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Abstract. This article examines the pragmatic dimension of legal translation, concentrating on how
speaker intention, implicature, and illocutionary force influence legal meaning across languages
and institutional contexts. Drawing upon linguistic pragmatics (Austin, 1962; Grice, 1989; Searle,
1969) and functional approaches to legal translation (Saréevié, 1997; Cao, 2007), the study analyses
how pragmatic elements — such as formality, politeness, and indirectness — affect both the
accuracy and performative validity of legal discourse. Through a qualitative, discourse-pragmatic
methodology, the research identifies key areas of risk where pragmatic misinterpretation can lead
to distortions of institutional stance, loss of trust, or legal invalidity. Findings highlight that legal
translators function not merely as linguistic intermediaries but as pragmatic mediators whose
interpretive choices preserve or transform the illocutionary and strategic force of legal texts. The
paper argues that pragmatic awareness constitutes an essential professional competence for
translators, especially in conflict or negotiation settings where meaning is strategically constructed.
Finally, the study recommends integrating pragmatic training, risk-based quality assurance, and
intercultural competence into translator education to strengthen the reliability and ethical integrity
of multilingual legal communication.

Keywords: legal translation, linguistic pragmatics, implicature, speech acts, formality and
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1. INTRODUCTION

The rapid transformation of the global legal environment in the twenty-first century has presented
new challenges to the field of legal translation, which now occupies a central position in
interdisciplinary research that combines linguistics, law and communication.

Legal translation is no longer seen simply as a transfer of meaning between two linguistic systems,
but as a complex act of intercultural and institutional mediation. In this context, the pragmatic
dimension of legal discourse — how intentions, premises and illocutionary forces are encoded and
decoded - has become critically important for scholars seeking to ensure accuracy, fairness and
communicative effectiveness in legal and institutional settings.

As legal systems interact through transnational treaties, international courts, and multilingual
institutions such as the European Union, the role of the translator goes far beyond linguistic equivalence.
It includes interpreting the communicative intent behind legal statements, reconciling formality and
power asymmetries, and anticipating potential misinterpretations that may affect legal outcomes.
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Misjudging pragmatic cues such as implicature, deictic reference, or the illocutionary force of directives
and performatives can have profound legal consequences, especially in the context of conflict,
negotiation, or crisis. A pragmatic approach to legal translation, therefore, offers valuable insight into
how meaning is strategically constructed and interpreted across languages and legal cultures.

This article aims to explore key pragmatic issues in legal translation by analysing recurring
phenomena, including speaker intention and formality, implicature and speech acts. Drawing on
theories of linguistic pragmatics and applying them to legal translation, this study aims to explore how

these elements shape legal meaning and influence cross-cultural legal communication.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The foundations of pragmatic approaches to translation come from the work of Austin (1962) and
Grice (1989). In How to Do Things with Words, Austin argued that statements can perform actions. These
actions are called speech acts and carry illocutionary force that goes beyond literal wording. Grice’s
theory of conversational implicature further shows that meaning often extends beyond what is explicitly
stated. It depends on shared assumptions and cooperative principles between speakers and listeners.
Together, these ideas shifted focus from semantic meaning to pragmatic meaning.

This shift is especially important in legal translation. Accurate interpretation relies not only on words
themselves but also on cultural and institutional norms that shape how meaning is understood.

Building on these ideas, legal translation scholars such as Sarcevi¢ (1997) and Cao (2007) explored
how linguistic accuracy connects to legal function. In New Approach to Legal Translation, Sarcevié
described legal translation as a communicative act that seeks functional equivalence within legal
systems. Similarly, in The Law of Translation, Cao argued that legal language is both linguistic and
institutional in nature. Therefore, translators must balance textual precision with pragmatic flexibility.
Later research by Tipton and Desilla (2019, 2022) showed that pragmatic competence becomes especially
important during crises or conflicts, when miscommunication can intensify social and political tensions.

More recent studies stress the need for pragmatic sensitivity in cross-cultural legal discourse.
Todorova and Ruiz Rosendo (2023) demonstrate that misunderstandings of implicature or deictic
expressions in multilingual legal negotiations can distort speaker intentions and shift power dynamics.
Their findings support the idea that translation is a performative act of meaning reconstruction.
Pragmatic choices affect not only clarity but also institutional credibility.

Despite these advances, several aspects remain under-researched. The relationship between speaker
intention, illocutionary force, and institutional pragmatics has not been thoroughly analysed. While
theoretical discussions are numerous, there is a lack of empirical evidence demonstrating how pragmatic
errors impact legal outcomes. To address these aspects, this study examines pragmatic phenomena in
legal translation and assesses their impact on accuracy, fairness, and strategic communication in

multilingual legal contexts.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Research Design and Scope
This study uses a qualitative analytical approach grounded in linguistic pragmatics and translation

studies. It examines how pragmatic elements shape meaning in legal translation. The analysis focuses on
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two key areas: (1) how speaker intention and formality are conveyed in legal discourse, and (2) how
implicature and speech acts are interpreted in legal documents and proceedings. The goal is to identify
common pragmatic issues and demonstrate how misinterpretation can alter the legal force, strategic
intent, or perceived politeness.

The study combines theoretical discussion with context-based examples taken from both authentic
and modelled legal texts. It does not seek statistical generalisations. Instead, it aims to reveal the

pragmatic mechanisms that guide translation choices and influence institutional outcomes.

3.2. Data Sources and Analytical Corpus

The illustrative corpus comprises selected legal and institutional texts from international and
Ukrainian legal contexts, including:

. contractual clauses and memoranda of understanding,

e  diplomatic and inter-institutional correspondence,

e judicial statements and procedural documents, and

e  public institutional communications (e.g., apologies, warnings, acknowledgements).

The selected materials demonstrate high pragmatic density, referring to cases where formality,
intention, or indirectness significantly affect interpretation. The examples used in the article (e.g., “We
take your concerns into account,” “We will respond appropriately”) are representative of real-world patterns

commonly encountered in multilingual legal communication, rather than isolated, idiosyncratic cases.

3.3 Analytical Framework

The analysis draws upon established frameworks in linguistic pragmatics and translation theory,
particularly:

. Speech Act Theory (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969) to identify the illocutionary force of legal
utterances and examine how their performative nature is preserved or altered in translation;

e  Conversational and Conventional Implicature Theory (Grice, 1975, 1989) to analyse how
indirect meaning, presupposition, and implicature operate in legal discourse;

. Politeness and Relevance Theories (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Morini, 2014) to evaluate how
politeness, formality, and strategic vagueness are encoded across languages;

. Functionalist approaches to translation (garéevié, 1997; Cao, 2007) assess equivalence in legal
function rather than literal linguistic form.

Through this multi-layered lens, each example is examined for:

1. Pragmatic intention — what the speaker or institution aims to achieve;

2. Illocutionary function — whether the utterance operates as an assertion, directive, commissive,
expressive, or declaration;

3.  Cultural-pragmatic alignment — how norms of politeness, formality, or indirectness differ
between the source and target legal cultures; and

4. Translational consequence — how alternative renderings might alter the perceived meaning,

legal validity, or power dynamic.

3.4 Procedures and Analytical Steps
The methodological process followed four main stages:
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1. Text Selection and Contextualization — Identifying and categorising passages which represent
pragmatic challenges in multilingual legal communication.

2. Pragmatic Deconstruction — Analysing each instance to uncover speaker intention, implicature,
and speech-act function in the source text.

3. Comparative Translation Analysis — Examining potential target-language equivalents
(primarily English - Ukrainian and backward) and evaluating their adequacy in preserving pragmatic
force.

4. Interpretive Synthesis — Deriving generalisable insights about pragmatic risks and strategies in
legal translation, supported by exemplars.

This interpretive procedure follows the tradition of critical discursive-pragmatic analysis, linking
linguistic form, institutional context, and social power relations in translation (Fairclough, 2013; Tipton
& Desilla, 2022).

3.5 Ethical and Contextual Considerations

All examples used in this study come from publicly available legal documents or from anonymised
simulated data to ensure confidentiality and ethical compliance. The analysis focuses on linguistic and
pragmatic features of the texts rather than on specific jurisdictions or named institutions. Cultural
sensitivity was also prioritised when interpreting idioms, indirect speech acts, and culturally
conditioned implicatures. This approach helps ensure that interpretations align with communicative

norms in both the source and target legal systems.

3.6 Methodological Significance

This methodology views the translator as a pragmatic and strategic communicator, not just a
linguistic mediator. By analysing intention, formality, implicature, and speech acts, the study aims to
show how pragmatic awareness improves both accuracy and functionality in legal translation. The
findings are expected to support translator training, strengthen cross-cultural legal communication, and
refine pragmatic models used in institutional translation, especially in complex or conflict-sensitive

contexts.

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Conveying Speaker Intention and Managing Formality in Legal Discourse

The analysis shows that conveying speaker intention and managing formality are essential for
meaning and legal effect in translation. In legal and institutional discourse, the speaker’s intent often
goes beyond literal wording. It appears through tone, phrasing, and modality. For example, a hesitant “I
think this might work” differs greatly from a firm “It will work.” Such differences can affect decisions in
arbitration or during testimony. If a translator misinterprets irony or sarcasm as a serious statement, or
vice versa, the consequences can be severe. Legal contexts require clarity and precision at all stages.

Even neutral-sounding statements may carry hidden pragmatic meaning. For example, the phrase
“Sure, we’ll consider that offer” may seem like a sign of agreement, but it can signal a polite refusal
without real intention to proceed. Similarly, the phrase “That’s just great” may express disappointment

after failed negotiations rather than praise, while “Really?” can indicate sarcasm, disbelief, or an insult,
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depending on the tone. Literal translation in these cases risks distorting meaning and may change the
outcome of testimony, negotiation, or legal reasoning.

At the same time, formality, politeness, and institutional register are also key pragmatic factors.
Morini (2014) notes that relevance and politeness interact in unpredictable ways. Translators, therefore,
need to understand cultural norms of respect and cooperation. Formulaic phrases such as “We regret any
inconvenience caused” illustrate this. If translated as an emotional apology, the target text may
misrepresent institutional intent and create expectations of compensation. Another example is “We
wouldn’t want this matter to become public, would we?” The sentence appears polite, yet it can also be
perceived as a veiled threat, implying reputational harm. A literal Ukrainian translation (“Mu x e
xouemo, w00 cnpasa cmara nyoaiunoro, npasda?”’) conveys only the surface message and loses the pressure
behind it. In such cases, explanatory notes (e.g., Hamak na muck abo nozposy onpuirtodHertiam) may be
necessary to preserve pragmatic force. A similar issue arises with “You might want to reconsider.”
Depending on context, it may sound like mild advice or an implicit warning. The translator must,
therefore, navigate not only lexical equivalence but also the illocutionary force underlying the utterance
(Austin, 1962).

Thus, the translator acts as a pragmatic mediator, balancing precision, politeness, and legal force.
When translators master pragmatic conventions, the translated text maintains its authenticity and legal

credibility in the target culture.

4.2. Implicature and Speech Acts in Legal Documents and Proceedings

The findings suggest that legal meaning is often implied rather than explicitly stated. Grice’s (1975,
1989) concept of implicature explains how these unstated meanings operate as a powerful interpretive
force in legal communication. For example, “We note your concerns” is not an expression of empathy. It
usually functions as a polite refusal that reduces confrontation while signalling a lack of commitment.
Similarly, “We will respond appropriately” may act as a warning or a delaying tactic rather than a real
promise to take an action. A literal translation of such phrases can shift institutional stance or alter
diplomatic tone.

Speech act analysis shows that illocutionary force — not surface wording — creates legal consequences.
The statement “The court hereby sentences the defendant...” is a performative declaration that changes legal
reality (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969). For this reason, translators must maintain the performative function
of such language. Even small pragmatic shifts can weaken legal validity or distort institutional
authority.

The findings further show that legal meaning is often implied rather than stated directly. Grice’s
(1975, 1989) concept of implicature explains how unstated meaning shapes interpretation in legal
communication. Conversational implicature occurs when a speaker communicates more than is
explicitly stated in the literal wording. For example, “That company has skeletons in its closet” does not
refer to actual skeletons. It implies that the company is hiding past wrongdoing or unresolved problems
that may arise during due diligence. A literal Ukrainian translation (“y miei komnanii e ckeaemu 6 waghi”)
sounds figurative and may be inappropriate in formal legal discourse. A more suitable translation — such
as “Komnanis npuxosye cepiiosti npooremu” or “mae cymmiste muryre” — preserves the intended meaning

without unnecessary metaphor.
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Conventional implicature encoded with conjunctions such as but, yet, or however, can significantly
alter legal meaning. For instance, “The defendant confessed, but under pressure” implies contradiction and
mitigation through ‘but’. The literal content confirms a confession, yet the pragmatic meaning signals
that the confession may not have been voluntary. Translating this as “Ilidcyonuii sisnascs, are mnid
muckom” preserves the nuance, whereas “sisnasca nid muckom” flattens the contrast, eliminating the
implication of contradiction. Such small connectors (e.g., but, yet, still, nevertheless) carry evaluative
implications that can affect judgments of credibility or liability, and therefore require careful pragmatic
attention.

Cultural implicature also plays a role. For example, in English courtroom rhetoric, “The defendant has
already suffered enough” implies leniency without an explicit request. In Ukrainian legal practice,
however, indirect appeals of this type would typically be made explicit (“IIpowy sépaxysamu odcmasunu,
w0 nom’sxuwyromv nokapann’), illustrating how pragmatic equivalence cannot be presumed across legal
cultures (House, 1997; Wierzbicka, 2003).

Expressions that appear positive may also convey negative attitudes. For instance, “That’s just great”
can be sarcastic, expressing disappointment rather than approval, especially after failed negotiations.
Translating such statements as sincere praise may create a false sense of agreement or distort the
communicative context. The exclamation “Really?” works in a similar way. Depending on tone, it may
show surprise, doubt, or irony. In cases like “Really? You found new evidence?” a literal translation may
hide disbelief and misrepresent the speaker’s stance.

Beyond implicature, speech acts play a central role in shaping legal meaning. Legal discourse does
not merely describe reality — it performs actions (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969). For example:

e Assertives: Stating facts or reporting. “The contract was signed on March 1st, 2025.” The speaker
asserts a fact that can be verified as true or false;

o  Directives: Requests, commands, or suggestions. “Please submit the evidence by Friday.” The
lawyer or judge directs another party to take action;

o  Commissives: Promises, offers, or threats. “We agree to indemnify the client for any losses arising
from negligence.” The party commits itself legally to a future obligation;

o  Expressives: Apologies, congratulations, or thanks. “We regret any inconvenience caused by the
delay in delivery.” The company expresses its apology and acknowledges responsibility;

e Declarations: Official changes to the state of affairs. “The court hereby sentences the defendant to
five years” imprisonment.” The very act of saying this creates a new legal state of affairs.

It is illocutionary force, rather than surface form, that determines legal consequences. The phrase
“We will respond appropriately” may function as a warning, a non-committal postponement, or a
diplomatic threat depending on context. Similarly, “We note your concerns” often serves as a polite refusal
rather than an acknowledgement. Misinterpreting such utterances can alter the perceived institutional
stance, shift strategic negotiation dynamics, or unintentionally escalate or soften the tone of
communication.

These findings show that legal translation is a high-stakes process of pragmatic interpretation.
Implicature, cultural norms, and speech acts function not only as linguistic features but also as strategic
tools. Translators must therefore go beyond simple lexical equivalence. They need a nuanced

understanding of how meaning, power, and intent are negotiated in legal discourse. Such pragmatic
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awareness is essential to preserve the accurate and ethical legal meaning across languages and

jurisdictions.

4.3. Consequences of Pragmatic Misinterpretation in Legal Contexts

Pragmatic misinterpretation in legal translation generates profound legal, institutional, relational,
and strategic consequences. Errors of this nature exceed mere linguistic inaccuracy, extending into the
realm of legal risk and institutional reputation.

(a) Legal Consequences

Misrendering a speaker's intention or illocutionary force can directly affect the contractual validity or
judicial interpretation. If a translator misrepresents a warning as a reassurance or omits the implied
condition in a legal clause, the resulting text may produce unintended obligations or nullify consent. For
example, mistranslating a conditional “subject to approval” as a declarative “approved” transforms a
provisional statement into a binding one, thereby altering the legal status of the agreement.

(b) Institutional Consequences

Translating institutional formulas too literally or too personally can distort the organisation's stance.
As illustrated by “We regret any inconvenience caused,” such expressions are typically non-committal and
defensive. Rendering them as genuine apologies introduces expectations of redress or accountability that
the institution never intended, risking reputational harm and subsequent legal exposure.

(c) Relational Consequences

In legal negotiations or client-attorney communications, pragmatic misalignment can erode trust.
Politeness strategies—such as mitigation, indirectness, and face-saving expressions—are vital for
maintaining rapport and preventing confrontation. A literal translation that strips these pragmatic cues
may portray the speaker as arrogant, evasive, or insincere, undermining cooperation and professional
goodwill.

(d) Strategic Consequences

Failure to detect or convey strategic implicature can lead to significant tactical disadvantages.
Missing implied threats, refusals, or stalling tactics embedded in diplomatic or corporate exchanges may
cause a party to miscalculate timing or intent, resulting in unfavourable settlements or missed
opportunities for negotiation. Translators thus play a crucial role in safeguarding the strategic integrity
of communication by preserving both overt and covert meanings.

Given these risks, pragmatic competence should be considered a key element of legal-linguistic
expertise. Every stage of translation, from document analysis to live interpretation, can create potential
vulnerabilities. Institutions should therefore implement quality assurance procedures that value
pragmatic equivalence as much as linguistic accuracy. These procedures will include training in legal
thinking, discourse pragmatics and intercultural communication. With this approach, legal translation
becomes not just a process of transmitting language, but a broader practice of managing legal and

communicative risks.

4.4. Synthesis and Theoretical Implications
The results of the study demonstrate that pragmatic competence is essential for effective legal
translation. Meaning in legal discourse depends not only on vocabulary and grammar, but also on the

speaker’s intention, context, and institutional norms. Therefore, translation should be viewed as a
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strategic act of communication that reconstructs legal meaning in a way that is appropriate for the target
culture and legal system.

This study supports the arguments of Saréevi¢ (1997) and Tipton and Desilla (2019, 2022). Translators
act as pragmatic co-authors of legal discourse, and their choices affect how legal texts are perceived in
terms of validity, fairness, and authority. Incorporating pragmatic analysis into translation methods can

help create a more ethical and effective model of multilingual legal practice.

5. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

5.1. CONCLUSION

This study demonstrates that pragmatic competence is essential to legal translation. Meaning in legal
discourse is constructed not only through linguistic form but through the interaction of speaker
intention, illocutionary force, implicature, and institutional convention. Drawing on foundational
theories of linguistic pragmatics (Austin, 1962; Grice, 1989; Searle, 1969) and contemporary scholarship
in legal translation (éaréevié, 1997; Cao, 2007; Tipton & Desilla, 2019, 2022), the analysis shows that legal
utterances contain both explicit and implicit dimensions that jointly determine their communicative and
legal effect.

The findings show that misunderstandings of tone, formality, or implicature can distort institutional
positions, harm professional relationships, and even influence legal outcomes. Legal discourse functions
as a performative system in which language creates both social and legal realities. For this reason,
translators are not simply intermediaries. They are legal-linguistic agents who interpret institutional
intent and preserve the performative force of legal language across different cultures and legal systems.

Ultimately, the accurate rendering of pragmatic meaning ensures not only linguistic accuracy but
also legal validity, fairness, and strategic coherence. Pragmatic misinterpretation, on the other hand, can
lead to cascading consequences, from invalid contracts to diplomatic tensions. Therefore, legal
translation needs to be reimagined as a pragmatic and strategic communicative practice based on

interdisciplinary expertise that combines linguistics, law, and intercultural communication.

5.2. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

1. Translator Training and Professional Standards

Legal translators require specialised training that goes beyond lexical and syntactic equivalence to
include pragmatic analysis, institutional discourse norms, and legal reasoning. Translator training
should integrate courses in speech act theory, implicature, politeness strategies, and legal rhetoric,
complemented by comparative studies of legal cultures. Pragmatic case studies that illustrate how subtle
shifts in tone, modality, or deixis affect legal outcomes should become standard pedagogical tools. Such
training develops translators” ability to anticipate and manage pragmatic risks in complex institutional
environments.

2. Quality Assurance and Risk Management

Institutions involved in multilingual legal communication should implement pragmatic quality
assurance systems that assess not only terminological accuracy but also the preservation of
communicative intent and illocutionary force. Each stage of translation—from drafting to editing—
should include a pragmatic review stage that ensures consistency in formality, tone, and performative

meaning. Pragmatic checklists, peer review, and dynamic equivalence checks can help reduce the risk of
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unintended legal or diplomatic consequences. This shifts quality control from static error correction to
proactive risk management in communication activities.

3. Cross-Cultural and Inter-Institutional Competence

Given that pragmatic conventions vary across legal systems, translators need to develop cross-
cultural pragmatic awareness. This awareness includes understanding of how politeness, vagueness,
and indirectness function differently in common law and civil law traditions, as well as in other legal
cultures. Inter-institutional workshops and comparative discourse analysis can help to promote common
pragmatic norms, enabling smoother communication between multilingual legal actors in international
courts, arbitration, and diplomatic exchanges.

4. Ethical Responsibility and Translator Agency

The study highlights the ethical dimension of pragmatic mediation. Translators, as pragmatic agents,
have a responsibility to preserve both the integrity and intent of legal discourse. Over-literal translation
can distort the legal truth, while over-interpretation can lead to bias. Translators should therefore
exercise ethical pragmatism, balancing faithfulness to the source with transparency about pragmatic
ambiguities. This approach involves the judicious use of translator’s notes or comments where
implicatures, politeness markers, or institutional norms cannot be directly reproduced

5. Future Research Directions

Future research should aim to test pragmatic models of translation through empirical corpora and
experimental studies. Cross-linguistic analyses of courtroom discourse, international arbitration, and
legislative drafting can provide measurable data on how pragmatic shifts affect legal interpretation and
outcomes. Furthermore, the integration of translation tools with artificial intelligence requires critical
study: while such systems increase efficiency, they often fail to recognise pragmatic and illocutionary
subtleties important for legal meaning. A hybrid human-AI model, where human translators control

pragmatic accuracy, may represent a sustainable future direction for legal translation practice.

6. FINAL REFLECTION

The findings confirm that legal translation operates at the intersection of language, law, and power.
It is not simply a process of reproducing texts in different languages, but an act of mediating
institutional will, preserving justice, and maintaining communicative balance in multilingual
governance. Thus, integrating pragmatic awareness into translator training and institutional policies is
essential for enhancing both the reliability and ethical sustainability of global legal communication.

In the modern landscape characterised by cross-border litigation, international treaties, and
multilingual diplomacy, pragmatic competence is not an optional skill but a fundamental prerequisite
for ensuring that translated law continues to mean and fulfil the intent of the original law.
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Aeca Ceprienko, Aaaa Illyrari. IlparmaTiyni acriekTy Ta BUKAUKM B cdepi IOpUANIHOTO YCHOTO ITepeKaajy .
Kypnaa Ipuxapnamcorozo yrisepcumemy imeni Bacurs Cmepanura. @irorozis, 12 (2025), 6-15.

Y crarTi gocaigXeHO MparMaTUIHUIL BUMIp IOPMAMYHOTO IlepeKAaldy 3 akIleHTOM Ha TOMy, K
KOMYHIKaTMBHUII HaMip MOBII, iMIIZiKaTypa Ta iAA0KyTuMBHa cmaa (QOPMYIOTh IOPUANYHE 3HAYEHHs Yy
pi3HMX MOBax Ta iHCTUTYLiMHUX KOHTeKcTax. Cnmparounch Ha Teopii AiHrBictmyHOl nmparmatuku (Austin,
1962; Grice, 1989; Searle, 1969) i ¢pyHKIiOHaABHI IIAX0AM 40 IOPUANIHOIO IepeKAasy (éaréevic’, 1997; Cao,
2007), aBTOp aHaaisye, K NMparMaTW4Hi YMHHUKM — Taki SIK POPMaAbHICTh, BBIYAMBICTL i HempsAMicTh —
BIIAMBAIOTh He AMIle Ha TOYHICTb, a I Ha mnepdOpMaTUBHY UMHHICTH IOPUAMYHOIO JAUCKYPCY.
Buxopucrosyioun sKiCHUI AMCKYpPCUBHO-IIparMaTUYHMM IIigXig, AOCAiAXKEHHS BMUSBASE OCHOBHI 30HU
PM3HUKY, Ae IparMaTU4YHe HEIOPO3yMiHHsA MO’Ke IIPU3BECT A0 BUKPMBAEHH: IMO3MULII iHCTUTYIIii, BTpaTu
AOBipU 41 IOPUAMYHOI HeailicHOCTi. PesyapTaTu MigKpecaioioTs, IO I0PUANYHUI IIepeKaasad € He AUIIIe
MOBHIUM IIOCEpeJHMKOM, a MparMaTUMYHMM MeAiaTOpoM, umi iHTepIlpeTaTMUBHI pillleHHs 30epirailoTh abo
3MIHIOIOTh i440KyTUBHY Ta CTpaTeriuHy cuay IOPUAMYHMX TeKCTiB. Y CTaTTi 40BejeHo, 11O HparMaTuyHa
00i3HaHICTh € KAI0YOBOIO IPO(ECiiIHOI0 KOMIIETEHTHICTIO IlepeKaaladis, 0cOOAUBO y CUTyaLisIX KOHPAIKTY
911 IIepPeroBopiB, Je 3HaYeHH: POPMYETLCS CTpaTerivyHo. ABTOp MPOIIOHYE BIIPOBaAKeHH: IIparMaTIIHOTO
HaB4YaHH:, CUCTeM OLIIHIOBAHHs PU3MKIB i MiXKKyAbTYPHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI y HMiATOTOBKY IIepeKAaadis A4s
MiABUIIIEHHsT HaAilTHOCTIi Ta €TUYHOI 1iAiCHOCTi OaraToMOBHOI IOPUAMYHOI KOMYHIiKallii.

Karodosi caoBa: 10puandHNi nepekaas, AiHTBICTMYHa IparMaTuKa, iMILAiKaTypa, MOBJAEHHEBi aKTy,
¢opmaapHicTs i BBiuaAMBiCTD, IparMaTUyHe HETIOPO3YMIHHSI, IIepeKAajalibka KOMIIETEHTHICTb.
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