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PRAGMATIC AWARENESS IN BUSINESS TRANSLATION AND INTERPRETING

Background. Business communication is shaped as much by pragmatic intent as by words and grammar.
In English-Ukrainian translation and interpreting, especially in negotiations and corporate meetings, small shifts in
politeness, implied meaning, or the strength of a commitment can change how a message is received. When these cues
are missed, the result may be unnecessary tension, weakened trust, or an altered understanding of obligations.
This paper examines pragmatic awareness as a central component of professional competence in business translation
and interpreting and clarifies why it matters for communicative outcomes.

Methods. The study follows a qualitative case-study design and draws on authentic and training-based business
interaction (negotiation fragments, online meetings, and scripted scenarios). Pragmatically salient segments were
selected and grouped into four domains of pragmatic awareness. The analysis relies on established tools from speech
act theory, politeness research, implicature, functionalist approaches to translation, and interpreting studies, with
reference to effort-based accounts of interpreting performance.

Results. The data indicate recurring patterns of pragmatic loss: illocutionary force is occasionally softened
or strengthened unintentionally; mitigation and facework are reduced; implicatures are rendered as explicit statements
or overlooked; and culturally expected degrees of directness are not always maintained. By contrast, pragmatically
attuned renditions preserve negotiation flexibility and interpersonal rapport, including strategic vagueness where it is
purposeful. A further observation is that pragmatic markers tend to be among the first elements to drop under increased
cognitive load.

Conclusions. Pragmatic awareness should be treated as a core criterion in business interpreting, not as an optional
refinement. Practicing speech acts, mitigation, and implicatures in realistic business contexts helps stabilize pragmatic
performance. Assessment, in turn, should recognize pragmatic adequacy alongside accuracy and fluency, since
interpreters essentially manage pragmatic intent as part of their professional task.

Keywords: business translation, pragmatic awareness, cognitive load, interpreting studies, speech act, business
communication, translator’s flexibi-lity.

Background

In business translation and interpreting, it is very important to be able to recognize, understand, and
communicate meaning beyond the literal meaning of words. In business settings like negotiations,
boardroom meetings, or investment pitches, people depend on interpreters to accurately convey information
and maintain the intended impact of speech acts, interpersonal strategies, and culturally determined norms of
politeness and authority. In business interpreting, interpreters must reproduce offers, refusals, hedges,
commitments, and concessions with the same pragmatic weight in the target language. This is different from
general conference interpreting, where neutrality and clarity of information may be sufficient (Skrylnyk, 2025).

The consequences of pragmatic failure are frequently substantial. A softened refusal in English that is
translated too directly into Ukrainian could put a deal at risk, and a tentative commitment seen as binding could
create contractual risk. This article examines pragmatic awareness as a multifaceted competence, evaluates its
theoretical foundations in pragmatics and translation studies, categorizes its principal types, and offers illustrative
examples from the English-Ukrainian language pair. It also shows what was learned from a qualitative case study
of business translation and interpreting, and ends with suggestions for how to train interpreters.

Theoretical Background. Pragmatics: Meaning Beyond the Sentence. Pragmatics is the study of
language use in context, and it provides the conceptual tools for understanding why pragmatic awareness
matters in interpreting.

Speech acts. J. L. Austin (Austin, 1962) showed that utterances perform actions, and J. R. Searle (Searle, 1969)
refined this into categories of illocutionary force — directives, commissives, declarations, and so forth. In business
discourse, speech acts are not neutral: they can bind, commit, or strategically defer (Hatim, & Mason, 1997).

Cooperation and inference. Grice's (Grice, 1975) Cooperative Principle and maxims (quantity, quality,
relation, manner) explain how interlocutors derive implicatures. Business dialogue is replete with
implicatures — for example, "That deadline is ambitious"” is understood as "We need more time". Sperber and
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Wilson's (1986/1995) Relevance Theory reframes this in cognitive terms: interlocutors expect optimal
relevance, and interpreters must facilitate that expectation.

Politeness and face. P. Brown and S. Levinson (Brown, & Levinson, 1987) described politeness as the
management of face needs — positive (being appreciated) and negative (freedom from imposition).
G. Leech (Leech, 1983; Leech,2014) developed politeness maxims such as tact and generosity. E. Goffman
(Goffman, 1967; Goffman, 1981) introduced the concept of facework and footing, showing how speakers
shift stance. These frameworks are critical in interpreting refusals, mitigations, and hedges.

Register and genre. M. A. K. Halliday (Halliday, 1978) and M. A. K. Halliday & C. Matthiessen
(Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014) framed language as a social semiotic, shaped by field, tenor, and mode.
Business genres (contracts, presentations, negotiations) impose pragmatic conventions. D. Biber (Biber, 1995)
confirmed that registers differ systematically in lexical and syntactic patterns.

Together, these theories underscore that the interpreter must attend not only to words but to actions,
relationships, and contexts encoded in pragmatic choices.

Translation Studies: Function, Equivalence, and Norms. Translation studies provide frameworks for
understanding pragmatic mediation.

Equivalence and effect. E. A. Nida (Nida, 1964) emphasized dynamic equivalence, the closest natural
equivalent in meaning and impact. Newmark (Newmark, 1981; 1988) distinguished communicative from
semantic translation. Both underscore the interpreter's obligation to reproduce effect, not only form.

Functionalism. Rei3 and Vermeer's Skopos theory (Reil}, & Vermeer, 2013) asserts that "the purpose
determines the method". C. Nord (Nord, 1997) further introduced loyalty as a guiding principle. They
emphasized the translator's responsibility to both source and target communicators. J. House (House, 1997)
proposed a model of translation quality assessment based on pragmatic equivalence and cultural filtering.

Norms and ideology. G. Toury (Toury, 1995) stressed the role of norms in shaping translation decisions,
while A. Chesterman (Chesterman, 1997) analyzed strategies as memes subject to cultural replication.
L. Venuti (Venuti, 1995) famously critiqued the "invisibility" of translators in Anglo-American contexts,
showing how market pressures enforce fluency.

For business interpreting, these theories suggest that pragmatic adequacy depends not on literal transfer,
but functional and cultural fit.

Interpreting Studies: Cognition, Interaction, and Quality. Research in interpreting has increasingly
recognized pragmatics as central.

Sense theory. D. Seleskovitch (Seleskovitch, 1978) and M. Lederer (Lederer, 2003) argued that
interpreters process meaning at the sense level, not words.

Cognitive load. Gile's Effort Model (Gile, 1995; Gile, 2009) divides interpreting into listening,
production, memory, and coordination. Under cognitive strain, pragmatic subtleties — such as hedging — are
the first to disappear.

Interaction. C. Wadensj6é (Wadensjo, 1998) described interpreting as interaction, while C. Roy (Roy, 2000)
and I. Mason (Mason, 2001) emphasized the interpreter's role in managing participation and stance.

Quiality. J. House (House, 1997) and S. Kalina (Kalina, 2002) stressed that quality in interpreting cannot
be reduced to accuracy; pragmatic and interpersonal adequacy are equally critical.

Types and Cases of Pragmatic Awareness. The study identifies four main types of pragmatic
awareness, each illustrated with seven examples in English-Ukrainian interpreting.

Speech Act Awareness

1. "We'll consider your proposal”. — "Mu po3risiHeMo Bauly Mpono3uLito’.

2. This utterance signals postponement rather than agreement. Interpreters must resist overcommitting
to the speaker by rendering it as acceptance.

3. "Could you provide more details?" — "Yu morsu 6 Bu HagaTH Oible aeTanei? .

4. The English phrase is a polite request framed as a question. A literal translation as an imperative
would reduce its politeness value.

5. "We are prepared to sign today". — "Mu rotosi manucaru CbOroaHi'.

6. This is a commissive speech act with binding force. Accuracy here is crucial because it indicates
a legal and financial commitment.

7. "This offer is non-binding". — "L mpomo3suiiis He € 3000B'A3y10U00".

8. The speaker limits liability by clarifying the illocutionary status of the offer. Interpreters must preserve
this legal nuance without weakening it.

9. "We'll get back to you on that". — "Mu moBepHeMocs 10 1poro muTaHHs'. — The phrase delays commitment
while maintaining politeness. If interpreted as a refusal, it could prematurely close negotiation channels.
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10. "We regret to inform you..." — "Ha aib, 3Mmy1ireni mosigomur...". — This is a conventional formula
of negative politeness, softening bad news. It requires careful rendering to avoid sounding abrupt in Ukrainian.

11. "Let's move forward together". — "/laBaiite pyxarucs Buepen pasom”. — This is an inclusive directive
meant to build solidarity. Preserving the collaborative tone is as essential as the propositional meaning.

Politeness and Facework

1. "We may need to revisit this clause". — "Mos1B0O, HaM JI0BEIEThCS LIE pa3 MEPEryIIHYTH e MyHKT . —
The hedge "may" softens the request and reduces imposition. Interpreters must retain this modal nuance
to avoid appearing confrontational.

2. "I'm afraid that won't be possible”. — "Borocs, mo 1e Oyme HemoxiuBo". — The phrase uses
mitigation to protect the listener's face. A direct «Ile HemoxnBoy risks sounding harsh.

3. "Your idea is interesting, however..." — ""Barma ines mikasa, ognak..." — The compliment is a politeness
strategy before disagreement. Dropping it in interpretation can make the speaker appear dismissive.

4. "Could 1 just clarify one point?" — "Uu moxy s yrounut oaua MomeHT?". — This is a deferential
request for floor-taking. Interpreters must not turn it into an abrupt interruption.

5. "We'd appreciate your flexibility". — "Mu Oynu 6 BrsuHi 3a Bamry rayukicth. — The speaker embeds
a request within a politeness frame. A literal command would undermine cooperation.

6. "We might need a bit more time". — "Mo1uBO, HaM 3HaJOOUTHCS TPOXH OiIbINE Yacy".

7. — The hedge "might" reduces imposition. Rendering it too directly as "Ham notpiben GinbIie gacy"
changes tone into demand.

8. "We respect your position". — "Mu noBaxkaemo Baiy nosuiito". — This prefaces disagreement while
preserving face. Interpreters must not omit it, as it signals recognition of the partner's dignity.

Implicature and Indirectness

1. "That price is a little higher than expected". — "I{ina aeio Buiia, Hi>k Mu odikyBau'. — The implicature
is a request for a price reduction. Exaggerating it («3HauHO Bummay) distorts the negotiation pressure.

2. "We'll need to think about it". — "Hawm motpi6mo 11e 06aymaru”. — This typically signals hesitation or
polite refusal. Interpreters must not render it as outright rejection.

3. "The deadline is quite tight". — "Tepmin gocuts crucamii”. — The implication is a request for
a deadline extension. A neutral literal translation risks hiding the intended complaint.

4. "Our partners are considering other options". — "Harui napTHepy po3riisiatoTh iHIII BapiaHTH'.

5. The implicature is competitive pressure. If weakened, the strategic function of the utterance disappears.

6. "We are not entirely convinced". — "Mu He noBHicTio mepekonani”. — The phrase implies the need for
stronger arguments. Interpreters should preserve their cautious tone rather than turn it into outright rejection.

7. "That would be difficult under current conditions”. — "Ile Oyae cki1aaHO 32 HUHILIHIX YMOB".

8. — This is a softened refusal. Interpreters who render it too directly risk closing negotiation space.

9. "This could be a starting point". — "Ile Moxe O6yTH BignpasHoto Toukoio". — The phrase opens space
for further negotiation. Omitting the modal nuance could make it sound like a final agreement.

Cultural Pragmatics

1. "We disagree". — "Mu maemo inmry Touky 30py”. — In Ukrainian culture, direct disagreement may be
impolite. The softened variant maintains harmony.

2. "That's not acceptable”. — "Ile mam He 30BciM migxomuts". — This reduces the bluntness of the
English original. It conveys refusal without unnecessary confrontation.

3. "You must submit by Friday". — "Byxap nacka, nonaiite no m'stauui”. — English directness is often
inappropriate in Ukrainian business talk. Adding politeness maintains authority without rudeness.

4. "Call me John". — "3pepraiitecs mo meHe Ha iM'ss — JlxoH". — This adapts Anglo-American
informality to Ukrainian norms. Retaining distance markers may otherwise sound unnatural.

5. "That's a deal". — "Tomosumucs". — The Ukrainian formula mirrors the ritual nature of agreement.
Rendering it literally would sound flat.

6. "Let's cut to the chase". — "Ilepeitnemo no cyti". — Idiomatic English requires neutral adaptation.
Direct translation of the metaphor would confuse listeners.

7. "I'll hold you to that promise". — "5 po3paxoByro Ha Bamry oOinsHKy'. — This mitigates the
confrontational undertone of the English. It preserves accountability without sounding threatening.

Methods

The research applied a qualitative case study methodology, examining and interpreting instances within
business dialogues, emphasizing pragmatic adequacy. The materials consisted of recordings of negotiations
between suppliers and clients, transcripts of virtual business meetings, and simulated training scenarios,
including sales calls and investor presentations.
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We found sentences with pragmatic content, like hedges, facework, and implicatures. They were
categorized into one of the four classifications of pragmatic awareness. We looked at the English originals
and the Ukrainian translations to see how well they worked in practice. We chose representative examples to
show common problems. The analysis was based on Grice's implicature model (1975), Brown and
Levinson's politeness theory (1987), House's model of pragmatic equivalence (1997), and Gile's Effort
Model (1995, 2009).

Findings and Discussion

The examination of English—Ukrainian business interpreting indicates that pragmatic awareness is not a
peripheral or superfluous skill, but a fundamental factor in achieving communicative success. It directly
impacts whether negotiations stay open, relationships are kept, and legal or financial obligations are
communicated accurately. The four areas of pragmatic awareness are discussed in the following subsections,
with examples from real-life and simulated business situations.

Speech Act Awareness Protects Business Intent

Interpreters often have trouble telling the difference between tentative statements and binding
commitments. During one recorded negotiation with a supplier, an English manager said, "We'll look into the
possibility of expanding the order next quarter”. A trainee interpreter said, «Mu 36irvuwumo 3amoeénenns
nacmynnozo keapmany». The UKrainian version turned a careful, non-binding statement into a firm promise.
Because of this, the Ukrainian partner thought they were getting a guaranteed expansion, but the English
speaker did not mean that.

In another case, the phrase "We are prepared to sign today" was correctly translated as "Mu rorosi
mignucatu ceorofHi" during an online investment call. This fidelity maintained the commitment's validity,
eliminating any ambiguity.

The difference between these two cases shows that misclassifying speech acts can change the stakes of
negotiations. Awareness of pragmatics here is not a matter of style but a way to avoid misrepresentation.

Politeness and Facework Maintain Business Relationships. In business, relationships are often just as
crucial as deals. Politeness markers, hedges, and facework strategies help people get along with each other
even when they speak different languages or come from different cultures.

One typical scenario involved a German company negotiating with Ukrainian partners in English. The
manager stated: "I'm afraid we cannot offer additional discounts at this stage". The interpreter rendered this
literally as «Mu He MOXEeMO HaJaTH J0JATKOBHX 3HIKOK». The omission of the hedge ("'I'm afraid™) and the
politeness frame made the message sound blunt, almost dismissive. A more pragmatically aware version,
«borocs, MU HE MOXEMO 3alpOINOHYBaTH JIOJATKOBI 3HWKKU Ha 1boMmy erami», would have retained the
mitigation and preserved goodwill.

Another real-life case happened during a multinational and a Kyiv office's human resources department
meeting. When the English HR director said, "We'd appreciate your flexibility with the schedule”, the
interpreter softened it into «Mwu myxe mpocumo Bac OyTu Oinbin rHyukuMmy. While polite, the shift from
appreciation to request altered the balance of power. The English original acknowledged the employee's
autonomy, while the Ukrainian rendering implied hierarchical authority. Pragmatic awareness involves
sensitivity to politeness, organizational culture, and role relations.

Implicature Preserves Strategic Subtlety. Business communication thrives on indirectness and
implicature. What is not said often carries more weight than what is said.

A striking case came from a Ukrainian IT outsourcing firm negotiating with a British client. The client
remarked, "The current rate is slightly higher than our competitors offer". The interpreter rendered this as
«Bama 1ina Habararo BWIa, HiX y KOHKypeHTiB». The exaggeration turned a mild pressure tactic into an
accusation, shifting the tone of the meeting and putting the Ukrainian side on the defensive. A pragmatically
sensitive version — «Barna 1ina ferro Buina...» — would have preserved the subtlety.

Similarly, in a boardroom discussion, a CEO remarked: "We'll need to think about it". A literal translation
as «Mu He 3rogui» was interpreted by the Ukrainian team as a refusal, leading them to drop the proposal
prematurely. Yet in Anglo-American business pragmatics, such a phrase often signals hesitation, not outright
rejection. The interpreter's role here is to preserve ambiguity, leaving negotiation space open.

Cultural Pragmatics Bridge Gaps in Directness. Cross-cultural communication between English and
Ukrainian participants often highlights differences in directness. Anglo-American business culture tolerates
blunt statements like "We disagree” or "That's not acceptable”. Ukrainian professional culture, however,
tends to favor softened expressions to preserve harmony.

In one case, during a Kyiv trade fair, an American representative bluntly told a Ukrainian distributor:
"We cannot accept these terms”. The interpreter delivered: «Mu He MOXEMO HPHUHATH Ii YMOBHY.
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The Ukrainian side later reported feeling that the Americans were "too harsh". A pragmatically aware
rendering such as «IIi ymoBu HaM He 30BciM mmigxoasTsy» would have conveyed the refusal without damaging
the relational climate.

Another recurring case involves address forms. English-speaking managers often say "Call me John" to
flatten hierarchies. In Ukrainian, the equivalent directness may sound overly casual or disrespectful. The
adaptation «3BepraiiTecs 10 MeHe Ha iM's — J[oH» maintains the invitation to informality but avoids a
culturally awkward impression. Cultural pragmatics, therefore, functions as a bridge between
communicative styles.

Synthesis of Findings. Taken together, these cases confirm that pragmatic awareness:

Prevents contractual misrepresentation. Interpreters who fail to distinguish speech acts may commit
parties to obligations never intended.

Preserves interpersonal trust. Politeness and facework strategies keep negotiations cordial even when
disagreements arise.

Safeguards strategic negotiation tactics. Accurate rendering of implicatures maintains the subtle balance
of pressure and concession.

Bridges cultural gaps. Pragmatic adaptation ensures that messages are not only understood but also
socially acceptable.

The findings also align with Gile's Effort Model, which predicts that pragmatic cues are the first to be lost
under cognitive load. Interpreters prioritize propositional content, leaving out hedges, politeness, or
implicatures. Yet as House (1997) and Reil & Vermeer (2013) emphasize, functional adequacy demands
that pragmatic meaning be preserved as faithfully as informational content.

Discussion and conclusions

The results of this study indicate that pragmatic awareness is fundamental to business interpreting in the
English-Ukrainian context. Although lexical and grammatical precision are crucial, they are inadequate
without pragmatic sufficiency. The data show that interpreters who don't keep speech act force, politeness
strategies, implicatures, and cultural appropriateness risk communication breakdown, money loss, contract
disputes, and hurt relationships.

Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) demonstrated that utterances constitute actions; consequently, interpreters
must possess action sensitivity. Grice's (1975) model of implicature, Brown and Levinson's (1987) politeness
framework, and Reill and Vermeer's (2013) Skopos theory all converge on the insight that successful
mediation necessitates more than mere propositional equivalence. The English-Ukrainian cases examined
herein exemplify these principles in application: misconstruing a hedge as a refusal or a tentative offer as a
commitment directly influences business results.

Practical Recommendations for Interpreter Training

Speech Act Drills. Students should practice distinguishing between commissives, directives, and
expressives, with attention to degrees of commitment. Exercises might include interpreting mock
negotiations where ambiguity is intentional.

Politeness Reframing. Training should involve reformulating direct refusals, requests, and criticisms into
culturally appropriate equivalents, while maintaining functional equivalence.

Implicature Awareness Tasks. Interpreters should be trained to spot implied meanings in business
discourse. Classroom activities may involve interpreting under conditions where hints and hedges carry more
weight than explicit statements.

Cultural Role-Plays. Simulation of intercultural business meetings can help interpreters learn when to
soften or intensify messages to match Ukrainian or Anglo-American expectations.

Recommendations for Professional Practice

Preparation with Clients. Interpreters should negotiate expectations with clients, clarifying whether they
should reproduce directness or adjust for politeness.

Glossaries of Pragmatic Conventions. Beyond terminology lists, interpreters could prepare glossaries of
pragmatic equivalents (e.g., polite refusals, tentative commitments) tailored to business contexts.

Reflective Practice. Professionals should review recordings of their interpreting, focusing on
terminology and pragmatic fidelity, asking whether hedges, politeness, and implicatures were preserved.

Assessment Implications

When assessing interpreters, pragmatic adequacy should be one of the things to look for, along with
accuracy and fluency. Tools like House's (1997) quality assessment model can be changed to see if
interpreters could reproduce illocutionary force, lessen refusals, and keep face. This would shift the focus
from just looking at language skills to how well someone can communicate functionally.
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In the end, pragmatic awareness is not a luxury or an advanced skill but a basic professional skill for
business interpreters. In settings where words create contracts, start or end negotiations, and build trust,
pragmatic fidelity is just as crucial as lexical fidelity. For the English—Ukrainian pair, interpreters serve as
both linguistic intermediaries and pragmatic guardians of communication, especially given their cultural
variances in directness and politeness. So, it is significant for business interpreting to become more
professional that we recognize, teach, and test pragmatic awareness.
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KuiBchkuii HarlioHanmbHMH yHiBepcuTeT iMeHi Tapaca IlleBuenka KuiB, Ykpaina

MHNPATMATHUYHA OBI3BHAHICTDB Y IMCBMOBOMY TA YCHOMY BIBHEC IEPEKJIA I

Beryn. V 6isnec-xomynixayii "smicm" yacmo nepedacmucs ne auwie ciogamu, a i mum, 1K came 60HU CKA3AHI:
yepe3 WLIIOKYMUGHY CUTLY, 6BIUIUGICING, IMWIIKAMYpPU mMa KYIbMYPHO NPUUHAMHUL pieeHb npamomu. B aueno-
VKPAiHCbKOMY nepexnadi ma YCHOMY NnepeKnadi nio uac nepe2osopié i KOPROPAMUSGHUX 3ycmpiueli 8mpama Yux
Mapkepie mModce 3MIHUMU CNPULIHATNMA HAMIDIS, 8NIUHYMU HA 008IpYy ma cnomeopumu iouymms Oi3Hec cemiHey.
Mema cmammi — okpecaumu npazmamuyHy o00i3HAHICMb AK KIHOY08)Y CKIA008Y npogecilinoi komnemenmuocmi 0isHec-
nepexiadaua/nepexnaoaya-yCHuKa ma nokasamu ii 3HavenHs 0 pe3yibmamis Koonepayii.

Metoau. JocniodcenHa BUKOHAHO AK AKICHULL KeliC-AHaNi3 Ha Mamepiani ademeHmMuyHuX i Ha8UAIbHUX pacmeHmis
0i3Hec-683a€MO0ii (nepe2osopu, OHAAUH-3yCmMpiul, 3M00enbosani cyenapii). [lpaewamuyno penesanmmui UCIOBIIOBAHHS
Oyno 6i0ibpano ma 32pynosaHo 3a Yomupma OoMeHamu npazmamudnoi obiznanocmi. [ ananizy GUKOpUCMAano
[HCMpYyMeHmapiti. meopii MOGNIEHHEGUX AKMIG, Meopii 68IUIUBOC, KOHYeNnyil IMIIIKamyp, QYHKYIOHANICMCbKUX NiOX00i6 y
nepexnaco3Hascmsi ma Mooeneti YCHO20 nepexnacy, 30Kpema YAeiieHs npo 3yCUILIA U KOHIMUGHe HABAHMANCEHHSL.

Pesyabratn. Busigieno munogi 30Hu pusuxy: HEHAGMUCHI 3CY8U LINOKYMUGHOT CUuiu, pedyKyisi nom'skuienHs ma
"sbepeacenns obnuuus”, empamu abo HAOMIPHA eKCNLIKAYIL IMAIKAMYp, d MAKONC NOPYUICHHSI OUYIKYSAHO20 DIGHS
NPAMOMU, 3YMOBNEHO20 KYIbMYPHOIO HOpMOto. TIpacmamuuno eusadiceHull nepeknao, HA8naKu, Ympumye nepe208opHy
SHYUKICMb, RIOMPUMYE KOHMAKM MINC CMOPOHAMU Ma 30epiede CmMpameiyHy HeS8U3HAYEHICmb mam, Oe 80HA €
@yuryionanvror. Oxkpemo @ikcyemvcs meHOeHyisn: 3a NiOBUUEHO20 KOSHIMUBHO20 HABAHMANCEHHS NPaAeMAamuyHi
mapkepu "sunadaromy" paniue 3a iHULL KOMROHEHMU NOBIOOMIIEHHS.

BucnoBkn. [Ipacmamuuna obisnanicme mae exooumu 00 6a308ux Kpumepiie npogecitinocmi 6 6i3Hec-yCHOMY
nepeknadi nopso i3 mouyHicmio ma niaasHicmio. [[na nid2omogku nepexiadauié OOYiIIbHO po3pobUmu 6npasu, ujo
MpeHyioms 8i0MBOPEHHA MOBLEHHEBUX AKMIG, NOM'AKWEHHS, IMIIIKAMYP | MIDCKYAbMYPHUX HOPM Y PeaniCmuyHux
Oi0BUX 3ABOAHHAX, ) OYIHIOBAHHI 6APMO 3AKPINUMU OKpeMull eumip npazmamuyHnoi adexeamuocmi. [le niocunioe
DPO3YMiHHA nepeKnaoayd Kk mediamopa He minbKu MOGHOI (hopmu, a il NPAMAMUUHO20 HAMIDY.

KuiiouoBi ciioBa: 0isnec nepexnad, npasmamuuna O00OIZHAHICMb, KOSHIMUGHE HABAHMAICEHHS, MeOpisi YCHO20
nepexiaoy, MOGIEHHEBULL akm, Oi3HeC KOMYHIKAYis, NepeKknaoaybka eHyYKicmb.

ABTOp 3asBiIs€ MpPO BiACYTHiCTH KOHQMIKTY iHTepeciB. CroHcopu He OpaiM ydacTi B PO3pOOJICHHI IOCHIIKEHHS; y 300pi, po3bopi uu
iHTepIpeTauil TaHuX; Y HallUCaHHI PyKOIHKCY; B PIICHHI PO MyOiKaIif0 pe3yIbTaTiB.
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