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PLAIN LANGUAGE FOR LEGAL ENGLISH:
ACHIEVEMENTS AND PROSPECTS

Summary. The article concentrates on the study
of the results, potentials and prospects of plain language
movement for the English language of law, the concept
that emerged in the 70s of the past century. Since that time,
the possibility to communicate legal issues, which initially
caused debate has been confirmed by many positive examples
including legislative acts of a number of English speaking
countries. Furthermore, a number of countries have adopted
normative acts obligating relevant state bodies and economic
operators to use methods of clear communication in
the documents addressed to consumers of legal services.

The traits of English legal language that are generally
recognized as obstacles on the way of clear communication
have been noted and analyzed although it has been emphasized
that clear legal communication depends on much more than
eradicating jargon and normally means rethinking the entire
document—its content, language, structure, and design—
focusing on the audience and the purpose of the communication.

It has been noted that what started as a quasi-political,
society-changing movement is currently changing and, to
a large extent, has already changed its character since many
of the people advocating the cause make their living from their
plain language activities. As a result, what used to be a linguistic
concept has become a product, a business, an industry, or
a professional service and requires specially trained people,
the mere fact meaning that the majority of lawyers still keep to
traditional style of expressing legal issues.

The change of the attitude to plain legal writing, however,
has brought changes to the legal education, which may
eventually result in wider adoption of clearer ways of legal
discourse and doing away with the most notorious traits
of legalese.

The issue of the necessity of such transformations for
all styles of legal writing, however, remains unsolved.
Plain language for the documents directed at the people
outside the legal profession has been generally accepted
whereas it appears unreasonable to radically change the style
of the documents directed at professionals. Professional
jargons, legalese being not an exception, perform various
functions including facilitation of professional communication
and one could hardly demand its total prohibition.

The article has special relevance and practical importance
for linguistic education of Ukrainian lawyers and organization
of international legal communication since English appeared to

be a valuable tool in the process of harmonization of Ukrainian
and European legislation. In addition to giving access to
rich legal heritage of English speaking countries, both in
Europe and far beyond its borders, it has become the primary
language of communication within EU official and public
institutions as well as judicial bodies, the lingua franca for
international scientific events and publications. Moreover,
there are indicators showing the emergence of a new regional
variant of the English language — European English, which
attaches special relevance to the study of all important trends
and developments in Legal English.

Key words: legal English, professional jargon, clear
language, Plain language movement, law French.

On the eve of gaining independence, Ukraine chose the avenue
of European integration; although the steps made were at times
inconsistent, the main direction has been preserved. One of the major
challenges on this path has been what is generally referred to as
“harmonization of Ukrainian and European legislation”, the process
far more complex than automatic copying of European legal
rules requiring thorough study not only of effective substantive
and procedural rules, but also of the underlying ideology, philosophy,
legal doctrines and history of law of particular European countries
and the European Union in general.

English appeared to be a valuable tool in resolving this task;
in addition to giving access to rich legal heritage of English
speaking countries, both in Europe and far beyond its borders, it has
become the primary language of communication within EU official
and public institutions as well as judicial bodies, the lingua franca
for international scientific events and publications. Moreover, there
are indicators showing the emergence of a new regional variant
of the English language — European English (a.k.a. Euro-English
or Eurish) [1].

Importantly, during long centuries of its evolution, law in
English speaking countries, notably Great Britain, the USA,
Canada and Australia, has developed a distinct professional
jargon, frequently referred to as legal English or Legalese, which
is notorious for being at times incomprehensible even for native
speakers. This language is the de facto medium of professional
discourse for lawyers from different European countries including
Ukraine. The ability to properly use this professional language is,
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therefore, critical both for the Ukrainian lawyers who wish to share
the common tongue with their European colleagues and translators
specializing in legal translations.

Plain language movement gained momentum about four
decades ago and almost immediately initiated important changes
within the English language of law; the need to deeply understand
this impact’s results, potentials and prospects attaches relevance
to this article. The movement itself was the reaction to rigidity
of the language of law and conservatism of its certain elements,
which eventually piled up to the extent blocking comprehension for
the people outside (and sometimes inside) the legal profession.

The problems in the focus of this study’s attention include
the elements of Legal English that prevent its clear understanding,
the methods for correction thereof propounded by the plain
language movement, achievements and obstacles on the way to
plain language in legal discourse, the principle possibility to clearly
communicate professional issues to lay people.

The article aims at achievement of understanding of the ongoing
processes in the modern English language of law in order to
practically implement the relevant findings in linguistic training
of Ukrainian layers thus providing them with the most relevant tool
for communication with their European colleagues.

Unlike many professional languages of law, English legal
language has experienced a remarkable continuity following the path
of evolution rather than that of revolution. Dramatic political, economic
and social changes that occurred in many countries notably in
the late 19™ and during the 20" centuries resulted in revolutionary, often
conceptual changes in these countries’ legislation including the methods
of representation thereof, in particular through the use of more modem
variants of the relevant languages, which additionally expressed the idea
of breaking with outdated rules and norms. This was particularly the case
with the Ukrainian legal language, which was extensively modernized
following the 1917 revolution that proclaimed the objective of eliminating
the traces of the past from all spheres of social relations.

In addition, law in most of English speaking countries follows
the case law tradition, which ideologically maintains closer ties
with historical tradition through legal precedents, to a certain extent
finding legitimacy and justification therein. In the 70s of the previous
century, the concentration of outdated, obscure elements in the legal
prose became critical turning obvious both to the people outside
and inside the profession. Although the rise of interest in plain
writing dates back to the 18-19™ century (some researchers even
quote Cicero), this concept for legal English has not been clearly
formulated until the 1970s in the works by Melinkoff (Language
of the Law, 1963) [2] and further popularized by R. Wydick in Plain
English for Lawyers, 1979 [3]. Three basic requirement for legal
writing were formulated: it should “be clear, concise, and engaging”
[4]. Simultaneously, the characteristics of legal English, which
obviously prevented from achieving this goal were found. Williams C.
summarized them as follows:

— archaic and Latin expressions;

— unnecessary words;

— the text cannot be understood by someone “of average intel-
ligence”;

— “purposive” clause at the start of the text;

— the use of the passive;

- nominalization;

— “shall” meaning must;

— the text is not gender-neutral [5].

The first point should also include Old French, which may pres-
ent even more difficulties for comprehension by the target audience.

The calls for the legal language’s simplification almost imme-
diately found strong support both in academia and, although to
a smaller extent, among practitioners. Thus, one of the prominent
proponents of the legal language simplification, Wydick claims:

“We use eight words to say what could be said in two. We use
old, arcane phrases to express commonplace ideas. Seeking to be
precise, we become redundant. Seeking to be cautious, we become
verbose” [3].

Haigh supports plain legal writing claiming that “writing of all
kinds should be as easy to understand as possible.” [6] Importantly,
the above mentioned arguments found support on the official level,
for example, Law Reform Commission of Victoria, stated that many
legal documents are unnecessarily “lengthy, overwritten, self-con-
scious and repetitious”. In addition, the legal documents of this kind
“...use confusing tautologies, such as let, allow, and permit and use
archaic phrases such as “this indenture witnesseth” and “know all
men by these presents” as well as foreign words and phrases, such
as “res ipsa loquitur”, “ratio decidendi”, “ab initio” and “inter alia”
even when English equivalents are readily available thus being
unintelligible to the ordinary reader, and barely intelligible to many
lawyers. To this, lengthy sentences, which are frequently poorly
structured and poorly designed and suffer from elaborate and often
unnecessary cross-referencing should be added [7].

[nitially, the movement met strong opposition. Driedger insists
that, “every word in a statute is intended to have a definite pur-
pose and no unnecessary words are intentionally used. Anyone who
wishes to understand a statute must be willing to spend a little time
with it, reading it through, slowly and carefully, from beginning to
end, and then re-reading it several times ...an ordinary reader must
simply accept the fact that he will be not able to grasp the full impli-
cations of a bill, as it is a serious document meant to be precise, not
to be read like the morning newspaper” [8, p. 12].

Neumann (2001) emphasizes the importance of the form
of legal language, which he believes to be a “delicate matter and ...
a balance not to be disturbed” 8, p. 12]. A frequent counterargu-
ment to plain language is that complex ideas require a complex lan-
guage of expression. Even proponents of plain language agree that
the tasks facing lawyers are often part of the problem.

“They must do full justice to the complexity of their subject
matter, no matter how torturous or ambiguous it is. Then they
must transform all that complexity into a prose so lucid, so crisp
and direct, that it will satisfy readers who demand absolute clarity
when — in fact, especially when — the subject is most obscure” [4].

The debate, therefore, concentrated on the possibility to express
clearly and precisely legal issues avoiding legalese. The propo-
nents of the plain language seem to be winning the debate since
the possibility for a document to be on the one hand, clear and read-
er-friendly and accurate, certain, and precise, on the other hand, has
been recognized within the legal profession in most English speak-
ing countries. Moreover, the movement has achieved noticeable
success in many directions, e.g.

— In Great Britain two legislative events should be mentioned:
the new rules for civil procedure, which greatly simplify the language
used in court proceedings and a project to rewrite the UK’s tax laws [7].

— In the US, plain language had a major win in 1998, when
the United States Securities Exchange Commission implemented
regulations that required certain parts of prospectuses aimed

5



ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHUK MixXHapoAHOTo rymaHiTapHoro yHiBepcuteTy. Cep.: dinonoris. 2024 Ne 66

at retail investors to be in plain language. Further, President Clin-
ton’s Memorandum on Plain Language of June 1 1998 directing all
Executive Departments and Agencies to use plain language is con-
sidered a red-letter day for plain language movement everywhere
[7]. Furthermore, plain language has been recognized as a necessity
at law schools, which offer a legal writing subject that focuses on
clear communication.

- In Canada, the federal Department of Finance, the Office
of the Alberta Auditor General, the Canadian Securities Adminis-
tration, the Canadian Bankers’ Association the British Columbia
Securities Commission are all pushing for plain language [7].

— South Africa has demonstrated a number of interesting
examples of drafting legislation in plain language including Labour
Relations Act 1995, competition legislation and South Africa’s new
Constitution.

— Similarly, the European Union is concerned with the plain
language issues. For example, the Commission of the European
Communities requires the Community legislation be “...worded
clearly, consistently and unambiguously ... so that it will be easier
to understand ... [7].” The same goal is provided for in the Interin-
stitutional Agreement of 22 December 1998 on Common Guidelines
for the Quality of Drafting of Community Legislation (20), which,
according to it, should be “readily understandable by the public
and economic operators”.

— The relevance of the issue and the interest in it among
lawyers is evidenced by the publication of the legal journal “The
Clarity”, which regularly presents the social and economic benefits
of plain language.

- C. Balmford, however, sees Australia as the site of the most
interesting developments in this sphere. It is there, according to
him, that law firms see “plain language as an opportunity to pro-
vide a new service for clients” rather than developing plain lan-
guage expertise in response to regulatory demand which is com-
mon in other English speaking countries. (For example, major
commercial law firms in the US are equipping themselves to write
documents that meet the plain language requirements of the SEC
regulations) [7].

— “Several major law firms in Australia are committed to plain
language. They have rewritten their precedents in plain language
and have trained their lawyers in plain language skills. These firms
see the clarity of their writing as a distinguishing feature of their
business—something that gives them an edge, something that ben-
efits their clients. Some of these firms go further than that. They
provide plain language rewriting services” [7].

Christopher Balmford, a lawyer and a recognized plain language
advocate makes a number of observations that appear especially rel-
evant since he views the situation from inside the plain language
movement. According to him, what started as a quasi-political,
society-changing movement is currently changing and, to a large
extent, has already changed its character since many of the people
advocating the cause make their living from their plain language
activities, which “sometimes creates a mild conflict of interest” [7]
and “many commercial organizations use plain language as a distin-
guishing feature, or provide plain language related services” [7]. In
his opinion, what started as theoretical and educational concept has
developed “to become a product, a business, an industry, or a pro-
fessional service” [7], since a certain number of people make their
living from participating in plain language projects, e.g. in the field
of legal education where plain language is actively taught; rewrit-
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ing documents for paying clients; consulting law firms, businesses
and government bodies in plain language issues, etc.

On the onset of the plain language movement, a number of basic
questions were formulated:

— Is it possible to write (and speak) about legal matters in
the manner that would be easily understood by lay citizens?

- What elements of legal English should be changed to achieve
this goal?

— Will a plain language text fully correspond to its legalese
equivalent?

As it has been already mentioned, the first question has received
the positive answer since many legal documents acquired a clear
and effective form. The absolute majority of them, however, are
explicitly aimed at the people outside legal profession making plain
language movement an off-spring of consumer rights movement.
The issue, however, seems to be overgeneralized; the question
should be put more specifically, whether all legal genres can (or
should) be rendered in plain language. Where the target audience
are consumers of legal services, it appears practical, useful and fair.,
“Initially, the plain language movement focused on the social ben-
efits of clear legal communication: improving access to justice,
and enabling consumers to make more informed decisions” [9].

Much of legal writing is directed, however, at professionals
and concern complex legal issues, e.g. research into historical aspect
or interpretation of legal phenomena, which in any case requires
substantial knowledge and could hardly be perceived by the peo-
ple lacking thorough legal training. Historical study, for instance,
would inevitably include much Latin and Law French. The latter
was the language of English law for over three centuries and sub-
stitution of Latin and French would require tremendous efforts cre-
ating much confusion. In these types of texts, old language, Latin
and French terms with precise historical meaning are an obligatory
part of the narration and availability of citations of historical docu-
ments and authorities could make sudden switch to simplified lan-
guage seem artificial and confusing.

C. Balmford, however, insists that “even judges prefer plain
language” citing as an examples the surveys in Michigan, Florida,
and Louisiana where over 80 per cent of judges gave preference
to the plain language version of the document in comparison to its
traditional counterpart. Another survey in California yielded similar
result; ten Californian appellate judges referred to the traditional
versions as “substantially weaker and less persuasive than the plain
language versions” [7]. Yet in another example, he mentions the US
law firm that developed a prospectus in which shares were to be
offered to retail investors and which was drafted in plain language;
but as soon as the policy changed and the target audience became
institutional investors, the lawyers rewrote the plain language doc-
ument back into legalese. This decision is not so surprising as it
seems to be — they preferred addressing the audience using the com-
mon language. Thus, the target audience governs the style.

It is worth mentioning, however, that drafting legal documents
in plain language in many cases requires the service of specially
trained people; in fact, re-writing legal documents has become
a business making the ability to communicate in plain language
an additional competence for a lawyer and a valuable tool in busi-
ness competition. However, the mere necessity to employ specially
trained people for clear communication implies that the majority
of lawyers still keep to professional jargon. Hence is the question
why the greater part of the representatives of legal profession stick to
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traditional way of writing and speaking despite positive examples to
the contrary, government regulations and even commercial success
of plain language projects. There could be several reasons for that;
firstly, writing clearly and plainly is not something that is inherent
in all people who have to write, irrespective of the genre — people in
the fields other than jurisprudence, including academic writing, dis-
play many examples of poor writing; this ability obviously relates
to training and corresponding abilities. Generally, pieces of a text,
whether written or oral, are rarely constructed on the level of words;
rather the writer uses blocks (or units) of words or even whole sen-
tences stored in their memory adapting them for the current situa-
tion. These blocks are formed in the process of the relevant training,
practical work and professional communication and allow econo-
mizing efforts. In case of legal writing, this gives additional advan-
tage since these blocks (units) generally borrowed from authori-
tative sources, have been checked and approved through practice.
Attempts to change the wording would inevitably be time consum-
ing and bear potential risk of being legally inconsistent. It could,
therefore, be anticipated that the situation with plain writing would
not change until the lawyers are trained on the sources written in
plain language providing them with ready blocks constructed in this
manner. This process is under way, as has been demonstrated, but
will obviously take time. Importantly, it must be constant and con-
sistent since the changes in what is regarded as “plain language”
may quickly make the sources, on which lawyers rely, outdated.
Further, courses in plain writing that are presently delivered by
law schools will definitely expedite the process of adopting plain
language as the basic medium of legal discourse while commercial
success of a number of plain language projects could add prestige to
this manner of communicating legal issues.

Importantly, the rules of clear communication are basically
common for all styles of writing, both legal and non-legal and can-
not be reduced to mere substitution of old words and outdated
structures.

“... clear legal communication depends on much more than
eradicating jargon-mere word substitution—and on much more than
familiar sentence structure.

Usually, rewriting a document in plain language involves
rethinking the entire document-its content, language, structure,
and design—while rigorously focusing on the audience and the pur-
pose of the communication. It is this approach that leads to success-
ful communication” [10].

Secondly, even when a text in plain language is clear, concise
and fully presents the same facts as the corresponding text in lega-
lese it may not be equal in all respect since traditional language
of law has distinct stylistic coloring creating the aura of authority,
rootedness in tradition or relation to science, which is commonly
associated with a highly formalized language.

Peter Tiersma analyses a typical modern will, demonstrating
its convoluted and redundant language. For example, the residuary
part, according to him, almost always reads:

[ give, devise and bequeath all the rest, residue and remainder
of my property which [ may own at the time of my death, real, per-
sonal and mixed, of whatsoever kind and nature and wheresoever
situates, including all property which I may acquire or to which
[ may become entitled after the execution of this will, in equal
shares, absolutely and forever, to Archie Hoover, Lucy Hoover, his
wife, and Archibald Hoover, per capita, to any of them living ninety
(90) gays after my death [11].

He further claims that “all that need be said is: I give the rest of my
estate in equal shares to Archie Hoover, Lucy Hoover, and Archi-
bald Hoover, assuming that they survive me by at least 90 days”
[11]. The latter variant corresponds to the plain language require-
ments and fully and correctly conveys the intention of the testa-
tor, yet it is definitely different in style lacking the former variant’s
solemn atmosphere of the document striking a balance of the life
efforts. The traditional formulae of a court sitting generally work
to a similar effect giving the air of centuries-long traditions where
rules and procedures have been justified by the time.

With the account to the above said, the following conclusions
can be drawn:

—The emergence of plain language movement was the result
of accumulation of linguistic elements in the English language
of law that prevented clear perception of legal documents notably by
nonprofessionals. These elements included archaic, Latin and Law
French words and expressions, wordiness, the use of the passive,
nominalization, long and complex sentences, “purposive” clause
at the start of the text and outdated grammar, which have been pre-
served in the process of the legal language evolution;

—The legal jargon performs similar functions of all professional
jargons including easier communication among professionals
and delimitation of the people outside and inside the profession and,
therefore, total rewriting of all pieces of legal writing so that it could
be understood by lay people “of average intelligence”, although
theoretically possible, is frequently cumbersome and impractical.
Certain genres of legal writing intended for lawyers need not be
adopted for general understanding or require slight, largely cos-
metic changes, e.g. substitution of foreign words, which have clear
English equivalents;

—Clear writing is required in the cases where the target audience
are consumers of legal services. This direction has been recognized
within the legal profession and received strong support, also on
the legislative level in some countries. As a result, what used to be
a linguistic concept has become a product, a business, an industry,
or a professional service;

— Importantly, plain writing found a way to legal education
becoming increasingly popular, which will gradually add prestige
to clearer legal communication but could hardly eliminate legal jar-
gon altogether.

Bibliography:

1. Alexeyev M.E., Alexeyeva L.I., Syniova T.V., European English: an
approach to the definition. HaykoBuii BiCHUK MIKHApOIHOTO ryMaHi-
TapHOTo yHiBepeurety, cepis ®inonoris. Bumyck 61-1, 2023. C. 4-8
DOI  https://doi.org/10.32841/2409-1154.2023.62.1,1  http://www.
vestnik-philology.mgu.od.ua/index.php/arkhiv-nomeriv?id=223

2. Ronald L. Goldfarb, Mellinkoff: The Language of the Law, 63 MICH.
L. REV. 180, 1964. https://repository.law.umich.edu/mlr/vol63/iss1/11

3. Wydic R.C. Plain English for Lawyers. California Law Review, 1978.
https://lawcat.berkeley.edu/record/1111181?v=pdf

4. Kelley C. R. An Essay on Legal Writing in Plain English.
University of Arkansas, School of Law. https://ekmair.ukma.edu.ua/
bitstreams/6aa94305-4253-404¢-b867-1e817ddee029/download

5. Williams, C. Legal English and plain language: An update. ESP Across
Cultures. 2011. 8. P. 139-151. https://www.researchgate.net/file.
PostFileLoader.html?id=57c694bd96b7e4ebSe70b86a&kassetKey=AS
%3A401061820026880%401472631997605

6. Haigh R. Legal English. https:/docplayer.net/34751461-Legal-
english-rupert-haigh.html




ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHUK MixXHapoAHOTo rymaHiTapHoro yHiBepcuteTy. Cep.: dinonoris. 2024 Ne 66

7.  Balmford C. Plain Language: Beyond a Movement. Repositioning
clear communication in the minds of decision-makers https://www.
plainlanguage.gov/resources/articles/beyond-a-movement/

8. Shiflett M. Plain English movement and its Influence on Today’s Legal
English. International Journal of Novel Research in Interdisciplinary
Studies Vol. 4, Issue 2, p. 11-14, Month: March — April 2017. https://
www.noveltyjournals.com/upload/paper/Plain%20English%20
Movement%?20and%201ts%20Influence-966.pdf

9. B. A. Garner. The Elements of Legal Style https://global.oup.com/
academic/product/the-elements-of-legal-style-9780195141627

10. B. Hunt. Plain Language in Legislative Drafting. http://en.copian.ca/
library/research/plain2/legdraft/legdraft.pdf

11.  TiersmaP., The Nature of Legal Language, http://www.languageandlaw.
org/NATURE.HTM

AnexceeB M., AuexceeBa Jl.,, CunboBa T. Ilpocra
MOBa ISl IOPHIMYHOI AHIJIiHCbKOI MOBM: JOCSTHEHHS
Ta NepcneKTHBU

Anoramisi.  Crarts  30cepe/pkeHa  Ha  BUBYCHHI
pe3yabTaTiB, MOXJIHMBOCTEH Ta MEPCIEKTUB PyXy NPOCTOI
moBu (plain language movement) ais aHIIIHCEKOI MOBH
npaBa — KOHILIEMI{, sika BUHHKIA B 70-X pOKax MHHYJIOTO
CTOJIITTS. 3 TOTO Yacy MOKJIMBICTh OIUCATH TPABOBI MUTAHHS
IIPOCTOI0,  3araJIbHO3PO3YMIJIOI0 MOBOIO, IO  CIOYATKy
BHUKIIMKAJIO  JIUCKYCito, Oyna miATBep/pkeHa  OaraThbma
MTO3UTHBHUMH NPHUKIIAJAMHU, 30KpeMa 3aKOHOJIABUMMHU aKTaMH
psiny aHnIoMOBHHX KpaiH. KpiM Toro, psa xpaiH TpHHHSIH
HOpPMATHBHI aKTH, SIKi 3000B’S3yIOTh BIiJIIIOBIJHI JIepKaBHI
OopraHu Ta Cy0’ €KTIB TOCIOJAPIOBaHHS BHKOPHCTOBYBATH
METO/IM SICHOT KOMYHIKallii B JOKyMEHTax, aJpeCcOBaHUX
CIIOYKMBaYaM IOPUIUYHHX MOCITYT.

Byso mepeniueHo Ta MpoaHaTi30BaHO PUCH AHIIIHCHKOI
IOPUIAMYHOI MOBH, SIKi 3a3BHYail BU3HAIOTHCS MEPELIKOTAMH
Ha IIJISIXY SICHOT KOMYyHiKarlii, Ta OyJo miaKpeciaeHo, Mo YiTKa
FOPUJIMYHA KOMYHIKaIlisl 3aJIe)KUTh BiJl Habarato OLIBIIOrO,
HIXK BUKOPIHEHHSI FOPHIUYHOTO JKaproHy, 1 3a3BUYail 03HA4Yae
MIEPEOCMHUCIICHHSI BCHOTO JOKYMEHTa — HOTrO 3MICTY, MOBH,
CTPYKTYpH Ta nu3aitHy. OcoOinBe 3HAYCHHS Ma€ Opi€HTAIlis
Ha ayJIHTOPII0 Ta METY CIIJIKYBaHHS.

Bymo Bim3HayeHo, mo Te, MO TMOYHHAIOCA SIK
KBa3IMONITHYHUI PyX, 3apa3 3MIHIOETBCS 1 3HAYHOI MipOIO

BKE 3MIHHMJIO CBil Xapakrep, OCKIIbKM Oararto Jonei, ski
IpONaryloTh MPOCTY MOBY IIpaBa, 3apoOisiOTh Ha KUTTA
CBOEIO JIISUTBHICTIO B 11i# cdepi. Y pe3ynbrari Te, 0 paHilie
Oysio JIHIBICTUYHOIO KOHIICHII€I0, 3apa3 CTaJI0 MPOLYKTOM,
0i3HecOM, Taimy33i0 4u MpodeciiiHOK IMOCIYrow 1 BUMarae
crieniaibHO HaBueHHX Jrozeil. Lleit dakr € cBimueHHAM TOTO,
0 OiNBIIICTh IOPUCTIB AOCI AOTPUMYIOTHCS TpaJULiHHOTO
CTHITIO BUKJIAJICHHS TPABOBUX ITHTAHB .

3MiHa CTaBJCHHs [0 MPOCTOI FOPUIUYHOI MOBH, OJHAK,
MpUHECa 3MIHM B IOPHIUYHY OCBITY, 1[0 3 YaCOM MOXKE
MPHU3BECTU 0 MIMPLIOTO HMPUIHSATTS OB Y4iTKUX CIIOCOOIB
MPaBOBOTO JMCKYpPCY Ta YCYHEHHsI HaiOLIbII CYMHO3BICHHX
PpHUC FOPUIUYHOLI MOBH.

IMuranHa npo HeoOXinHICTH Takux TpaHchopMauiil It
BCIX CTHJIIB FOPUAMYHOTO TIMChMa, OJHAK, 3aJIMIIAETHCS
HEBHPIMICHUM.  3arajJbHONPUIHATOI0 €  HEOOXiIHICTh
3p0O3yMiIOf MOBM JUISl JOKYMEHTIB, CIPSIMOBAHHX Ha JIOICH,
SKi HE € FOpPUCTaMH, TOMAI SK BHJAE€THCS HEPO3YMHHM
paaMKaibHO 3MIHIOBATH CTHIIb JIOKYMEHTIB, CIPSIMOBaHUX
Ha npodecionanis. IIpodeciitHi KaproHu, OPUIMIYHHNA
HE BHHATOK, BHMKOHYIOTH PI3HOMaHITHI (YHKIII, 30Kpema
CIPHAIOTH NPO(dECiiHOMY CIIKYBAaHHIO, 1 HABPSAI YU MOXKHA
BHAMAratu foro moBHOT 3a00pPOHH.

CrarTs Mae 0COONUBY aKTyalbHICTb 1 IIPaKTUYHE
3HAYEHHS JUIs JIIHTBICTUYHOI OCBITH YKpaiHCHKHX FOPHUCTIB
Ta opraHizauii M>KHapOJIHO-TIPABOBOTO CITLIKYBaHHSI, OCKITbKH
aHMIIHChbKa MOBa BUSIBUJIACS I[IHHUM IHCTPYMEHTOM Y Tpoleci
rapMOHi3aIlil yKpaiHChKOTO Ta €BPOIEHCHKOTO 3aKOHO/IABCTBA.
Ha poparox [0 HajzaHHS OOCTymy Jo Oarartoi mpaBoBOi
CHAIIMHU AHIJIOMOBHUX KpaiH, sIK B €Bpormi, Tak 1 Jajeko
3a ii Mexamu, BOHA CTaja OCHOBHOIO MOBOIO CILIKYyBaHHS
B o(imiifHux 1 aepxaBHUX ycraHoBax €C, a Takox CylOBHX
opranax, lingua franca mast Mib>kHapOITHMX HAyKOBHUX 3aXOJIiB
ta nyomikanii. KpiM Toro, € moka3HuKH, L0 CBiI4aTh IPO
MOSIBY HOBOTO PErioHalIbHOTO BapiaHTy aHIIiIMChKOI MOBH —
€BPOTEHCHKOT aHDIIHCHKOT, 110 HAJa€ OCOOIMBOIO 3HAYCHHS
BHUBUCHHIO BCIX BaXKIIMBHUX TEHJCHIIN i po3p00OK HOPUIHMYHOT
AQHITIHCHKOT MOBH.

KoirouoBi cioBa: ropunuuna anniiiiceka, npodeciinuii
JKaprod, 3po3yMmiza MoBa, Pyx 3a 1pocTy  MOBY,
cTapodpaHily3bka B IOpUANYHII aHITIHCHKIA MOBI.




