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B cmamee paccmompeHsl 0eamesibHOCMb JIUMepPamypHo20 pedaKkmopad Hemeykozo uzdamesscmed
“Suhrkamp” KamapuHel Paabe u ee posb 8 nonynapusayuu ykpauHckol iumepamypsl 8 HeMeyKoA3bl4-
HOM COUUOKY/IbmypHOM npocmpaHcmee. OcseuieHbl NpUHYUNGLI ee pabomesl ¢ nepesod4uUKamu, npo-
0eMOHCMpUPOBAHbI MAKMuUYeCcKue peuwleHuUs, NOOYepKHyma ee hyHKUUs KaK MeXKY/1bmypHO20 nocpeo-
HUKa.

Kniouesowle cnoea: numepamypHsili pedakmop, nepesodyeckoe nosie, aumepamypHoili mpaHcgep,
nepesooyUK, MeXKy1bmypHbll NOCPEOHUK.

The article discusses the work of the editor of the German publishing house Suhrkamp Katarina Raabe,
as well as her role in the popularization of Ukrainian literature in German-speaking world. The principles
of her cooperation with translators were analyzed. This analysis allowed identifying her strategy
and displaying her function as an intercultural mediator.

Key words: editor, translator, translation field, literary transfer, intercultural mediator.
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TEXT STYLE TRANSFORMING IN THE PROCESS OF TRANSLATION
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Borys Grinchenko Kyiv University

The article deals with the problem of text style preserving in the process of translation. It is emphasized,
that the translator comes across translation difficulties of semantic and stylistic nature, and, to overcome
them, has to possess good knowledge of the source and target languages as well as background
and metabackground knowledge. The urgency of text style preserving is among the essential tasks
of the translator, as it influences the translation text perception by the reader.

Key words: artistic translation, translation difficulties, transformations, non-translatable units of lexicon,
equivalence.

Topicality of the paper subject: due to the cultural turn of the 20* century, the process of translation
has been addressed in the new way. First of all, the scholars accent their point of view not so much on the translation
of the text itself, but more on the translation of culture. Any research in the field of translation theory and practice
is topical when concentrating on the study of culture, cultures interaction and international relations.

When studying text style within the translation process, one has to consider stylistic peculiarities of both
source and target texts as well as the individual styles of the source text author and the translator, taking into
account the creative nature of translation process. These points have been already considered by some Ukrainian
and foreign scholars: N. Bagrintseva, S. Florin, V. Vinogradov, S. Vlakhov, R. Zorivchak and others (the problems
of translation), I. Arnold, I. Galperin, Y. Retsker, O. Morokhovsky and others (text style research). Yet, the stated
points still need to be analysed with the view of their interaction and common influence on general transformations
of the text that occur in the process of translation.

Thus, the aim of this paper is to analyse the factors influencing text style transforming and to present them
as a system from the point of view of translation theory. The tasks to be done are as follows: to analyse and compare
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various viewpoints on the considered problems and to supply the points with examples of Ukrainian-English
translation of prose, where the Ukrainian quotations were selected from the pieces of prose written on the verge
of the 19"-20™ centuries, the English ones — from the translation texts written by Roma Franko.

Resting on the statement, that the process of translation is of creative nature, it is necessary to take into account
the opinion of O. Rebriy, that such creativity is “manifested in solving the translation difficulties of linguistic
origin” [14, 97].

The term of “translation difficulties” is explained in different ways. For instance, S. Vlakhov and S. Florin think,
that realia create difficulties for the translator by means of their form, peculiarities, derivation potential, valence,
etc. [7, 18]. Translation of phraseological units also creates the difficulties of their detection in the text, perception
and understanding [7, 180]. Thus, the translator is to solve some important problems, the translation quality
depending on it. In my opinion, this is connected with the degree of the author’s individual style reproduction and
forms the translator’s individual style.

Another scholar, R. Zorivchak, puts translation difficulties down to not only lack of a corresponding equivalent
with the same denotative meaning in the target language, but also the translated element’s connotation (its national
and historical meaning) that has to be preserved as well [9, 39]. Thus, it is not obligatory for a word to be polysemic
to have a complex semantic structure which influences the translator’s choice when selecting translation equivalent.

The well-known Soviet translator K. Chukovskiy emphasized existence of “stylistic difficulties”, that could be
faced when the languages involved into translation process were characterized by the high degree of relatedness,
such as Ukrainian, Russian or Byelorussian, etc. [19, 218]. Thus, the broad sphere of the term’s usage is obvious.
But studying the reasons of such translation difficulties is also of great essence.

Up to L. Barkhudarov, the difference in semantic systems of different language is among the basic sources
of translation difficulties [4, 12]. It can be interpreted, that the statement goes not only about the language
vocabulary, but it also covers temporarily established semasiological connections between the words and bound
phrases. The way of rendering of a lexeme, phraseme and syntaxeme as well as contradictions between the author’s
idea and the reader’s perception are considered of great essence.

In this context, we may consider the problem of equivalence in translation. According to B. Kielar, this problem
is certainly connected to relations between the source and translation texts, though all scholars interpret it in their
own way [23, 59]. And it is such individual way of interpreting that has resulted in long-lasting discussion about
the sense of translation equivalence.

For instance, under Y. Retsker’s definition, the translation equivalent is constant correspondence, non-
dependent on the context or established as a result of long-lasting contact of the languages [15, 9-11]. As could be
seen, the mentioned definition covers semantic aspect of lexical subsystem of a language; it is closely connected
to Y. Retsker’s theory of regular equivalents.

O. Shveytser singles out pragmatic equivalence, which considers communicative intention and communicative
effect and is connected to all other types of equivalence [21, 86]. K. Kovaleva considers a pragmatic aspect
very important for translation quality assessment [11, 14]. These statements make us conclude, that pragmatic
equivalence must play main role in translator’s searching for the best equivalent possible. I consider it the main
reason for essential (including semantic) transformations done in the process of translation.

This can be proved also by E. Tabakowska: the problem of equivalence, as she writes, lies in the empiric sphere;
in practice, the equivalents may belong to the language units of different, incomparable levels, which are chosen by
an experienced translator’s intuition [17, 103-105]. As this interpretation is rather broad and does not emphasize
a role of the context, it makes it possible to choose the equivalents of a larger or smaller size, which, I should say,
hints on addition and extraction transformations.

Various viewpoints on translation equivalence were summed up by O. Selivanova, who considers equivalence
to be sustained correlation of information put into the translation text on the one hand and identity of its pragmatic
impact on the other [16, 548].

Despite the fact, that a lot of scholars interpreting the notion of translation equivalence exceed the language
lexical subsystem, studying the lexical transformations loses no importance. On the other hand, such studying
is not limited with language matter analysis only, as the language is closely connected to society and culture.

For instance, N. Bagrintseva emphasizes translation difficulties appearing not only when translating the so-
called non-translatable lexical units, but also when dealing with language units causing translation difficulties due
to distinctions in contacting cultures [3, 80]. H. Guo states, that semantic translation difficulties are caused mainly
by additional connotation [22, 344], and pragmatic ones — by historic, geographical, customary and religious
distinctions between two cultures [22, 345-346]. These opinions are shared also by D. Wu. The scholar also thinks
that the translator’s “intercultural awareness” does not grow naturally and must be trained [27, 123-124]. I totally
agree that a language’s lexicon does not exist separately from culture, but I think, that as reproducing style requires
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a special profound research, this paper should concentrate mostly on lexical-semantic aspect of the considered
problem.

A lot of attention is drawn by the notion of non-translatable lexicon having no equivalents in other languages.
S. Vlakhov and S. Florin include into it not only realia, but also, under some circumstances, terms, interjections,
exotic words, acronyms, forms of address, deviation from literary norms, proper names and phraseological
units [7, 43]. I consider the non-translatable units of lexicon the main source of translation difficulties resulting
in peculiarities of the text style reproduction in general, the number of which, however, can be reduced.

One of such cases were commented upon by N. Bagrintseva. According to her, if two cultures are characterized
by a long history of contacts, the numerous translations make a positive influence on the target culture and
target text reader, thus, the knowledge about the foreign culture increases relieving the translator’s tasks [3, 92].
It is logical, that if such contacts are not so long-lasting, the translator has to do some extra job now and then.
An opposite situation is described by R. Machali: the translator sometimes is to do additional transformations
if the recipient’s background knowledge differs too much from that of the source text author [24, 86]. Sometimes
it happens that the transformations go far beyond the text itself. One of such cases is mentioned by M. Murphy,
when the translator rendering the Irish drama into English had to supply it with an additional historical context
to explain negative treatment of the Irish characters to the Englishmen [25, 400-401]. I understand these three
examples in such a way, that the scholars mean, first of all, the target text reader’s background knowledge. Thus,
besides the good command of the source and target languages (which goes without saying), the translator must
possess not only the background knowledge, but also the knowledge about the actual (or expected) background
knowledge of the target text readers. The latter is also a sort of background knowledge about the target culture and
constitutes the so-called metabackground knowledge. It results in need for the translator to be informed about
the history of translation at least within the language pair, in which the translator works.

When trying and overcoming the translation difficulties of lexical nature, the translator often makes lexical
transformations applying the method of the source text transformations, as described by R. Minyar-Byeloruchev.
According to him, the translator selects the target language designation for a denotatum not immediately. At first,
he/she considers the system of nominations of certain denotatum in the source language, which enables him/
her to proceed with the translation text on the formal level of linguistic signs [12, 168]. In such case, I suppose,
that when the translator appeals to the system of nominations, it is inevitable for him/her to use his/her personal
experience, no matter if the target language is foreign or a mother tongue for him/her.

Now I consider urgent to focus on the very notion of the translation transformations.

This phenomenon was described in L. Barkhudarov’s works. So, the translation transformations are made
by the translator in order to supply the translation text with all possible information and to keep the translation
text within the target language norms. The scholar also gave 4 basic types of transformations: transposition,
substitution, addition and omitting [4, 190]. In O. Selivanova’s paper one can also read about one more sort
of transformations, which involves reproducing the unit of translation by non-isomorphic means and is called
compensation [16, 551].

The following example illustrates a transformation in the process of translation: «Ta i maemox meiii nca
sapm, konu 6 mebe Hema sazouni» [29, 195] (literarily: “and your property is worth a dog, when you don’t have
a lady of the house”) — “And all your wealth isn’t worth a damn, when you don’t have a good housewife” [35, 264].
As can be seen, the source sentence contains the bound phrase containing a stylistically marked word nca (a dog),
giving a negative connotation to the sentence. The translator chooses similar bound phrase containing another
word a damn, though with the same negative connotation. Thus, the translator tries and preserves the text style,
implementing the substitution — a phrase is rendered by another phrase with different constituents but equal
semantics and connotation.

In general, the lexical meaning of a word is thoroughly analysed in the works by V. Vinogradov. The linguist
distinguished linguistic and speech information borne by the word, the two being separated only in the process
of research. The lexical meaning, in its turn, comprises traditionally studied semantic and, more rarely, emotional-
expressive information. Besides these, he also distinguished social-local, chronological, background and
differentiative — as linguistic, and associative, derivative, allusive, functional and paralinguistic — as speech
(or occasional) sorts of information [6, 48]. It enables one to say, that any word possesses several meanings, thus has
a complex semantic structure. For instance, in the phrase «II’snuii, [oxitixo...» [28, 217] the word [Joxiiixo
is a proper name and, besides its etymology, has the following meanings: a first name, a female name, an
informal invariant for €sdoxkis, marked with the endearment suffix -x- to denote the speaker’s endearing attitude,
the inflection -0 denoting the Vocative case form used for forms of address. Thus, the word denotes a form
of an endearing informal address to the woman being in close relationship to the speaker. In the translation
text, the phrase is rendered as “Drunk, Dokiyka...” [34, 53], where the reader, with the help of the context and
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some formal signs (a capital initial, preceded by the comma) may restore the following: a name, a female name,
used in the sentence as a form of address (compensating also the Vocative case form irrelevant for the text
in English), the name belongs to the speaker’s wife resulting (probably) in close relationship and endearing treatment.
The translation losses cover some additional connotation due to absence of some grammatical categories in English
and reader’s lack of some background knowledge, though much of that can be restored.

Another important fact is, that the information integrated into a word, is closely connected with the style
of the text. In this context, I. Arnold proves existence of the “second sort information”, which appears in the
result of interaction of logical, evaluative, emotional, expressive and aesthetic sorts of information, what impacts
the word’s stylistic function [2, 159]. I can emphasize, that V. Vinogradov’s and I. Arnold’s classifications are
different, but they do not contradict with each other; on the contrary, they complete each other. I should state,
that if the complex information, integrated into a word, impacts its stylistic function, then it impacts the style
of the whole text as well and constitutes the individual style of the texts author.

This complex information was also mentioned by R. Minyar-Byeloruchev, who reminded the translator
about such “additional effect” with which the author supplies the source text message [12, 178]. Thus,
the translator’s task is to correctly decode and retain this message, which is maintained by the complex
of different semasiological connections and pragmatic effect on the reader, realized by means of the complex
system of stylistic devises.

At this stage, the translator is to choose the translation strategy. As summarized by T. Andriienko, most of the
translation linguists distinguish two basic strategies — domestication and foreignisation, which are studied mostly
in cognitive, communicative and discoursive aspects [1, 85]. I think that there are no universal criteria of choice
for such strategy, as it depends on different circumstances in each case. For instance, in the sentence «... a6o sk
3H08 3ipsermecst 00 OitiKU 3 NAHCOKUMU 2ati0yKaAmMu,<...> Mo npouty 3006 0o mere!» [31,249] the word eatidyxamu is
a historicism [30], which is rendered this way: “... or if you once again get into a fight with the lord’s *hayduks<...>,
please come to me again!” [32, 109]. So, in this case, the translator has chosen the foreignisation strategy — the
historical word is transliterated and marked with an asterisk (*) to address the reader to the glossary, where there
is the explanation: “man-in-waiting, private soldier” [33, 376]. Thus, the foreign word haiduks preserves historical
and national colouring, while the glossary entry reduces the semantic losses in translation. The way of its perception
compensates the historic colouring in perception of the source text reader — thus the translator tries to reduce
the degree of text style transformation.

As can be seen from the above written paragraphs, the process of translation and its constituent — the process
of transition of the source text style into the target text style — are closely connected to individual way of perception
of the source text by the translator with the intention of the translation text creating.

When continuing the research on translation quality assessment on the basis of the degree of transforming
the text style, it is important to mention here, that the way the translation is assessed by the reader differs much
from that done by the linguist, which does a thorough comparison of the source and target texts. The translation
text reader seldom compares the texts in two different languages.

As Y. Kniazheva affirms, the average translation text reader does not detect the degree of translation equivalence
by comparing the translation text with the source one. The most attention in such case is paid to correspondence
of the translation text to the literary norms [10, 192]. Almost the same idea can be found in E. Skibinska’s work.
She distinguishes two sorts of translation quality assessment: when the source and translation texts are compared,
and when the translation text is compared with the literary norm of the target language; the latter is performed
mainly by an average translation text reader [26, 21]. Thus, transforming the text style may affect the way
the translation text is perceived by the reader. The same can be said also about the source text author, as the text
style is closely connected to the author’s individual style.

In this context, M. Brandes considers, that the reader identifies the author not as personality, but as a subjective
narrator and draws the parallel between the text style and the author’s individual style [5, 77]. I think that it is
possible to draw another parallel — between the author as a subjective narrator and as a personality. In this way
the correlation between the text style, narrator’s style and the author’s style is obvious. Thus, transforming the text
style in translation may change the way of the text perception as well as of its author’s style.

This idea can be proved by Y. Retsker’s opinion, that reproducing the author’s individual style by means of the
target language stylistic devices is among the first tasks the translator has to do [15, 132]. Moreover, G. Shatkov
admits translation to be good with no formal exactness, if the text style is not transformed [20, 46]. Thus, to reach
the high level of translation adequacy, the translator must try and reproduced most details of the text style (and,
of course, the author’s individual style), even if disregard of the lexical-semantic exactness is inevitable. But for
detecting all details of the style necessary for retaining in translation, the translator must “perceive” the author’s
individual style in general.
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But if to consider the author’s individual style as the system of typically used stylistic devices, such stylistic
code, according to I. Galperin, can be decoded with no ambiguity not always [8, 137], that is any translator
perceives the source text and its style (for instance, stylistic marking of the text element) in his/her own way,
individually.

O. Morokhovsky’s idea about stylistic marking may help to explain this. So, the text element is considered
stylistically marked, if it is used in the type of the text, which is not typical for the reader [13, 330]. Thus, if the text
element is used in a “non-typical” text type, it is perceived by the reader as marked, though it may be perceived
as unmarked if this text type is typical for another reader. The same may be stated about the author and the
translator, as there is no certainty, that the system of “typical” texts for both of them is always the same. This results
in connection of degree of the author’s and the translator’s styles on the one hand and the degree of translation
equivalence on the other.

At the same time I share O. Cherednychenko’s opinion about correlation of the author’s and the translator’s
styles: the translator’s style is narrower than that of the author, because it depends on it and is under the influence
of the source text contents and form [18, 179].

So, the number of stylistic modifications in the translation text should be limited for reaching a higher degree
of translation adequacy, which results in retaining the source text style.

Thus, reducing the degree of transforming of the text style in the process of translation is among the translator’s
basic tasks. The adequate translation involves retaining most stylistic peculiarities of the text, among the intentions
being reaching the text’s pragmatic equivalence. The occurring transformations are to equalize the peculiarities
of perceiving the source and the target texts. But, as the text style lies within the author’s individual style, so the
translation text style has to be within the translator’s and the source text author’s individual styles. In such case,
the less differences in the author’s and the translator’s styles are detected, the higher the translation quality is.
In further research, the elaborated methodology of detecting the degree of style transforming may contribute
to translation quality assessment.
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Cmamms npucgsadyeHa npobriemi 36epexxeHHs CmMusto mekcmy y npoueci nepeknady. 3okpemd, 38ep-
maemecsa 0cobs1u8a yeaza Ha mpyoHowi nepexknady ceMaHmMuyHo20 md cmuliCmu4yHo20 Xapakmepy,
0717 NOOOJIAHHA AKUX Nepeknaday Mae 80700imu He auwe 6e3002aHHUM 3HAHHAM MO8 OpuziHay
ma nepeksnady, ane (i poHOBUMU MA MemAagOHOBUMU 3HAHHAMU. 36epexeHHA CMUJIo mekcmy y npo-
yeci xy0oxHb020 nepeksady € 0OHUM 3 OCHOBHUX 3d80dHb NepeK1aoayd, OCKiIbKU 8i0 Yb020 3a/1eXXUmb
peuenyis mekcmy nepekaady YHumaybKoto ayoumopieio.

Knrouoei cnoea: xydoxHil nepeknad, mpyoHowi nepeknady, mpaHcghopmauii, HenepeknaoHa 1ekcuKa,
eKgigasieHmHicme.

Cmames nocgsaweHa npobrieme CoXpaHeHUs CMusis mekcma 8 npoyecce nepegodd. B uacmHocmu, oco-
60e sHUMAHUe yoesieHo mpyOHOCMAM nepesodd CeMaHmMuUYeckoz20 U CmuuCmu4yeckozo xapakmepad,
0719 NpeodosIeHUA KOMOpbIX hepegoo0yuK 00/KeH 8/1a0emb He MoJibKo 6e3ynpeyHbiMu 3HaHUAMU A3bl-
KO8 OpU2UHAsId U nepesodd, HO U (hOHOBbIMU U MemdagoHo8bIMU 3HaHUAMU. CoxpaHeHUe cmusisg mekcma
8 npoyecce xy0oxecmeeHH020 nepesodd f/iemcs 0OHOU U3 OCHOBHbIX 3a0ay nepesooyuKd, MAK Kak
0m 3Mo20 3asucum peyenyus mekcma nepesodd Yyumamesbckoli ayoumopuedl.

Knrouesbie cnoea: xyooxecmaeHHsil nepesod, mpyoHOCmMu nepesodd, mpaHchopmMayuu, Henepesoou-
Mas JIeKCUKd, 3K8UBAIEHMHOCMb.

YAK811.111276.3

MIHIMAJIbHI PEAKUII-BIANOBIAIB AHIJIOMOBHOMY
TENEBI3IMHOMY IHTEPB’IO: TEHAEPHUWN ACTMEKT

Yanpo I.10.,
KuniBcbkui yHiBepcuteT imeHi bopuca piHueHKa

Y cmammi po3ansadaromecs MiHiManbHi peakuii-8ionoeioi, suciosseHi pecnoHOeHMamu 8 aH210Mo8-
HOMY meriegi3iliHoMy iHmepes'to, AK 2eHOepHi OUCKYPCUBHI NOKA3HUKU, WO penpe3eHmyrnms 2eHOepHy
sapiamusHicms cmpamezit i makmuk 8 iHmeps’io. [TpedcmassieHo Kaacugikayito MiHiManbHUX pedk-
yit-gionosioed, sika 8idobpaxae 6aeamoyHKUYiOHAIbHICMb OaHUX 2eHOePHUX NOKA3HUKi8 ma ix 0emep-
MiHOBAHICMb KOMYHIKAMUBHUMU [HMeHYiaMu mosuis. KnacugikosaHi MiHiManeHi peakuyii-8ionosioi
8U3HAYeHi K 20MO2eHOepHi ma 2emepo2eHOepHi (40/108i4i Ma XiHoui).

Kniouoei cnoea: zeroep, 2eHOepHi OUCKYpCUBHI NOKA3HUKU, MiHIMAsbHi peakyii-8ionogioi, aHznomogHe
mernegizitiHe iHmepg’io.

MerToro gaHoi cTaTi € aHasTi3 reHgepHoi crierdiky MiHIMaTPHIX peaKIIiil-BiIIIoBifelt, BXXUTUX pec-
HOHJEHTAaM) B AaHIJIOMOBHOMY Te/IeBi3iiIHOMY iHTEpB’I0, a TAKOX CTBOPeHH:A Kaacu¢ikalil fJaHUX AUCKYPCUB-
HVIX [TOKasHMKIB. MeTy JOCIiPKeHHs OY/I0 JOCATHYTO 3aB[sAKM BUKOHAHHIO HACTYIIHUX 3aBJaHb: BICBIT/ICHHS
CYYacHUX HAIIPAMIB BYBYEHHS TeHAEPHUX JUCKYPCUBHMX MapKepiB Y JIHIBICTMYHUX pO3BifjKax; po3po0eHHA
METOAVKM TOCTIKEHHs; BUOKpeM/IeHHs MiHIMaIbHIX peaKliiii-BifoBifielt; BUsHaYeHHs i Knacudikaris ix -
1iB; BU3HAYeHH IX reH/IePHOI IeTepMiHOBAaHOCT] B AMUCKYPCi aHIIOMOBHOT'O Te/IEeBi3ilIHOro iHTepB’10.

TennepHa crienugika KOMYHIKaTMBHMX MapKepiB IIMPOKO BUBYAETHCA i HOCTIIKYETbCA Y Cy4YacHiil MiHTBic-
tuni. OfHaK reHjepHa leTepMiHOBaHICTb KOMYHIKaTVBHUX MapKepiB y AUCKYPCi iHTepB’I0 € HeIOCTaTHO BUBYE-
HOIO0, 30KpeMa, MiHiMa/IbHi peakiii-BifIOBifi He 3a3Ha/IN JeTa/IbHOTO PO3IILALY, OCOOIMBO 3 ypaxyBaHHAM (ak-
TOpa TeHJIEPY, 1110 i BU3HAYAa€ AKTYaAIbHiCTh JaHOI CTAaTTi.

Marepianom gaHOTO JOCTi[[)KEHH: € aHITIOMOBHI TeJeBi3iiiHi iHTepB’to mporpamu “Larry King Live” nepio-
my 2005-2010 pp.

Y xopi mOCTiIKEeHHA 3aCTOCOBAHO KOMIUIEKCHY METO[MKY, 30KpeMa ayINTUBHUI i KOHTEKCTya/lbHO-iHTep-
IpeTariiiHuil aHami3y, 1o YMOXK/IMBUIIO 3[i/ICHEHHA KOPEKTHOIO aHali3y Ta knacudikanii MiHiMalbHNUX peak-
Lii1-BiAIIOBifel, a KiIbKiCHMIT aHa/Ii3 y IIO€IHAHHI 3 MOPiBHABHUM METOLOM JaB 3MOTY BUSHAYUTHU IIaPAaMEeTPU
TeHJIEPHOTO BapilOBAHHA JAHNX AVICKYPCUBHNX MapKepiB.

[Mounnatoun i3 cepenuuu 1970-x pp. cepii gocmimxens [4; 1] cTaBuan 3a MeTy IOLIYK CTPYKTYPHUX Bifi-
MiHHOCTe}l Y MOBJ/IEHH] 4O/IOBIKiB Ta XiHOK, MigKpec/I004M, o 1i BifMiHHOCT] Bifo6pa)aroTh HECIPUATIN-
Be CTAHOBMUIIE JKIHOK Y CycIinbcTBi. JocmipkeHHs, o 6a3yBanncs Ha ABOICTOCTI, Ha KUITA/IT eMOLjiliHe/pa-
I[iOHa/IbHe, Cy4YacHe/TpafuliiliHe, apTUCTUYHe/HayKOBe TOIO, POSITIANANN KOMYHIKaTUBHMIA CTUMD JKiHOK AK
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