH, CIIMPAIOYNCh HAa Maike IMEHTHUYHHHA KOHTEKCT
¢b1pMy Ta pi3HI KOHTEKCTH cuTyalii cripuiiHsaTTa (aus. Messerli, 2019).

Merta cTBOpeHHS CyOTHTPIB HE MOJIATA€ y BIATBOPEHHI BCHOTO TEKCTY, a JIUIIIE
OCHOBHHX JIIHTBICTUYHUX OCOOJMBOCTEH, Ta, SIK MPaBHIJIO, YCHOTO IiaJory.
Taka ¢parmeHTapHicTp mnepexyiagy cyOTHTpIB BHMarae IEepEeOCMHUCIIECHHS
MOHATTS SIBHOCTI/TIPUXOBAHOCTI Ta Pi3HUX BUIB JIOT1yHOI 00poOku (Gottlieb,
1994; House, 2006). 3Buyaiino, Hi ny0ab0BaHi, Hi GiIbMH 3 CyOTUTpaMH HE €
HACTUIBKU NMPUXOBAaHUM TEPEKIIaoM, K, CKaKIMO, IHCTPYKIIi 3 eKCITyaTanii
Ta iHII (PyHKIIOHAIBHI TEKCTH, U SKUX MU MOXEMO MPHUITYCTUTH ICHYBaHHS
ayauTopii, Mo crnpuiiMaTuMe iX SK aBTEHTUYHI TEKCTH, HE YCBIIOMIIOIOUU
¢dakrt nepeknany. 3 iHIIOro OOKY, IPSIMHIA TIEPEKIIa]] HE IPETCHIYE Ha Te, 00
OyTu opuriHaisoM, aje mepeaae iHdopmarliro BiJ iMEHI OpWUTiHANY 1 Hamgae
JOCTYIl HE JIMIIE A0 MOro 3HA4YeHHS, ajlé ¥ 10 HOro KOHTEKCTy Ta
TEKCTYaJIbHOCTI. BiIKpUTO 4K MpUXOBAaHO NEPEKIIATAEThCS TEKCT OpUTIHAILY -
e TparMaTHYHEe THMTaHHS, SKE 3aJeKUTh BiJ KOHTEKCTY, abo, pasrmie,
KOHTEKCTIB, MepeKkaay. 3po3yMiuio, IO AaCHEKTH OPHUIIHAJIBHOTO TEKCTY
BIUIMBAIOTh Ha MOT0 NPUAATHICTH 0 BIJIKPUTOIO YU IPUXOBAHOIO MEPEKIIALY,
TaK caMO SIK 1 BIUIMB IIIJIbOBOI ayaUTOpii, HA Ky PO3PaxoBaHUI TMEpeKia.
Kpim Toro, momanbini MOIadbHOCTI MPOIECY MEPEKIaxy TaKoXK BiIrparoTh
IIEBHY pOJb y BIAHOCUHAX MIX MEpeKJIajaueM, TEKCTOM IepeKiIaLy, aBTOPOM,
BUXIIHUM TEKCTOM 1 KOHTEKCTaMM OpHIiHaJy Ta MEepeKyaay, sKi BU3HA4Yae
nepeKya.
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translation process also play a role in the relationship between
translator, target text, author, source text and both source and
target contexts that a translation establishes.

For instance, subtitling puts comparatively more emphasis on its
status as translation than dubbing, and it is thus more overt, but
when considering not only the subtitle text, but the subtitled film
as a composite multimodal text, it, too, pretends to be not an
original, but the original, text. After all, cinematic epitexts
(Genette, 1997), such as the film listings at cinemas or the
landing pages of streaming providers, do not present, say, the
French subtitling of Arrival, but simply Denis Villeneuve’s film
Arrival as one single text, with dubbing tracks and subtitling
texts as optional add-ons selected by cinema providers or
streaming users. This is important because it positions subtitles
as ancillary texts that serve as scaffolding for target audiences
who make inferences about e film based on what the subtitles
tell and show them about it. Agency for these texts can be
attributed to the texts themselves — as a type of textual agency in
the sense of Cooren (2004, 2008) — but also to the characters, the
subtitlers or, more broadly, the collective sender (Messerli, 2019,
2020).

An additional aspect for the inferred (multiple) authorships of
AVT texts is the relationship between translators and viewership.
Irrespective of where agency is assigned, in a traditional
professional setting, dubbed and subtitled texts necessarily
communicate from a distance, from outside the viewing
community they address. Audiovisual fan translations, most
typically realised in the form of fansubbing, on the other hand,
are community-internal translations that allow for the rest of the

Hanpuknan, cyOTUTpyBaHHA TOpPIBHAHO OibIlIeé HAroJjiolUIye Ha CBOEMY
cTaryci mepekiany, HiDK IyOmshK, 1 TOMy € OUTbII BiBEpPTUM, ajie SKIIO
po3mIsAaTH HE JIMIIe TEKCT CyOTHTpiB, a ¥ ¢uIbM i3 cyOTUTpamMu SK
CKJIa[ICHUN MYJIBTUMONAIBHHUIA TEKCT, TO BIH TEX IPETEHAYyE Ha pOJb HE
nepexnaay, a opuriHaity. 3pewmToro, KiHemartorpagiuni emitekctu (Genette,
1997), Taki sk cnucku (UIBMIB y KiHOTeaTpax a0o LIJIbOBI CTOPIHKH
CTPUMIHIOBHUX TIpOBaiiiepiB, NPEACTABIAIOTh, CKaXiMo, He (paHIy3bKi
cyorurpu "llpubymms", a npoctro ¢inem [leni BinbnboBa "llpubymms" gk
€IVMHUN TEKCT, a JOPIKKHA TyOIsKy 1 TEKCTH CYOTHTPIB - SIK HEOOOB'S3KOBI
JOTIOBHEHHS, sIKI oOWMparoTh KiHOTearpu abo KopucTyBadi cTpumiHry. Lle
BaXJIMBO, OCKUIBKH TIO3UIIIOHYE CYOTHTPH SK JOMOMDKHI TEKCTH, SKi
CJIyTYIOTh PHUILTYBAaHHAM JJIs IIUJILOBOI ayJUTOpIi, 110 POOUTH BUCHOBKH IIPO
(biTbM Ha OCHOBI TOTO, IO CYOTHUTPH PO3IMOBIIAIOTH 1 TTOKA3yIOTh MPO HBOTO.
Jli€BICTh IIUX TEKCTIB MOXKHA BIJHECTH JO CAMHMX TEKCTIB — SIK THII TEKCTOBOL
nieBocti y po3yminHi Kypena (Cooren, 2004, 2008) — a Takox 70 IEpPCOHAXKIB,
aBTOpIB CyOTUTpiB abo0, y LIUPLIOMY CEHCl, A0 KOJEKTUBHOTO BiANpaBHHUKA
(Messerli, 2019, 2020).

[Ile omHUM acIeKToOM, SIKHH MO)Ke BIUTMHYTH Ha BH3HAYCHHS (MHOXXHHHOTO)
aBTopctBa TekcTiB ABII € cTocyHkum MK mNepekiajayaMud Ta [isgadyamu.
HesanexHo Big TOro, 1€ 3HaXOAUTbCS AareHTCTBO, Yy TpaauLiHOMY
npodeciiiHoMy cepenoBHILl AYONsK 1 CyOTHUTpYBaHHSI TEKCTIB O0OOB'S3KOBO
B11I0YBa€ThCS Ha BIACTaHI, 1032 MEXaMHU TIISIABKOT ayIuTOPii, 0 SKOT BOHH
3BepHEH1. 3 iHmoro 00Ky,  ayaioBi3yalibHI (paH-TIepeKIIan, 0 HalYacTIIIe
peamizytotbest 'y ¢opmi ¢ancaliB, CTalOTh BHYTPINIHIMHA TEPEKIaIaMH
CHITBHOTH, IO JO3BOJIAIOTH PEIITI CHUTPHOTH BIUIMBAaTH Ha TeEpeKian i,
MOXXJIMBO, HaBITh YaCTKOBO OpaTu Ha ceOe BIAMOBIMAIBHICTH 3a 3MICT (IUB.
Locher & Messerli, 2020, ne HaBeneHO TpUKIAAM 3BEpHEHBb (paHATIB 10
aBTOpIB CyOTUTpPIB y IISAAbKUX KOMEHTapsix). UutaHHs CcyOTHUTpIB SK
MOSICHEHb, 110 iX JOOPOBUIBHO HAJA€ 1HIIMKA YJieH IPynH, a0o K npodeciitHo
BUKOHAHOTO TIEpeKJay Ma€ BIAacHUN Habip mporeciB GOpMyBaHHS CMHCIY,
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community to have influence and perhaps even adopt partial
ownership of the translation (see Locher & Messerli, 2020 for
examples of fans addressing fansubbers in viewer comments).
Reading subtitles as explanations volunteered by another
member of an in-group or as professionally produced translation
each come with their own set of meaning-making processes,
which also become manifest in the linguistic features of the
subtitles (see e.g. Massidda, 2015).

What all forms of AVT texts have in common is the multiplicity
of modes they are composed of. This characteristic brings with it
the requirement for particular viewer literacies and the
prompting of specific reception processes. We address the
implications of these settings for relational work in Section 4.4,
and we provide a more holistic account of meaning-making and
relational work in a concrete case study in Section 6.

4.4 Relational Work and Audiovisual Translation

We have provided overviews of research on politeness and
relational work in Sections 2.4 and 3.4 and will only offer a brief
definition of the most central terms before moving directly to
research in AVT and aspects particular to AVT texts.

Politeness has been studied in pragmatics first as marked
behaviour specifically performed by speakers to mitigate
face-threatening acts. The seminal work by Brown and Levinson
(1987), easily applicable to different types of data, and more
generally classic pragmatic approaches that treat individual
linguistic actions as entities that are detachable from their
interactional and other contexts (e.g. traditional speech act
theory) still dominate the politeness research on AVT text. As is

SKi TaKOXX TMPOSBISIOTBCS B MOBHHUX OCOONMBOCTSX CyOTUTpiB (IuUB.,
Hanpukian, Massidda, 2015).

Cninbae i Becix Gpopm ABII-TeKCTiB — MHOXXMHHICTh MOIYCIB, 3 IKUX BOHHU
cKiagaroThed. Ll xapakTepucTuka BUMAarae BiJl IVIsj1adya MEeBHOI IPaMOTHOCTI
Ta CHOHYKA€ 0 CreMU(pIYHUX NPOLECiB CHPUHHATTA. MU PO3IVISTHEMO BILIHB
UX YMOB Ha pemsuiiiHy po6oty y Posmini 4.4, a Oiuabml LiTICHUNA OMUC
dbopMyBaHHS CMHCITY Ta pPEJSIHHOI poOOTH HAa KOHKPETHOMY TPHKIIAII
Hajamo y Po3aini 6.

4.4 Pensiiiina poboTa Ta ayaioBi3yaabHUN MEpeKIaa

VY pospimax 2.4 ta 3.4 MM Hamamud ODSIA JOCTIHKCHb BBIWIMBOCTI Ta
pensuiifHoi po0OoTH, 1 TyT MM JIMILIE 3alpOlOHYEMO KOPOTKE BH3HAUEHHS
HaWTOJIOBHIIIMX TEPMIHIB, TIEPII HIXK IEPEHTH O€3M0CepPEeTHBO 0 TOCTIKECHb
ABII Ta acniekTiB, XapakTepHuX s TeKcTiB ABII.

Crioyarky, BBIWIMBICTH B NparMaTuili BHBYajacs sIK MapKoBaHa IOBEIiHKa,
SKy MOBIIl CHEI[aJIbHO 3/IHCHIOIOTh, 100 TOM'SKIIUTH AaKTH 3arpo3u
obnmuuuto. dynnamenranbHa mnpaus bpayna ta JleBincona (1987) cmyrye
YHIBEpCAJIIbHUM 1HCTPYMEHTOM JJISl aHaji3y Pi3HUX THIIIB JaHUX, 1 3arajoM
KJIACHYHHUX MParMaTHYHUX MiIXOMiB, IO PO3MIAJAIOTh OKpeMi MOBIICHHEBI
aKTU SK OJIWHUII, 130JIbOBaHI BiJ] IHTEPAKTUBHOTO Ta IHIIUX KOHTEKCTIB
(HampuKIaa, TpaauIiiiHa Teopis MOBICHHEBUX aKTiB),. LI poboTa mpomoBxye
3aJMIIATHCh OCHOBOIO JOCHTIKeHb BBiwIMBOCTI B Tekctax ABIL Sk i1y
BHUMAJKY 3 TOCTIIPKEHHSIMHU YCHOTO rnepekiiany (po3aun 3.4), Mi>kocoOuCTiCHA
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the case for interpreting studies (Section 3.4), interpersonal
pragmatics and discursive approaches to (im)politeness have not
yet made great inroads into the understanding of translated film
and television.

A classic speech act approach to politeness is offered by Bruti
(2006), for instance, who focuses on compliments in subtitling,
positioning her findings in terms of positive and negative
politeness. As is typical for the pragmatics-in-AVT perspective,
she contrasts source and target texts both descriptively and
evaluatively, finding that in compliments even more so than in
the case of other speech acts, subtitle translation practices lead to
pragmatic loss in some cases and are more faithful in others. A
similar study based on the Pavia Corpus of Film Dialogue
compares compliments and insults in original English and
dubbed Italian language and finds no unambiguous patterns that
would differ between the two, but crucially closes by pointing to
the importance of context, advocating a shift from traditional
microscopic politeness approaches to general aspects of
interpersonal politeness (Bruti, 2007).

Despite this call for studying relational work more generally,
most subsequent studies on politeness have focused on
individual speech acts in relatively small examples of dubbing
and subtitling, such as further studies on compliments in subtitles
(Bruti, 2009), greetings and leave-takings in Italian dubbing
(Bonsignori et al., 2011, 2012; Bonsignori and Bruti, 2015),
directives in English and Spanish film scripts and subtitles
(Pablos-Ortega, 2019), or requests in Italian dubbing (Napoli,
2021). More general accounts are provided, for instance, by
Hatim and Mason (2000), who find a reduction of interpersonal

IparMaThiKa Ta JUCKYPCHBHI MiIXOAU 10 (HE)BBIWIMBOCTI € HE TOCSIIN
3HAUYHUX YCIIiXiB Y pO3yMiHHI MEPEKIIaAeHOT0 KiHO Ta TeJaeOaueHHs.

Kimacnunuii migxim A0 BBIYWIMBOCTI 3 TOYKH 30py MOBJIEHHEBHX aKTiB
npornonyeTbess B mpami bpyri (Bruti, 2006), ska 30cepemKyeThcs Ha
KOMIUTIMEHTaX y CyOTUTpyBaHHI, TIO3HUIIIOHYIOYH CBOI BUCHOBKH B TEpMiHaX
MO3UTHUBHOI Ta HETAaTUBHOI BBIWIMBOCTI. SIK 1€ XapakTepHO JJIs JOCIiKSHb
nparmatuku B ABII, anami3 nependayae MOpiBHAHHSA BUX1JIHOTO Ta I[IJIbOBOTO
TEKCTIB Ha JIBOX PIBHAX: OINKCOBOMY Ta aHaJiTHYHOMY. Pesynbratu
JOCII/PKEHHS. JIEMOHCTPYIOTh, 110 Y BHIIAJKy KOMIUTIMEHTIB HaBiTh OiJblIle,
HDK y BUNAQJAKY IHIIMX MOBJICHHEBUX aKTiB, CYOTHUTpYBaHHS 4acTille
CIPUYUHSE TpParMaTU4Hi CIOTBOpeHHsS. [IpoTe B IHIIMX BHIAIKax, BOHO,
HaBIaky, 3a0esnedye OiMbII aJeKBaTHE BiATBOpeHHs 3wmicty. [lomiOne
JocipKeHHs1, mo IpyHTyeThess Ha Kopmyci Kinemarorpagiunux Jliamoris
[1aBii, mOpiBHIOE KOMIUTIMEHTH Ta OOpa3d B aHINIOMOBHUX OpHIiHaJlaX Ta
iTamiiicbkux  ayOmsbkax.  Pesynmbrarh HE  BUSBWIM  OJIHO3HAUHUX
3aKOHOMIpHOCTEH, siKi O Bimpi3Hsum mi aBa Tumu. [IpoTe,  KITIOUOBHIA
BHUCHOBOK pPOOOTH — Ba)JIMBICTh KOHTEKCTY. ABTOp IPOIIOHYE MHepexiJ Bij
TPaAULIMHUX JpiOHOMACIITAOHMX TIAXOMIB IO BBIWIMBOCTI A0 OULTBII
3arajlbHUX acleKTiB MiXocoOucTicHO1 BBiuwMBOCTI (Bruti, 2007).

Hes3Bakaroun Ha Iieil 3aKJIMK 0 BUBYEHHS PEJALIHHOI poOOTH B MIMPLIOMY
aCMeKTi, OUIBLIICTh MOJANBIIUX JOCHIKEHb BBIWJIMBOCTI 30CEPEIKYBaJIUCs
Ha OKPEMHX MOBJICHHEBUX aKTaX y BITHOCHO HEBEIMKUX MPHKIIAAaX AyOIsKy
Ta cyOTUTpyBaHHsA. Hampukiaa DOCHiIKEHHS KOMIUIIMEHTIB y CyOTHUTpax
(Bruti, 2009), npuBiTaHb Ta NpouIaHk B iTaniicekomMy ayomspki (Bonsignori ta
iH., 2011, 2012; Bonsignori Ta Bruti, 2015), Bka3iBOK B aHMIIACHKHX Ta
ICIaHCBKUX CHeHapisx 1 cyorutpax 1o kiHo¢iisMiB (Pablos-Ortega, 2019),
npoxaHb B itajiiickkomy cyOtutrpyBanHi (Napoli, 2021). Binpm 3aranbhi
JOCII/DKeHHST TIOJAr0Th, Hampukian, Xarim i Meiicon (2000), sxi BUSBUIN
KUTBKICTh ~ MDKOCOOHMCTICHMX  MapKepiB B aHIIIHCBKUX  CyOTHTpax
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markers in English subtitles beyond what would be explicable by
spatiotemporal constraints (see also Oksefjell-Ebeling, 2012),
and Gartzonika and Serban (2009), who apply Brown and
Levinson’s framework to English subtitles and find no
conclusive pattern in terms of the lowering or raising of
face-threatening acts.

A more contextualised account has been provided by Pavesi and
Formentelli (2019), who find that Italian dubbing employs
hybridisation to mediate between source and target culture
contexts and allow for target viewers to receive insults in a
foreign language in particular and communication in general by
exploiting pragmatic similarities in source and target languages.
Finally, Locher (2020) shows how fansubtitling from Korean to
English displays awareness of cultural and genre norms and the
resulting pragmatic challenges for translation.

One very promising and largely unexplored research avenue is
the multimodal pragmatic perspective Mubenga (2009) lends to
requests and apologies in English subtitles. While he describes
the process as tedious and time-consuming, the incorporation of
ideational, interpersonal and textual levels in visual semiotic,
functional grammatical and cognitive analyses of two examples
from Godard’s Pierrot le Fou manages to provide one of the
most accurate and complete accounts of a contextualised AVT
speech event published to date. Mubenga’s (2009) own study
does not directly correspond to the study of relational work
aspects as defined in this Element, but applying a more
discursively oriented multimodal pragmatics to larger data

3MEHIIYIOThCS 3HAYHO CHIIBHIIIE, HDK IIe MOXHA Oyno O MOSCHUTH JIMIIE
npocTopoBo-yacoBuMH oOoMexeHHsMu (nuB. Takok Oksefjell-Ebeling, 2012).
B pesynbrari poboru I'apuonika i Cropban (Gartzonika and Serban, 2009),
SKi 3aCTOCYBali KOHIEMIit0 bpayna 1 JleBiHCOHa g0 aHIIIHCHKHUX
CcyOTUTpiBHE, HE OyJI0 BHUSBJICHO IEPEKOHJIMBOI 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI ILIOJIO
3MEHIICHHS a00 301IBIIIEHHS KUIBKOCTI aKTiB 3arpo3u OOIHYUIO.

binbm koHTekcTyamizoBaHe AociipkeHHs Haxanu [laBe3i Ta ®@opmeHTemwi
(Pavesi and Formentelli, 2019). Bonu BusiBuIM, 110 ITamiACBKUNA A0Sk
BUKOPUCTOBYE T1OpUAM3AIIIIO TSl MOCEPEIHUIITBA MK KOHTEKCTaMU BUX1IHOT
Ta IUTbOBOT KyibTyp. Lle mo3BoNse MMBOBUM IsAadaM crpuitmMatu oOpasu
1HO3EMHOIO MOBOIO 30KpeMa Ta KOMYHIKAIIil0 3arajioM, OCKIJIbKY TaKUK MiAXiT
BUKOPHCTOBY€E MparMaTuiHy CXOXKICTh BUXiJHOI Ta L1b0BOi MOB. Kpim Toro,
Jlouep (2020) ananizye ¢aH-cyOTUTPYBaHHS 3 KOPEHCHKOI Ha aHIMIIMCHKY, Ta
JEMOHCTPYE, IO Taki CyOTUTpH BiJOOpaKaloTh TIMOOKE PO3yMiHHS
KyJBTYPHHUX Ta XXaHPOBUX HOPM, 1 TOB'S3aHI 3 UM MparMaTu4Hi CKJIaTHOIIT
TUTSL TIEPEKITATY.

OngHe 3 nayxe TNEPCIeKTUBHMX 1 Maibke HEAOCHIDKEHUX HaIpsSMKiB
JOCII/DKEHHS — MYJIBTUMOZAJIbHA MparMaruyHa MepcrekTuBa, siky MyOeHra
(Mubenga, 2009) mpomonye mis TpoxaHb 1 BHOAYeHb B aHIIIHCHKHX
cyoTuTpax. Xo4ya BiH OMHUCYE €W MpOIEC SK MOHOTOHHUU 1 TPYIOMICTKHM,
BiH MIOEJJHY€ TPU PIBHI aHAMI3y — 1I€HHUNA, MI>KOCOOUCTICHHUM Ta TEKCTOBUIM —
13 Bi3yaJIbHO-CEMIOTUYHUM, (DYHKI[IOHAJTbHO-TPaMaTHYHUM 1 KOTHITHBHUM. Le
MIPOLTIOCTPOBAHO Ha Mpukiagax 3 ¢inemy lomapa «/1’epo n1e @y». Came e
JOCII/DKeHHS J1aJlo 3MOTy OTPUMAaTd OAWH 3 HAWTOYHIMIUX 1 HAUTIUOIINX
aHaJI31B KOHTEKCTyalli30BaHOi MOBIeHHEBOI moaii B ABII, omyOnikoBaHUX Ha
ChOTONIHINIHIA NleHb. Biacue nocnimkenns MyOenru (2009) Ge3nocepenubo
HE CTOCYETHCSI BUBUECHHS ACIIEKTIB PESALINHOI poOOTH 1, SIK 116 BU3HAUEHO B
upoMy  posauri.  IIpore  3acTocyBaHHS — JUCKYpPCHUBHO-OPIEHTOBAHOIO
MYJBTUMOJIAJILHOTO IMAXOAY B TparMaruill Uit poOOTH 3 MacIITaOHIIIUMHU
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samples of subtitling and dubbing could provide insights into
relational work as multimodally emergent in AVT discourse.

Mubenga’s findings chime in with the work Sidiropoulou (2021)
does on (im)politeness in AVT from the relational work
perspective. Studying a minicorpus of English source film
trailers and their dubbed and subtitled Greek versions, she finds
that recipients appreciated the dubbed version’s rendition of
(im)politeness phenomena more. That rendition can be broadly
described as the more domesticating option than that offered by
subtitles, as the dubbed version adjusted culture-specific items,
used orality features to reshape the interpersonal dimension
between the addressees and invested more work into delivering
the humorous implicatures to the audience.

JaHUMHU CyOTHTpYBaHHS Ta IyONsDKY MOXKE JaTH YSBICHHS PO PEISiiHYy
poOOTY SIK MYIBTHMOINATBHUN TpPOIEC, M0 (POPMY€ETHCS B paMKax AUCKYPCY
ABIL

BucHoBku MyOeHTH J1EMOHCTPYIOTh 3HAYHY CXOXKICTh 3 poboToro Cimipomyiny
(2021) mpo (me)BBiwiuBicTh B ABII 3 Toukm 30py pensmiiHOI poOOTH.
BuBuaroun MiHI-KOPITyC aHIVIOMOBHHMX TpeiyiepiB 10 (GUIBMIB Ta IiXHIX
nyOnbOBaHMX 1 CYOTHTPOBAaHMX TpEUBKUX BEpCiif, BOHA BHUSABWIA, IO
ayouToOpis BHILNE OI[IHWJIA pEeNpe3eHTallilo (HEe)BBIWIMBOCTI came B
nyonboBaHiil Bepcii. Takuil MmigxiJ MOXHA 3arajoM OXapaKTepu3yBaTh SIK
OUTBII «aJanNTOBAaHUM J10 KYJIBTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTY», Yy TOpPIBHSIHHI 3
cyorutpamu. OCKIJIBKH yOlIbOBaHA BEpCisi KOPUTY€E KYJIbTYPHO-CIIEIU(IuH1
€JIEeMEHTH, BHKOPHUCTOBYE OCOOIMBOCTI YCHOTO MOBJCHHS, JUIS 3MIiHH
MDKOCOOHCTICHOT AMHAMIKM MK MEpPCOHA)XaMH, 1 JOKIaaae OiIblle 3yCHIlb,
1100 TOHECTH TYMOPUCTUYHHNA MIATEKCT JI0 ayJUTOPIi.
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Chapter 2. Pragmatic Analysis of the Translation: Strategies, Techniques, and
Transformations.

2.1 Overview of the source text from a pragmatic perspective

The collective monograph «Pragmatics in Translation» by Miriam A. Locher, and Thomas C.
Messerli, emerges as a groundbreaking study in translation studies. Within it, pragmatics — the
domain that examines language use in context — is considered a vital element of translation analysis.
(Locher, Messerli, 2023)

Miriam A. Locher, a Professor of English Linguistics at the University of Basel (Switzerland),
specializes in interpersonal pragmatics, politeness, and digital communication. Her work
encompasses language in medicine, counseling, and historical perspectives. She also leads
interdisciplinary projects at the intersection of linguistics, medicine, and digital humanities. (Profile,
Anglophone Linguistics and Literary Studies, University of Basel, n.d.)

Thomas Messerli, a postdoctoral researcher, focuses on pragmatics, multilingual communication,
and translation. A graduate of the University of Basel, he investigates the role of pragmatics in
literary and media translations, as well as linguistic impoliteness and digital discourse. Messerli also
teaches and actively participates in international linguistic initiatives. (Profile, Anglophone
Linguistics and Literary Studies, University of Basel, n.d.)

“Pragmatics in Translation” is an Element of the Cambridge series Elements of in Pragmatics. The
series has been published since 2022 and it consist of 12 Elements, each of them is dedicated to the
pragmatic aspects in various contexts and backgrounds. Some of these Elements related to
pragmatics in the health science, pragmatic inference, speech acts, (im)politeness, advice in
conversation and pragmatics in fiction. (Locher, Messerli, 2023)

Another FElement, which is closely connected to “Pragmatics in Translation”, is “Corpus
Pragmatics” by Daniela Landert Thomas C. Messerli, Miriam A. Locher. This element focuses on
the issues and possibilities provided by various forms of corpora for the research of pragmatic
phenomena. The emphasis is on a practical approach to both methods and data that offers guidance
for methodological decision-making. The work also identifies fields where new methodological
developments are essential to make new types of data available for pragmatic studies. Linguistic
corpora are nowadays in the process of diversification. One trend is to move towards larger and
larger corpora, while another trend is to extend corpora with more specific and multi-level
annotations. Both of these trends create new challenges and possibilities for the pragmatics
research. (Landert, Messerli, Locher 2023)

The work “Pragmatics in Translation” is dedicated to translation within the context of interpersonal
pragmatics and has two aims: to provide an overview of the current state of pragmatics in
translation studies and to present innovative methodologies and research directions.The authors
highlight three key aspects for analysis: mediality, participation structure (the roles of
communicators), and relational work (relationship building). These categories form the basis for
examining translation data. (Locher, Messerli 2023 p.9).

Pragmatics is crucial in translation because the translator must not only reproduce the literal
meaning but also ensure the preservation of the communicative goal, emotional impact, and
contextual appropriateness for the audience. This requires considering cultural norms, politeness
strategies, as well as the specifics of conveying implied meanings, speech acts, indexical elements
(deixis), and principles of linguistic cooperation (Locher, Sidiropoulou, 2021).

Tracing the evolution of pragmatic translation studies, Locher and Messerli their own vision of the
field and formulate a series of promising questions for future research. These directions are based
on the interaction between linguistic pragmatics and translation, bridging the gap between theory
and practice. The book combines descriptive translation studies, discourse analysis, and
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intercultural pragmatics, offering a unified framework for studying both micro-level interaction and
macro-sociocultural processes (Locher, Messerli, 2023).

Using examples from literature, audiovisual media, and digital communication, the authors
demonstrate how pragmatic concepts (speech acts, implicature, politeness, deixis, etc.) influence the
process and outcome of translation.The practical tools in the book help identify pragmatic shifts
between languages and cultures, as well as analyze their impact on meaning-making, interpersonal
dynamics, and cultural representation (Desilla, 2021).

I consider, in a world where translation plays a key role in global communication (diplomacy,
education, social media), understanding the pragmatic dimension ceases to be optional — it becomes
essential for effective intercultural dialogue.

2.2 Pragmatic aspects of the text and challenges of translation process

In this work we explore pragmatic aspects and challenges of rendering pragmatic meanings in
translation.

The classical approach to Pragmatics defines it as the study of the relationship between the key
factors of understanding any language — the relationship between language and context. (Levinson,
1983 p.68)

While more contemporary researchers in this field, such as Gallai, consider Pragmatics as the basis
of the principles and processes by which meaning is formed in context. He inimizes that pragmatics
examines how we interpret meaning according to various communicative contexts and focuses on
the inferential processes that lead to mutual understanding between speakers and audiences. (Gallai,
2022 p.43)

The necessity of examining the pragmatic aspects of translation is explained by the dynamic
changes and requirements of contemporary intercultural communication, where the main demand is
to ensure successful interaction between individuals from different cultures and backgrounds.

Many linguists have studied pragmatics in their works. Among the famous linguistic scholars who
have studied pragmatics and its usage in the modern world is Jonathan Culpepper. He is a professor
at Lancaster University in the U.K. His main works focus on the theory of politeness, language in
drama and literature, and historical pragmatics. One of his most famous works in this field is
Impoliteness: Using Language to Cause Offence (2011).

Another prominent linguist in the field of pragmatics is Julian House, whose contributions to
intercultural pragmatics, translation pragmatics, and discourse analysis are significant. She works at
the Hellenic American University in Greece. One of her seminal works is Translation: The Basics
(2018).

Many Ukrainian linguists, such as O. Korunets, O. Semenog, and T. Pakhomova have turned their
attention to the study of pragmatics and its aspects. Among them is Olha Pavlyk, a professor at
Khmelnytsky National University. Her research ‘“Pragmatic aspects in translation” explores the
relationship between pragmatic aspects and translation theory, and the analysis of pragmatic
transformations in multilingual communication. She has published many articles dedicated to this
topic (Pavlyk, 2020).

Another prominent linguist at the Classical Private University in Zaporizhzhia is Olena Selivanova.
She has written such works as Modern Linguistics: Directions and Problems (2008) and Modern
Linguistics: Terminological Encyclopaedia (2006). In these works, she raises the issues of
pragmatics, discourse and cognitive linguistics.

A properly accomplished analysis of the pragmatic features of a text becomes a strategic tool for
interaction in the context of globalisation and helps to optimise communicative relevance.
Nevertheless, some aspects of pragmatic research, such as relational work, the politeness theory,
and the participation framework, which are explored in detail by Locher and Messerli (Locher,
Messerli 2023), are still under-researched in translation studies.

I consider that more attention should be focused on methodological approaches to the analysis of
pragmalinguistic processes, and a more comprehensive study of translation equivalents in order to
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minimise communicative and pragmatic differences between source and target messages. According
to the recommendations for translation of scientific texts in Karaban's work “Translation of English
scientific and technical literature” (2004, p.345).

One of the biggest challenges for me was to translate into Ukrainian a particularly new term in
translation studies, “relational work™. Since there is no Ukrainian equivalent, it was important to
research the meaning and message of this expression. This concept was introduced by Locher and
Watts in their work Politeness theory and relational work. Journal of Politeness Research, 1 (2005).
The authors themselves identify that the concept of “relational work™ covers the whole continuum
of verbal behaviour from direct, impolite, rude or aggressive interactions to polite interactions
(Locher & Watts, 2005, p. 11) is related to the inter-personal level of interaction (Locher, 2006) and
refers to the ‘work’ that people put into establishing relationships with one another (Locher &
Watts, 2008, p. 78)

I have translated this expression using calque.

relational work (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.28) — pensyiiina poboma

In academic studies, precise terminology is crucial for maintaining theoretical coherence and
cross-linguistic dialogue (Korunets, 2017, p.168). In translating the term ‘relational work’ into
Ukrainian, calquing was used to deliberately reflect the original English form and conceptual
structure. This approach assures that Ukrainian scholars will be able to understand the specific
theoretical basis of the term without distortion, since “relational work” is not just a descriptive
phrase, but a concept laden with academic connotations. Such translation protects the pragmatic
function of the term as a specialised scientific marker, while adaptive alternatives such as
‘Hanmaro/pkeHHs crocyHKiB’ risk blurring its accuracy by introducing colloquial or culturally
determined associations. Thus, preferring calquing to techniques such as modulation or
amplification avoids unintentional semantic shifts, while adhering to the principle of pragmatic
equivalence in academic translation: neutrality and adherence to the original meaning should prevail
over stylistic flexibility (Karaban, 2004, p.286).

The problem of rendering pragmatic meanings is sometimes caused by the fact of absence of
equivalent term in the target language. In this case, using literal translation can lead to a loss of
pragmatic effect (Baumgarten, 2017). Literal translation provokes pragmatic losses, as it sometimes
ignores the communicative function of the utterances. A translator who seeks to reflect only the
lexical and grammatical aspects of a text might distort or completely miss the cultural or ideological
features of the source text (Newmark, 2009, p.41).

According to Desilla, pragmatic relevance implies both preserving the original meaning and
conveying the communicative impact, in other words, understanding the author’s intentions and
taking into account the peculiarities of the target audience (Desilla, 2021). This helps to maintain
the effectiveness of the translated text.

Another important pragmatic concept, “participation framework” was translated using transposition
and amplification technique (Molina, Hurtado, 2002). Ukrainian dictionaries do not provide a
translation of this term, so I referred to Hoffman’s definition, where he focused on the positioning
of people during the process of translation (Goffman, 1981).

As an analytical concept, the concept of participation is derived from Goffman’s work on footing
(1981), which focused on the positioning of people during speech events. He revisited the
traditional roles of the participants — speaker and listener — and broke them down into subcategories.
Hoffman divided listeners into addressed and unaddressed, bystanders, eavesdroppers and peepers;
and speakers into animators, authors, principles and figures. The participant relationship
configurations comprise the participation framework in the activity in which they are involved.
(Goffman, 1981)

participation framework (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.28) — modens po3nodiny komyHikamusHux ponet
Ukrainian translation preserves the original meaning of the concept, but the way it is conveyed is
modified to reflect the communicative and pragmatic function of the original utterance to the target
audience.

Another technique that is usually used to ensure functional equivalence and avoid readers confusion
of foreign concept or idea is adaptation (Molina, Hurtado, 2002). Adaptation is the replacement of
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element in SL with the element in TL with mor appropriate cultural context (Molina, Hurtado,
2002).

domesticating option (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.28) — adanmosanuii 00 Ky1bmypHo2o0 KOHmMeKCmy
nioxio

sounding box (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.28) — mexniunuii suxonaseys

2.3. Classification of the terms

The basis of the translation analysis was the accurate and adequate reproduction of the terms in the
target language used in the original text. For this purpose, I used a two-stage classification of terms.
First, the terms were classified according to the field of their use. Based on the work of Julianne
House “Translation quality assessment: Past and present” (House, 2015), where she analyses the
impact of pragmatics on translation and distinguishes pragmatic terms from general translation
terms. In another research “Text analysis in translation: Theory, methodology, and didactic
application of a model for translation-oriented text analysis” (Nord, 2005), Christiane Nord
developed a functional-pragmatic approach to translation and classifies terms within this approach.
We have identified three main categories of terms according to their field of use: linguistic,
translation studies and pragmatic terms.
The second stage of the classification was to divide the terms according to the degree of
specialisation. The terms were divided into: general scientific terms - terms used in various
sciences; interdisciplinary terms - terms used in several scientific fields, but with certain differences
in meaning; and highly specialised terms - terms used in a particular field of science or technology
(Kubaychuk, 1996).
In the field of pragmatics, most of the terms have turned out to be highly specialised due to the
peculiarities of their use only in a certain context and meaning. For example:
relational work (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.28) — perayiiina poboma
writer—reader interpersonal pragmatics (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.12) — misxcocobucmicna
NpazmMamura Mixe nUCbMeHHUKOM I yumadem
interpersonal dynamic (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.12) — midsicocooucmicua 63aemoois
unmarked and marked (im)polite behaviour (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.13) — nemaprosana ma
Mapxosaua (He)B6iunuea noseodiHKa
cross-cultural comparability (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — misckynomypHi cniegionocnocmi
mitigation (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — nom axwenns
ostensive stimulus (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — ocmencugnuii cmumyn
politeness formulae (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — hopmynu esiviusocmi
communicative clues (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — komynikamugni xaroui
The terms used in the field of translation studies, as well as in the field of pragmatics, were mostly
highly specialised terms:
explicitation (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.12) — excnaikayis
consecutive interpreting (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.14) — nocaioosnuii nepexnao
whisper interpreting (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.14) — nawinmyesanns
conference interpreting (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.14) — kongepeny-nepexnao
court interpreting (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — cyoosuti nepexniao
interpreter-mediated event (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.16) — nodii, i3 3anyuennuam nepexknaoaya
translation universals (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.13) — nepexnaoaywvxi ynisepcanii
According to the Dictionary of Linguistic Terms by Zahnitko A. (2012), most linguistic terms are
considered to be general scientific terms:
deictic expressions (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.18) — detikmuuni sucnosnrosanms
linguistic indeterminacy (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.16) — zinesicmuyna nesusnauenicmo
linguistic form—function relationships (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — 36 s3xu mistc Mo6How0
gopmoro ma ghyukyicto
deixis (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.18) — detixcuc
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The text also contains interdisciplinary linguistic terms:

cross-linguistic paradigm (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.23) — misicmosna napaduema

legal linguistics (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.18) — ropuduuna nineeicmuxa

discourse participants (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.14) — yuacnuxu ouckypcy

According to the selected terms, linguistic terms accounted for 21% of the total terms, translation
studies terms accounted for 28%, and pragmatic terms had a rate of 51%. According to the
classification by degree of specialisation, highly specialised terms were found in 75% of cases,
interdisciplinary terms - 7%, and general scientific terms - 18%.

2.4. Techniques and strategies of translating “Pragmatics in translation” by Miriam A. Locher
and Thomas C. Messerli

In the process of investigation of the translation, comparative and contrastive approaches were used
to analyse the translated terms and expressions and the techniques used to translate them.
“Pragmatics in Translation” is an academic publication for linguists and scholars of translation
studies. Most of the phrases and terms are used straightforwardly, without any hidden or implicit
meanings, and without any cultural connotations. In this case, it is considered appropriate to use a
literal translation as long as it leads to an equivalent phrase with the same communicative message
as in the original. (Varha, Zykan, Berta 2023 p.11) Literal translation is a translation technique in
which an expression is rendered word for word without adaptation or distortion. It is used when the
linguistic meanings and content in the source and target languages are compatible (Molina, Hurtado
2002 p.14).

... that led us from the description of marked instances of face-threatening behaviour and their
mitigation to a context-bound, situationally constructed understanding of interpersonal pragmatics
(Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.11) — ...3uicmué ysacy 00ciiOHuKi6 8i0 KOHKpEmHUX NPUuKiaoie 3azpo3u
o0nuyY0 ma ix NoMm’AKuleHHs 00 KOHMEKCMYalbHO20 Mda CUMYAMUBHO YMEOPEHO20 PO3YMIHHS
MidHCOCOOUCMICHOT NPACMAMUKU.

...which contains several articles that highlight the connection between relational work and identity
construction in actor/character rendition in written translation (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.13) —
Poboma micmume xinbka cmametl, wo SUCBIMIIOIOMb 38'A30K MidC perayiinolo pobomoio ma
CHIBOPEHHAM [0eHMUYHOCHI NPU BIOMBOPEHHI AKMOPI6/NEePCOHAN CIB Y NUCOMOBOMY NePeKaal
Gutt'’s interpretive resemblance was adapted by Setton (2006) to be applied to simultaneous
interpreting contexts. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — Cemmon (2006) aodanmysag
inmepnpemamugHy nooionicms [ ymma 00 KOHMeEKCMY CUHXPOHHO20 NepeKaady.

Notably less attention has been paid to the sociopragmatic aspects of interpreting. pragmatic
interference and pragmalinguistic transfer... (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.16) — 3nauno menwe ysazu
NPUOINALOCS COYIONPASMAMUYHUM ACNEKMAM YCHO20 NepeKaiady. npasmamuyHin inmepgepenyii
ma npazmaninzeicmuiHoOMy nepeHecenHi

Given that translation studies is predominantly a contrastive discipline that prototypically works
within a cross-linguistic paradigm...(Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.23) — Ockinbku nepexiaoosHascmeao
— NepPesadcHO NOPIBHANbHA OUCYUNIIIHA, WO OA3YEMbCS HA MINCMOGHIIL NAPAOUMI. ..

...finds no unambiguous patterns that would differ between the two... (Locher, Messerli, 2023
p.27) — Pesynomamu e 8us8uiy 00HO3HAYHUX 3AKOHOMIPHOCHEN, SIKI O GIOPIZHAIU Yi 084 MUNU.
This strategy of using literal translation resulted in the following pragmatic effects in the target text:

e Maintaining the academic tone and stylistic neutrality of the text.

e Direct understanding of the terms without the necessity for adaptation or adding cultural
context, so it meets the expectations of the target audience (scholars, linguistic students,
researchers).

e Ensuring terminological consistency with Ukrainian sources in the field of linguistics, which
facilitates easier perception and further use of the text in the academic environment.

When literal translation was impossible to apply, because of grammar aspects of target language,
such translation technique as transposition was used. Transposition means changing grammatical
category, but preserving contextual meaning (Molina, Hurtado 2002 p.15).
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At the time of writing, however, published (im)politeness-oriented research in translation is
dominated largely by comparisons of isolated instances of (im)politeness. (Locher, Messerli, 2023
p-13) — Oonak na momenm nanucanus yici cmammi onyoniko8ani 00CIONCEHHA, OPIEHMOBAHI HA
(ne)sgiunusicmov y nepexnadi, 30e0ibUL020 3600UNUCS 00 HOPIGHAHHA OKpeMux Hnpukiadis
(He)ssiunusocmi.

...She analysed the transcripts to identify the main politeness-related themes that emerged in
participants discussions. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.20) — npoananizysana cmenocpamu, wob
BU3HAYUMU OCHOBHI memMu, 06 'A3AHI 3 66IUUGICMIO, AKI BUHUKANU 8 OUCKYCIAX YUACHUKIS.
Research into the participation structure of interpreting gained traction after Wadensjo (1998)
proposed her ‘dialogic discourse-based interaction’ model. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.16) —
Hocniooicennss mooeni po3snooiny KOMyHIKAmMUSHUX poliell 8 YCHOMY nepeKkaadi Habyno NOnYIsApHOCMI
nicis moeo, Ak Baoenwe (Wadensjo, 1998) zanpononysana ceoro mooenv "dianoziunoi 3aemooii,
3acHoeanoi Ha ouckypci'.

It focused on the roles of participants in an interpreter-mediated event, the responsibility in
distribution of content and progression of talk. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.16) — Bona 30cepeounace
HA posAX Y4ACHUKIE NOOii, i3 3a/Iy4eHHAM nepeKaaoaia, ma po3nooiny 8i0nosi0aIbHOCMI 3a 3MiCm
ma po3eumox po3mMoBU.

From a pragmatic perspective, transposition allows to preserve the academic style, accuracy and
logical structure of the expression, while adapting the syntax to the standards of the target language.
This is especially important in academic texts, where the reader is expected to have a clear
understanding of terms and theoretical concepts (Karaban, 2004, p.280). In addition, correct
grammatical structure contributes to a better readability and professional manner of translation
without changing the meaning of the original.

Calque is a translation technique refers to translation foreign word or compound expression word
for word, creating a new word or expression in target language that reflect the original (Molina,
Hurtado 2002 p.14).

Its ease of applicability means that in source and target texts, face-threatening acts (FTA) can be
identified and compared in terms of their realisation, but a more general concept of the discursive
construction of the relationship between writers, texts and readers eludes much of the existing
scholarship. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.12) — 3acmocysanns meopii nonseae 6 momy, wo y
BUXIOHOMY MA YLIbOBOMY MEKCMAX MOJNCHA i0eHmuikysamu ma NOpiGHAMU AKMU 3a2po3u
001uYYI0, 3 MOUKU 30pY IXHLOI peanizayii.

In this area, Aijmer’s (e.g. 2011) work in contrastive pragmatics as well as Hatims (1998)
application of Brown and Levinson's theory to texts... (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.13) — V yvomy
Hanpsamky pobomu Auimepa (nanpuxnao, Aijmer, 2011) 3 KOHmpacmueHoi npazmamuKku, a MmaKolc
Xamima (Hatim ,1998), saixuu 3acmocogye meopiro bpayua i Jlegincona 0o mekcmis...

...first gaining traction with the theories describing strategic conflict avoidance and
face-saving...(Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.19) — ...enepwe nabyswu nonyiaprocmi 8 meopisix, uo
ONnuUCyromob cmpameziuie YHUKHeHHsS. KOHPIIKMI6 | 30epedceHHs 00auyys...

Moreover, the transfer of meaning from the spoken dialogue as source text — ... — to written subtitles
is a form of ‘diagonal translation’ (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.25) — Kpim moeo, nepenecenHs ceucy
3 YCHO2O 0ianozy K GUXIOH020 MeKcmy — ... — y HUCbMOGI cyomumpu € gopmoio "diazoHanvHozo
nepekaaoy"

Deictic expressions point to the referents and rely on contextual information regarding speaker
identity to be understood... (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.18) — /Jleitkmuuni eucnosiroeanus
8KA3YI0Mb HA pepepenmis i 3anedcamv 8i0 KOHMEKCMyanbHoi iHgopmayii, 30kpema 8i0 nozuyii
MOBY3L, 3a0151 HAOYMMSL AICHOCMII. ...

Audiovisual fan translations, most typically realised in the form of fansubbing, on the other hand,
are community-internal translations that allow for the rest of the community to have influence and
perhaps even adopt partial ownership of the translation. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.27) — 3 inwozo
00Ky, ayoiosizyanvHi pan-nepeknaou, wo Havuacmiue peanizyiomscsa y gopmi ¢hancabdis,
cmaroms HYMpPIWHIMU NEPEKIa0amy CRITbHOMU, Wo 00380AI0Mb peumi CRilbHOMU 6NIUSAMU HA
nepexaao i, MONCIUBO, HABIMb YACMKOBO Opamu Ha cebe BION0BIOANbHICIb 3a 3MICHI.
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In the pragmatic aspect, the calque maintains cognitive transparency: the target reader can easily
recognise the structure and meaning of such terms (Gambier, van Doorslaer, 2012, p.9). This avoids
misunderstandings or loss of meaning and increases the pragmatic effectiveness of the text, as the
communicative goal is achieved without distortion.

Moreover, calquing as a strategy in scientific translation supports intertextuality and consistency
with other sources in the field where similar terms are already used (Karaban, 2004, p.285). The
choice of this technique contributes to the standardisation of terminology in the academic
environment, which is an important pragmatic function.

According to Molina L. and Hurtado A.A. (2002) borrowing is transferring term from the source
language to the target language directly, with minimal adaptation. I used this translation technique
to render terms that do not have well-established or accurate equivalents that can reproduce the
conceptual and functional meaning of terms.

...treats an utterance as an ostensive stimulus that signals to the addressee the speakers intention
to convey relevant information. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.15) — ...poszensdae sucnosnoganus sax
OCMEHCUGHUIL CMUMY, AKUL CUSHANIZYE aopecamy NpPO HAMID MO8Ys nepedamu 8i0Nn08iOHy
iHghopmayiio.

Borrowing helps to maintain terminological accuracy, which is especially important for an
academic audience familiar with the concepts of cognitive linguistics and pragmatics. This ensures
that the pragmatic effect of credibility and scientific rigour expected of an academic text.

Thus, the technique of borrowing in this instance serves as a means of preserving accuracy,
professional style, and effective scientific communication.

I used established equivalent to translate some terms, which are recognizable as an equivalent in
target language (Molina, Hurtado 2002 p.14). For instance, in Ukrainian linguistic dictionaries as
“A dictionary of modern linguistics: concepts and terms” by Zahnitko A. (2012) or work as
“Handbook of translation studies” by Gambier Y. and van Doorslaer L. and edited in the Ukrainian
translation by Kalnychenko O. and Chernovaty L. (2020)

By applying Grice’s maxims to source and target text and working with the idea of making implicit
meaning explicit... (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.12) — 3acmocosyrouu makcumu I'paiica 0o suxionoeo
ma yinb08020 MeKCmia i npaytoyu 3 i0ecto eKCnaikayii iMIIIYUmHO20 3HAYeHHs.

Celenza’s translation, which employs explicitation and disambiguation, is argued to better
accommodate the need of the readers for easier accessibility and therefore to be more polite...
(Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.12) — nepexnao UYenenya, sxuii 8UKOpUCMO8YE eKCHIIKaAyitlo ma
0B03HAUHICMb, O03B0JIAE YUMAYAM KpAlye PO3YMIMU mexkcm, a omaice, 0eMOHCMPYE Oilbl B6IUIUGE
CMAaegienHs 00 HUX...

Finally, conference interpreting (essentially, simultaneous interpreting for large audiences) is
performed in a special booth with interpreters working in teams of two or three... (Locher,
Messerli, 2023 p.14) — Hapewmi, koughepeny-nepeknad (no cymi, CUHXPOHHUL NepPeKIad OJis
BEUKUX AYOUMOPIlL) BUKOHYEMBCS 8 CneyianbHill Kabini, Oe nepexiaoayi npayioms y KOMaHoi no
080€ abo mpoe...

A phenomenon frequently studied in classic pragmatics, deixis, provided another gateway to the
investigation of participant roles in interpreting events. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.18) — Asuwe, sixe
Yacmo BUBHAEMbCS 8 KIACUYHIN npazmamuyi, — O0eUKCUC — GIOKPUBAE e O0OUH WX 00
00CniOMNCeHHs ponell YUACHUKIG 8 ihmepnpemayii nooiu.

Also adopting relevance theory and interpretive resemblance as its main theoretical
underpinning... (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.16) — Takoowc éukopucmogyrouu meopiro penesanmuocmi
ma iHmepnpemamusHoi N0OIOHOCMI K OCHO8He meopemudne niOIPyHms. ..

...audiovisual translation can be separated into specific translation practices and products...
(Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.22) — ... aydiogizyanvnomy nepexknadi MoXiCHA YimKo UOLIUMU OKPeMi
nepekaadaybKi NPaKmuku ma npooyKmu...

This strategy preserves functional relevance; it allows the reader to immediately identify known
concepts without additional clarification or adaptation (Desilla, 2021, p.90).
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Thus, the choice of this technique is based not only on lexical equivalence but also on pragmatic
expediency: it minimizes potential misunderstandings, preserves intertextual links with previous
scientific works, and facilitates the adequate perception of terminology in academic discourse.
Another technique, that I used while translating the text, is modulation. Modulation means changing
of focus or cognitive category to render message of the original text to the target audience, so the
message would be accurately perceived (Molina, Hurtado 2002 p.14). This technique is especially
helpful when a literal translation could confuse the reader or not comply with the target language’s
standards. A literal translation would not capture the full range of meanings or create artificial,
unnatural constructions in the Ukrainian language (Baumgarten, 2017).

We will return to a particular example of the constellation of participants that shape (active)
reception of a translated audiovisual artefact in Section 6. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.24) — Mu
NOBePHEMOCS 00 KOHKDEMHO20 NPUKIAOY 63A€MOOIl YHACHUKIB, 5KI @opmyiomb (axmuseHe)
CHPULIHAMMSA NEPeKIA0eH020 ay0i08i3yalbHO20 meKcmy, ¥ po30ii 6.

We cannot discuss the ramifications of these differences in full here, but it is clear that they will
affect context in the sense of a recipient-side mental model of the situated performance... (Locher,
Messerli, 2023 p.25) — Mu ne mosicemo noguicmio o0IpyHmy8amu HACIIOKU Yux 8iOMIHHOCME, ale
04eBUOHO, WO BOHU GNIUBAIONb HA KOHMEKCM Y CEeHCl MEHMAIbHOI MOOei CAPUTIHAMMSA ...

The pragmatic effect of using modulation is to guarantee that the target audience perceives the text
clearly, naturally and accurately. This strategy allows the translator to take into account the
cognitive and linguistic differences between languages (Gambier, van Doorslaer, 2012)

One more translation technique I applied is amplification. Amplification refers to introducing
additional information that is not formulated in source text (Molina, Hurtado 2002 p.14). It is used
to clarify utterance and simplify perception processes by target audience.

...as the dubbed version adjusted culture-specific items, used orality features to reshape the
interpersonal dimension between the addressees and invested more work into delivering the
humorous implicatures to the audience. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.28) — Ockinvku 0yonvosana
8epcisi Kopueye KyibmypHO-Cneyuqhiuni enemenmu, UKOPUCMOBYE 0COOIUBOCHE YCHO20 MOBIEHHS,
OISl 3MIHU MIHCOCOOUCMICHOI OUHAMIKU MINC NepCOHaMcamu, i O0O0KIAoae Oinvuie 3ycuitb, uwoo
OoHecmu SyMOPUCMUYHUL RIOMeEKCI 00 ayOumopii.

...it is @ communicative activity different from written translation on so many levels as to merit a
separate investigation. (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.14) — Oowuax yeu 6uo KomyHikamueHoi
diAtbHOCME  HACMINLKU  GIOPIZHAEMbCA 610 NUCLMOBO2O NEPEKAAdy, WO BUMA2AE OKpeme
00CIONHCEHHSL.

...with subtitlers mediating between source and target cultures based on a nearly identical film
context and differing reception situation contexts (Locher, Messerli, 2023 p.25) — ko asmopu
cyomumpie ucmynaroms nocepeOHUKAMU MIdC BUXIOHOI0 Ma YIIbOBOK KYIbMYPAMU, CAUPAIOYUCS
Ha Maudice i0eHMU4YHUN KOHMeKCm (QiibMy ma pizHi KOHMeKCmu Cumyayii CnputiHsammsL.

From a pragmatic standpoint, amplification made it possible to avoid ambiguity or abstraction, and
enhanced the clarity and accuracy of the communicative message (Selivanova, 2008). In scientific
translation, this strategy helps to ensure informative completeness (Molina, Hurtado 2002 p.14).
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Conclusion

This paper includes pragmatic analysis of the translation “Pragmatics in translation” by Miriam A.
Locher and Thomas C. Messerli. The body of research is a scientific text about pragmatics, its
relationships with translation and interpretation and modern approaches to examine pragmatic
aspects in different areas of translation studies. The analysis revealed challenges faced during the
process of translating pragmatic specialized terms and strategies and techniques used to resolve
these challenges.
Thus, in view of this research, we can draw the following results.

1. Analysis of translation was performed, pragmatic terms were identified and selected in a

form of table.

2. Challenges and aspects of translation specialized terms were investigated and overcome.

3. Strategies and techniques used in the translation process were revealed and described.
In order to fulfil the set goals and achieve the appropriate pragmatic and communicative effects in
the target language, a detailed analysis of the original text was carried out. In cases where the
strategy of literal translation or calques was consistent with the academic style and rendering of the
original message of the author, these techniques were used. In the absence of a well-established
equivalent or when a literal translation is unacceptable, depending on the situation and the
classification chosen by Molina L. and Hurtado A. (2002), the techniques of modulation,
transposition, adaptation or amplification were used.
The result is a translation that complies with academic standards and the expectations of the target
audience. The pragmatic and conceptual functions of the original text were successfully reproduced
in the translation and contributed to the development of academic research on the relationship
between pragmatics and translation.
Adequate translation of target text was reached through usage of various translation techniques
according to classification of Molina L. and Hurtado A. (2002). Statistics have shown that the most
common technique used in the translation is literal translation in 47% of the cases. After literal
translation, modulation in 25% of the examples. Established equivalent has a rate of 11% and
calque 6%. Techniques such as amplification, transposition, adaptation and borrowing have a small
rate of percentage.
To sum up, we can say that all the tasks were completed. The main task was to render terminology
in the target text with the equal meaning and communicative function as in the original text,
preserving the same effect on processes of perception and understanding for target audience as in
the original one.
The aspects examined in this study are only at the formation stage in the field of linguistics. In the
foreseeable future, the research of the pragmatic features of the text and specialized terminology
will contribute to improving the quality of translation.
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Translation techniques
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Appendix B. Classification of terms

Fields of use

® Pracmatic terms ™ Translation studies terms ™ Linguistic terms

Appendix C. Classification of terms

Degree of specialization

_J

® General specific terms @ Interdisciplinary terms ™ Highly specialised terms




