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The paper focuses on different approaches to modeling translation process. It argues that those models
which have been developed within conventional translation theory as well as some contemporary
approaches fail to unveil the very dynamics of translating. In order to construct an activity-focused
model which algorithmizes the steps made by a translator when effecting translation and accounts
for his/her translation-related choices one may consider adopting the concepts and foundations
of the theory of autopoiesis. This methodological framework enables the researcher to construct a
translation model with a focus on the translator whose ability to prioritize and choose between various
factors is key for translation process. These arguments are further supported by a brief analysis of
several translations of one text.
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1. Introduction

One of the

of translation studies has been the task of

long-standing challenges
algorithmizing translation process and devising
a model which would have sufficient prognostic
potential to account for translators’ divergent
choices given similar/identical contexts.
Conventional translation theory as well
as some contemporary approaches within
the framework of translation studies view
the mechanism of translation as a system of
transformations on various language tiers
which result in a translated version of the
text which is compatible (among commonly
employed terms are equivalent or adequate

translation) with the original (see works by
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V.N. Komissarov, Ja.l. Rezker, L.K. Latyushev,
etc.).

Many popular translation models are aimed
at identifying a hierarchy of overlapping and
differentiating features in the original and the
translation. The situational-denotative model
proposed by LI. Revzin and V.U. Rozentsveig
[17] views translation as a series of cognitive
transformations: a sequence of language units
(words) -> an arrangement of denotates (objects)
with a focus on their relations (situation) ->
recoding this situation in a different language.
Alternatively, the semantic translation model
(J. Catford [2]) focuses on analyzing the
semantics of language units. This analysis results

in a semantic map featuring the number and
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the arrangement of the smallest semantic units
(semes). These findings are employed when
deciding which foreign word or word combination
offers an identical or similar semantic structure.
It is not critical to find a word which features
identical semantics: in some cases this job proves
futile. It is crucial that semantic structures are
relatively close (as in a popular example by
V.N. Komissarov: cmyoenm — student, where the
number of semes present is different, though these
differences are insignificant and can’t prevent
us from employing student as an equivalent of
cmyoenm in an English translation of the text).
Similar principles lay the foundation for other
translation models: transformational model based
on the premises of the generative grammar by
N. Chomsky [4], three-phase model by O. Kade
[7], interpretational model by D. Seleskovitch
[19] and M. Lederer [12], correlative model
described by J.I. Rezker [18], AV. Fedorov [5],
L.S. Barchudarov [1], V. Koller [10], etc.

Even such a superficial overview of
approaches to modeling translating suggests
that conventional translation models focus
on individual practical steps, relevant when
translating, still they shouldn’t be seen as tools
to model translating as a complex activity.
Besides, they have limited prognostic potential
and can hardly be employed when algorithmizing
translator’s work. On the contrary they are meant
to classify and interpret those translation choices
which have already been made. A.N. Kryukov
suggests, that “contrastive paradigm is lagging
behind practical translation. This relates to
the fact that contrastive paradigm is based on
the assumption that the text of translation is
equivalent to the original. In other words, the
equivalence of two texts is merely stated rather
than seen as a scientific concern” (Translated
by the author. — K.K.) / «ConocraBurenbHas
napajgurmMa oOpeKaeT IOCTPOCHHYIO B ee

paMKax TEOpHUI0 Ha pOJb BEYHO HIyINEH «B

XBOCTE» MPAaKTHKW nepeBoaa. Jleno B ToM, 4TO
CONOCTABUTENbHASL MApaJNrMa HCXOAHUT... W3
MPE3YMITLUHU 3KBUBAJICHTHOCTH TEKCTA EPEBOJIA
TEKCTY OPUTHHAJIA, T.€. SKBUBAJICHTHOCTh TEKCTOB
MOCTYJIUPYETCsl, HO HE MPOOJIeMaTU3UPyeTCsl U
HE MOXKET IIpobiemaru3upoBaTecs» [11, p. 50].
Therefore, even though this approach is
beneficial when training and coaching as these
operations can be implanted into the minds of
trainees and developed into skills to be applied
in translation practice, it is certainly a simplified
vision of the translation process. These models
turn translating which is a continuous activity
into a number of operations. However, when
performing real-life translating, these operations
are commonly arranged in a complex sequence
and this arrangement is by no means chaotic. In
other words, every new step a translator makes is
navigated by such factors as intention (motive),
goal, characteristics of recipient(s), features of the
text, translator’s background and experience, etc.
These factors cannot be reflected in
structural models. As a result, substitutional-
transformational approach appears to be irrelevant
when a researcher aims to unveil and interpret the
differences between several translations of the
same work (for instance, various translations of

poetic verses as with Shakespeare’s sonnets):

137

Thou blind fool, Love, what dost thou to mine eyes,
That they behold, and see not what they see

They know what beauty is, see where it lies,

Yet what the best is take the worst to be.

If eyes corrupt by over-partial looks

Be anchor’d in the bay where all men ride,

Why of eyes’ falsehood hast thou forged hooks,
Whereto the judgment of my heart is tied?

Why should my heart think that a several plot
Which my heart knows the wide world’s common
place?

Or mine eyes seeing this, say this is not,
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To put fair truth upon so foul a face?

In things right true my heart and eyes have erred,

And to this false plague are they now transferr’d.

IlepeBoa C.51. Mapmaka
JIr060Bb cliena v HaC JUIIAeT Iias.
He BI/I)Ky s TOro, 4To BI/I)Ky SICHO.

S Buzen kpacoTy, HO Kax /bl pa3

IToHATE HE MOT — YTO yPHO, UTO MPEKPACHO.

U ecnu B3rasap! cepale 3aBenn

U sikops 6pocuiy B TaKKe BOJBI,

I'me MHOTHE TPOXOIAT KOpAOTH, —
3a4yeM eMy ThI HE Jaellb CBOOOAbI?

Kak cepnuy moemy npoe3xuit 1Bop
Kazatbcs mMor ycaap00r0 c4acTianBONR?
Ho Bce, uTo Buzen, oTpuiait Moii B30p,
[onxpamuBas mpaBaoil 00IMK JXKUBBIH.

HpaBI[I/IBHﬁ CBCT MHC 3aMCHUJIA TbMa.

Iepesox M. YaiikoBckoro

Cremnoit AMyp, 4TO cAeaI Thl CO MHOI?
I'spxy m BHXKY TO, 9eTo He BUKY.

Benb 3Hat0, 4TO 30BETCS KPACOTOM,

Ho BrIciras MHe 9y TUTCS BCEX HUXKE.
Korza rmasa B TeHeTax B30pa CTPacTH
JloJKHBI IPACTATh K IPHIOTY BCEX JIIOAEH,
3adyeM OHM, TBOEH MOJAABIINCH BIACTH,
Cas3a111 cepLe ¢ JIKUBOCTbIO TBOEH?
3adeM s HOMKEH BUAETH Uyjieca

B TOM, 4TO B ri1a3ax y cBeTa 3aypsiiHO?
3adyeM B 4epTax HEMMIIOTO JTHIIA

Paccynxy BOIIPeKH MHE BCE OTPaHO?

Moii B3rasn u cepale B mpase 3a01ysKIaIich

U B aTOT OMYT JI’KH TEIICPb NMONAJIUCh.

Ilepeson H. I'epOessn

Crermnoii u 3710if AMyp, 4TO CAETA THI C TJIa3aMH

MOI/IMI/I, 4YTO OHHU, I/, HC BUOAAT CaMH,

Ha uro rnansar? OHH TOJK 3HAIOT B KPacoTe,

A cTaHyT BBIONpATh — OJIY)KIAIOT B TEMHOTE.

Koraa rmaza Mou, mogKymnIeHHBIE B30POM

TBOPIM, BOLIJIMU B 3aJIUB, KyJla BCE MYaTCd XOPOM,

3adeM K3 JDKUBBIX TJ1a3 ThI C/IeNiajia KPIOYoK,

Ha >xamno ube monant si, CJIOBHO YEPBSIIOK?

3a4eMm s JOJKEH TO CYUTATh HEOOBIYaHEBIM,

Uro B OpEHHOM MHPE BCEM CUMTACTCS CIYYaHBIM,
A OenHBIe TI1a3a, HE CMesl OTPHUIATB,

[IpoTHBHOE Kpace Kpacow Ha3bIBATh?

U tak omnbIuck r1a3 u cepAle B JOCTOBEPHOM —

n POK UX IPUKOBAJI K IOCTOUHCTBAM HEBCPHBIM.

Substitutional-transformational  approach
can also prove futile when a researcher aims to
identify and account for translation flaws and
imperfections or assess how well the translation
reflects culture-specific context. When stating
such research problems the research object
can’t be reduced to the text translated and the
text of the translation, as translation process
incorporates at least one more domain — that
is the cognitive system of a translator, which
facilitates transformation of one text into another
(the contact of two languages and cultures).
U. Weinreich argues that it is the homo loquens

who enables the contact of languages [22].

2. Modeling translating

as a dynamic process

When focusing on comprehensive modeling
of the activity of a translator, a researcher
typically opts for a psycholinguistic approach, as
this framework offers those research tools which
are indispensable in constructing such models
and in the analysis of the translation-related
decisions. Besides, psycholinguistics offers a
variety of approaches to empirical verification
of hypotheses and scholastic models as well
as tools to construct a theoretical model (as
psycholinguistics brags a wide range of models
meant to outline and interpret speech production
and comprehension patterns). Psycholinguistics
(asitis viewed in the Russian tradition) focuses on
the senses (meanings) emerging in the cognition

of an individual both in monolingual and
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bilingual verbal interaction. When constructing
psycholinguistic models it is common practice
with Russia-based scientists to consider the
following aspects of speech production: motive,
goal, cognitive characteristics of communicants,
their worldviews and verbal aptitudes, to name just
a few. Such models are further verified in various
psycholinguistic experiments, which serve as a
workable tool to accumulate data on how different
people tend to translate from one language into
another, what strategies they employ and whether
there are apparent discrepancies in their outputs
(see works by A.N. Novikov, N.N. Nesterova,
T.G. Pshenkina, theses by E.A. Volokhova,
I.G. Proskurin and others).

Most translation models which focus on
translator’s choices language- and culture-
wise are labeled activity-focused. However, it
should be mentioned that these models are build
upon different foundations and can be roughly
compartmentalized into three clusters: (1) models
which give prominence to the mechanism of
probabilistic prognostication (G.V. Chernov [3];
A.F. Shiryaev [20], etc.); (2) models which focus
on translating as complex activity (A.N. Kryukov
[11]; N.L. Galeeva [6], etc.); (3) models which
focus on the cognitive and linguistic aptitude of a
translator/interpreter (T.G. Pshenkina [16], etc.).

An alternative vision of translation is
featured in the works by LE. Klyukanov [8; 9].
The researcher views translation as a prerequisite
for any communication. This approach stems
from the fact that any communication implies
transformation and reconceptualization of signs
(from the perspective of semiotics). Hence
translation is viewed as continuous approximation
between the object and the interpretant which
aims to become identical with the object through
sign transformation.

These

promising when the research object lies in

approaches are certainly very

modeling the very activity of a translator/

interpreter. However, most of them fail to grasp
the immanent dynamics of translation process.
Perhaps, this dynamic can be reflected in a
translation model build upon the foundations
of autopoiesis. This methodology was first
developed by H. Maturana and Fr. Varela [13; 14;
15, etc.] as a part of their large-scale research of
biological species. Since then it has transgressed
the domain of biology and has been successfully
adopted to explain the evolution and functioning of
various systems (in medical science, in computer
modeling and robotics, in social sciences, in
psychology, in linguistics, etc.).

There have been some attempts to employ
autopoiesis as the methodological foundations
for modeling inter-personal communication.
With translating viewed as a complex cross-
cultural and cross-language communication, a
similar approach may be applicable in modeling
translation process.

Within

translator can be viewed as an autopoietic (self-

the autopoietic framework, a
organizing and self-referential) system capable
of adapting in a new, hostile environment. To
ensure balance with the environment this system
undertakes a number of steps to coordinate
its own structure with the structure of the
environment, however each step it makes results
in a certain transformation taking place in the
environment whose structure and properties
are determined by the structure and properties
of the autopoietic system. This means that it
is impossible (and irrelevant) to consider the
universal environment which is perceived by
every species similarly. Alternatively, species
construct their own environment which is
referred to by H. Maturana and Fr. Varela as
the niche (for instance, a human being and a
cat would construct different niches). Even
within one biological kind different beings form
different niches. This implies that a translator

who is challenged with the job of translating
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somebody’s speech/text is in the position of an
observer incapable of grasping the message
to the brim (an observer invariably constructs
his/her own niche (discordant with that of the
author) with his idiosyncratic choice of relevant
factors and hierarchy of these factors).

Within the frame of this approach a
popular way of modeling translation as a dual
communication act (Fig. /) receives an alternative
interpretation with the translator in the shoes of
an observer rather than an intermediary between
languages and cultures. On the other hand, he/she
is also an autopoietic system constructing his/her
own niche by identifying relevant factors and
prioritizing them.

This dual role of a translator is reflected in
his/her adaptive behavior aimed at ensuring a
sufficient overlap between his/her structure and
that of the author.

When a translator is challenged with the job
of translating a text, he should be aware of various
culture- and language-specific connotations
embedded in the text as well as the speaker’s
personality, his/her personal experience and
background. These latently featured in the text
meanings trigger such cognitive processes in the
translator that facilitate his/her adaptive behavior
and ensure that the translated version is an
accurate and linguistically-appropriate equivalent
of the original. Unlike monolingual interpersonal
communication in which adaptation reveals itself
in the form of a response, in translating adaptation
should go as far as to help the translator identify
with the author of the original text. In fact, he/she

Addresser | |::>| Text

Addressee' /
Addresser'

is expected to ensure such an overlap of his/her
structure with that of the author as to be capable
of grasping the motives of the addresser of the
original.

In other words, translation can be featured as
an activity incorporating a number of steps each
of which is meant to get a translator closer to the
message of the original text and its appropriate
representation in the translation. These are
recursive, or repetitive, operations which result
in activating certain knowledge / experience
in the translator and help him/her find an
appropriate cultural component to be explicated
in the translation.

The complexity of this adaptive behavior
lies in the fact that a translator is to deal with two
linguistic codes and two cultures which feature
different components and different hierarchies
of these components. Unlike a participant to a
monolingual communication act a translator
is expected to establish links between certain
components of the language and culture referred
to in the original text and the components of
the language and culture to be explicated in
the translated text. Needless to say, these two
languages and two cultures will feature sufficient
discrepancies. When effecting a translation a
human intermediary will often have to search
for alternative reference points in a referential
situation and feature this situation from a different
perspective, with the choice of words in the
original and translated versions metonymically
associated. A vivid example is to sweat over one’s

graduation paper in which the verb should be

| — [ai |

— [ [ |

Fig. 1. Communication model of translating by A. Shveytser [21, p. 61]
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reconsidered and translated as mroeo u ycepono
pabomams rather than nomems. The use of
nomems is not out of the equation (www.gramota.
ru which is seen by many as a credible academic
resource specifies similar contexts — nomems nao
yepmedncom, nomems Hao 3adaueti — though they
are featured towards the end of the list), still this
is not a common choice with a native speaker of
the Russian language. Another example is the
phone buzzed to life which needs the translator
to identify both the action (to come to life) and
the accompanying sound (to buzz) implanted in
the predicate of the sentence and to reflect them
in the translation (for instance, meaegon oscun u
3A360HUT).

The choice of the shift and the wording hinges
on the translator’s experience and expertise, his/
her feel of the language and culture (both own
and learnt) and his/her creative potential. With so
many diverse factors at play the adaptive behavior
of the translator can pursue various avenues and
end up in unique, idiosyncratic translations of the
original. Within the framework of autopoiesis
this discrepancy is referred to as the structure
of an autopoietic system. In other words, when
stepping in the shoes of an intermediary translators
are limited in their choice of translation strategy
by their structural foundation which incorporates
his/her communication experience (enhancing
his/her awareness of standardized, clichéd uses),
his/her cognitive base (facilitating recognition of
the contents and implied references, genre and
stylistic features of the text) and his/her linguistic
potential (ensuring apt use of both languages).

Thus, when working on a translation of a text,
a translator is recursively fluctuating between
various factors at play (which are featured in his/
her niche) attempting to attain a balance between
his/her own structure and the structure of the
niche. The translator’s further steps are naturally
determined by the hierarchy of the components of
his/her niche. With the motives of the addresser

at the top of the scale, the translator focuses
on grasping the message (which hinges on the
structure of an autopoietic system: communication
experience, cognitive base, linguistic potential).
With the linguistic codes being most relevant,
the translator puts specific effort into wording.
With the culture-related factors weighing most
heavily, he/she searches for culture-determined
references attempting to fit his/her translation
into the cultural context.

Each recursive step implies prioritizing
factors and casting away irrelevant ones
(sacrificing certain elements).

Another

this translation model is an observer who

component indispensible in
is responsible for the quality control of the
translation. What is unique about human beings
(unlike other species) involved in various types
of social interactions is their potential to step
in the shoes of an observer and view their own
communication patterns from the perspective
of an outsider. In the context of translation this
role is supported by the translator him/herself
aiming to ensure the required degree of quality.

This continuous activity of a translator can
be visualized in the chart to follow (Fig. 2):

To support these arguments with examples
we have considered several translations of “Fire
and Ice” by R. Frost, effected by professional
translators as well as translation studies majors
with Moscow City Teachers’ Training University
(Moscow, Russia).

FIRE AND ICE
Some say the world will end in fire,
Some say in ice.
From what I’ve tasted of desire
I hold with those who favor fire.
But if it had to perish twice,
I think I know enough of hate
To say that for destruction ice
Is also great
And would suffice.
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/—\

culture- and language-specific connotations

the translation of
the original text

communication experience
cognitive base
linguistic potential

translator

the original text

culture- and language-specific connotations

Fig. 2. Translation framework (relying on the key concepts and foundations of autopoiesis)

The choice of a poetic verse is arbitrary as
we argue that the same adaptation mechanisms
are at work when a translator deals in any text
regardless of its structure, genre or type. When a
translator is challenged with the task of translating
a poetic verse, he/she attempts to unveil the
message embedded in the text by the author and
simultaneously determine which choices can be
made to ensure its compatible translation into the
Russian language.

Before we look at various translations of
the verse, let us consider some of the messages
embedded in the original text:

On the surface there lies a contrast between
fire and ice as two opposing natural forces which

are conventionally associated with two alternative

yet likely finales of the mankind: fire resulting in
immediate and all-encompassing demise versus
ice inflicting gradual and tormenting death.

On another level fire an ice serve as metaphors
of human emotions which are further supported
by explicit nominations of desire (associated with
fire) and hate (associated with ice).

Yet, there is another tier for interpretation
and it relates to two visions of death — quick and
painless in case of fire and slow and torturous in
case of ice.

The contrasts are reconciled at the end of
the poem with an implication that we await the
same demise no matter what. Another avenue
for interpretation is that passion and indifference

as two forces navigating human behavior and
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interactions are also simply two roads leading to
the same cul-de-suc.

Moreover, the final four lines are overtly
ambiguous with destruction suggesting two
alternative interpretations: that of the demise of
the planet or the destruction of the human being
unable to survive hostile treatment (this is further
supported by the pronoun).

These meanings and interpretations are
intertwined in the original verse and make
translating this miniscule verse into Russian a
tedious, even tortuous job. Recursive steps made
by a translator call for certain choices: some are on
the surfaces and can easily be comprehended by
anybody, others are latent and require a complex,
sophisticated structure of an autopoietic system
(= translator) to be recognized. Let us consider
some of the translations suggested by professional
and student translators.

The opposition of fire and ice as two
similarly destructive forces has been recognized
by every translator. In fact, many translators then
reevaluated the factors and focused further on
linguistic code with this sole message featured
throughout their version of translation.

Most

another opposition — that of passion and hate (and

student translations are lacking
hence metaphors peppering the original text are
lost) with only two exceptions (T. Popenkova:
Ho ucnviman s exyc scenanvs... H nenagucme,
NO3HA8 CHOAHA, MO2Y cKa3ame..., S. Amoyan:
Jluwws pas, uzeedas copeuv uckyuteHus... H
08adICObl UCNBIMAG CINPAOAHUL...).

In fact, only two professional translators
gave prominence to this two-tier message of the
original (I. Kashkin: Ilockonvky mue 3naxoma
cmpacmy... To Henasucmu 1ed 0a8HO MHe
dosenocv yswamo...; T. Kazakova: Mer max
cHeoaemvl cmpacmamu... To nenasucmv — 6ce
ma oice cmpacme...). Some student translations
reveal the reference to human emotions either in

the first or the second parts of the verse with no

consistency in representation of both messages
(M. Kravchenko: u 51, ucnus uawy sxenanus...;
E. Yarkaeva: U mwiciu naewym uzobunuem
cmpacmei...; A. Vasilieva: Ho ocusuu cmpacme
onpobosae caezka...; V. Chistyakova: A mom,
KMO CIMpAcmuio YEIeueH.. ).

The ambiguity of the final part of the poem
is reflected in one professional translation.
Similarly to the original, I. Kashkin supports this
controversy by employing a personal pronoun
mens: To nenasucmu ned dasno / Mue dogenocw
y3namy. / U, 6 cywygpocmu, He 6ce ab pasro, / Kak
nponadame.

For students translators rthyme and rhythm
serve as a framework steering them along the
translation helping them to hold on to some
tangible benchmarks (V. Chistyakova: Ho eciu
Mupy 08adicosl nacms, / Mue 310661 xX6amum, u
moeoa / A nvdy omoan 61 3my enacme / Bom
amo — oa! / Bom smo — cmpacmy).

In some cases logical links and sentence
structure are sacrificed to fit into the framework
of rhyme. Sometimes the text is intentionally
extended to embrace the intended message
(K. Grinenko: 19 lines vs. 9 lines in the original;
M. Kravchenko: longer 8/9-word lines).

The choices made by translators are

summarized in the table to follow (Table 1):

3. Conclusion

The findings of this curtailed analysis
suggest the translation is always a choice between
different options, between different scenarios.
Autopoiesis offers a tool to analyze and interpret
these choices without merely criticizing one
translator’s work and favoring another’s. It
helps explain choices through the analysis of
the adaptive behavior of the translator and his
structure (communication experience, cognitive
base, linguistic potential).

Moreover, different elements of this dynamic

process can be further verified in a series of
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Table 1. Translation-related choices made by professional translators and Translation Studies majors

Professional translators Translation Studies majors
] <
< = > =
) < (=1 @] o)
. . = > 5] < < v/ >
Criteria E 2 g = _é 5 § % § S % %
= = s < = i/ = ) A7 © =
S| 2| 2| &| 5| 2| 5|8 8|2 ¢8]cE
NI Sl d|lal|l2 | ¥ |F|>|<|T|&|COC
= > — v = = =5} < %) > = N
1. Two opposing natural N " N N " " N n n n n n
forces
2. Opposing human
pposing - -+ + - + -+ -+ -+ + -+ + +
emotions
3. Two visions of d.eath i N N N + ) i i ) ) i "
(from fire vs from ice)
4. Similar demise + - - + + - + - - +
5. Emotional void - - + - - - - - - - -+
6. Ambiguity of the final
. - - + - - - - - - - —+ -
lines
7. Rhyme / thythm + + -+ + + + + + + + + +
8. Close to the original n N 4 n N i n n N n n )
structure-wise

experiments which can insulate a particular
component of adaptation process (communication
experience, verbal aptitude, cognitive base, type
of text, type of translation, etc.) and accumulate
data to see how relevant it is in the adaptive
behavior of the subjects.

Besides, autopoietic approach makes it
possible to view translator as the pivotal element
of translation process whose priorities and

choices result in a certain version of translation

rather than merely an intermediary between
cultures.

This translation model can also be helpful in
coaching. When training a prospective translator
it is key to implant in him/her awareness of
various factors which can be at play (help him/
her identify the niche) and train to prioritize these
factors. In most cases the equivalent in the other
language is not the first choice specifically when

some other factors affect this process.
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MopesmpoBaHnue nepesojaa
KaK JMHAMHYECKOro Inpouecca:
¢ MO3M LU TEOPUH ayTON033a
K.C. KapnanoBa-buproxosa

Mockosckuii 2o0po0ckoul nedazo2uyeckuti ynusepcumen
Poccus, 105064, Mocksa, Manwviti Kasenuwiii nep., 56

B cmamve paccmampugaromcs paziuuHble RYMU MOOEIUPOSAHUs npoyecca nepesood. [lns
KJIACCUYECK020 U OMUACMU COBPEMEHHO20 NePe80A06eOeHUs XapaKmepHo paccmMompeHrie npoyecca
nepeeooa Kak cucmemvl PA3ZHOYPOBHEGLIX MPAHCHOpMayuil, npumMeHeHue KOMopvlx No360asem
€030amb COOMHOCUMbILL C OPUSUHATOM MEKCm Ha s3bike nepesodd. OOHAKO npedCcmasisemcs,
YUMo npu aHaiuze nepesoouecKo2o npoyeccd, npeononasauem e2o0 npenapuposanue 00 YposHs
OMOENbHBIX onepayuil, He Modxcem (U He OO0JNCHA) peuwamvbcsi 3a0aud ORUCAHUSL COOCMEEHHO
0esAmeNbHOCMU NePegoOtUKA KAK CIONICHO20 KOHMUHYANbHO20 npoyecca. [ns peutenus 3mou
3a0auu UCCAe008aAMeNt0 HeOOXOOUMO ONUPAMBCSL HA MEMOO0N02UI, OCHOB)Y KOMOPOIL COCMAsasem
UMMAHEHMHAsT KOHMUHYaibHoCmb, Tak, nepcnekmugHviM npeoCmagisaemcs MOOeIUpogaHue
nepegoouecKoll 0essmeibHOCHU ¢ OROPOLl HA NOCMYAAMbl MEOPUU aymonod3d, NOCKOIbKY @ YeHmpe
GHUMAHUSL MOOENU, NOCMPOCHHOU ¢ ONOPOU HA AYMONOIMUUECKVIO MEeMOOOL02UI0, OKA3bIBACHICSL
COOCMBEHHO NEePegootUK, Ubs A0ANMUEHAS OesAMENIbHOCb IeACUI 8 OCHO8e Npoyecca nepegood.
O0noBpeMeHHO nepesoOuUK 6bINONHAem polb Habawoamens, 0nazodaps uvemy OyeHusaem
cmenenb 00CMUSHYMOU IKEUSATIEHIMHOCIU MeNCOY MEKCMOM OPUSUHALA U MEKCTNOM Nepegood.
Teopemuueckue 00800bl NOOMBEPIHCOAIOMCS PPACMEHMAMU AHATU3A NEPEB0008 0OHO20 MeKCmd,
6bINOJIHEHHBIX PAZHBLLMU THOObMU.

Knrouesvie cnosa: nepesodueckue moolenu, meopusi aymonodsd, aymonodImuueckas cucmemd,
CMPYKMypa aymonodmuieckol Cucmembyl, a0anmusHoe nogeoerue, pekypcusHole wau.




