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Legal rules, doctrines, principles etc. are larger units that consist of a number of smaller
entities — concepts, which, united by different semantic links, form these larger units. Taking legal
concept as a complex structure, semantically embedded into the legal context and thus reminding a
"crystallized rule of law", we will be treating it as a legal transplant. A move of a concept from one legal
system into another usually means its move from one language into another. Therefore, concepts, among
other transplants, are most influenced by linguistic factor that can modify its functionality in the legal
order. The aim is to show how linguistic nature of concepts in law influences their legal nature when
they are being transplanted.

Key words: legal transplant, legal concept, harmonization of law, EU law, semantics, functional
equivalence, linguistic factor, transplantability.

History proves the fact that law travels from system to system and legal ideas migrate.
We can see it from the spread of the Roman Corpus Iuris Civilis throughout the West
European countries and formation of the common law in the ancient times, as well as from
migration of the private legal works in the period of feudalism, from adoption of the French
civil code in Belgium and application of various legal traditions (taken from Germany, France,
Switzerland, Italy) in the modern Turkish legal system; the list of examples is non-exhaustive.
Within the ambit of comparative legal studies the mainstream theory that observes the
movement of law from one legal system into another is called the theory of /legal
transplantation (the term was proposed by Alan Watson in 1970s [see more about the theory
in 1; 2; 3]).

In the majority of scientific works on legal transplantation the various factors are
observed — legal, political, social, geographical, economic etc. However, the conflict between
the recipient legal system and law that is being transferred may also have linguistic nature, as
language is capable of creating various obstacles for adaptation of the new law, and a number
of good researches have brought some light on the subject of language-law interrelation.

It was in 1990s when comparative law theorists and practitioners started discussing
more widely the role of language in comparative law and the particular importance of
referring for comparative purposes to the legal sources written in several languages [4]. It
worth mentioning some studies conducted on this topic. Developing the theory of legal
transplants, Alan Watson writes about linguistic deficiencies as a formidable barrier between
the scholar and his subject [1]. Vivian Grosswald Curren sees language as a cognitive model
for comparative law and discusses the problem of finding equivalents in the two different
languages for the certain legal notion [5: 675—707]. Jaakko Husa, from a functionalistic
standpoint, draws a relation between legal linguistics and functional comparative law,
bringing together the practices of translation and legal comparison [4: 209-228]. The book

© Samsonova O., 2014



10 Samsonova O.
ISSN 2227-5525. Mosa i cycniibctBo. 2014. Bumyck 5.

Comparative Legal Linguistics by Haaiki Mattila [6] is one of the first monographic attempts
to examine the functions and characteristics of legal language and the difficulties of legal
translation. These contributions have made a lot to justify and stress the importance of
combining legal and linguistic approaches. In this paper we will try to look deeper into the
law-linguistics interrelations and observe how and where exactly comparative law and
linguistics clash.

It is worth to start studying law-linguistics interrelations with the level of concepts and
their terms because this is exactly where any language for specific purposes fully reveals its
nature. We will make an attempt to combine the two scientific paradigms into one study: one
of linguistics and another of comparative law, and in such a way to examine the two natures
of the phenomenon of “concept-transplant”. On the side of comparative law we will take the
theory of legal transplants, and on the side of linguistics the theory and methodology of
terminology as a field will be applied.

Linguistic factor in transplantability is mentioned by Yves Dezalay when he is writing
about mistranslations: “the first complication”, he states, “begins with terminology” [7: 244].
Indeed, when it comes to the cross-border movement of law, it looks like linguistic factor
primarily impacts the level of concepts and their terms. Still, concepts have been often
disregarded in the scholarly works on legal transplantation. It has been assumed that
ordinarily only the larger units, such as rules, laws, doctrines, principle, are transplanted, and
not concepts alone. Also, by mistake, it may seem that complications the concepts cause are
relatively less severe, not leading to significant problems in the legal order. Finally, it is
frequently regarded that the work on the level of concepts is a task for a linguist, and positive
or negative effect of linguistic factor depends on the target and source languages only. These
three statements will be disproved further in the study. It will be noticed that there are cases
when the reason for linguistic complications in transplantability is objective, i.e. the
differences of the conceptual systems inside the source and the target legal systems.

Remaining to be both, legal and linguistic notions, up to now legal concepts have been
observed either from legal or linguistic perspective, depending on the purposes and a
standpoint of a research. But, as it will be concluded further, these perspectives are closely
related and can be very productive when merged together. Despite the numerous differences
between comparative law and linguistics, we will see that sometimes their paradigms are
overlapping. These disciplines can describe and explain the same processes, but in different
scientific discourses, using their own tools of scientific proof. The key pragmatic question to
answer here is how we can improve the concept linguistically in order to turn it into a
successful legal transplant. This question deserves special attention in the context of EU law
transposition.

1. Linguistic Nature of Concepts in Law

Linguistics describes a concept as a substantial content of a term, a cognitive,
“supra-empirical category” [8: 1035] which is an abstract form of reality reflected in it. As
Maria Teresa Cabre puts it, a concept is “a unit of content consisting of a set of
characteristics,” where characteristics of a concept are the defining properties, attributes and
their relations that describe the concept [9]. Harmonization of the conceptual characteristics
(i.e. on the level of concepts) is the first compulsory prerequisite for successful harmonization
of laws (i.e. on the higher level, the level of language).

The idea of taking a concept and a term as the separate research objects is debatable,
considering nominalization as an inevitable phase of a concept formation. It is claimed that
the concept cannot function without a term as its formal “cover up” [10] and simply does not
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exist before being nominalized. This idea of socio-cognitive terminology is not disregarded in
this article. Conversely, research results prove that legal concept does not function in the legal
system until it is signified there with a term. However, in the context of legal transplantation
we deal with the two legal systems, and thus two terminology systems that, in addition to
qualitative differences, diverge in a quantity of concepts and consequently a quantity of terms.
This means that in the context of legal transplantation the concepts should be described as
existing in one system and not yet existing in another, but in the process of being transferred.
In legal reality it is a foreign concept which is being transferred first, not a term as a whole.
Only later, the fact whether the terminological cover-up will be transferred along with the
foreign concept depends on the method of nominalization that terminologists choose to
signify a concept in a target language. Only if terminologists have preferred using the foreign
verbal form of the concept (either modified in the target language or not), one may claim that
the foreign concept is transferred along with its verbal form.

In this manner treating the concepts alone as an object and overtaking linguistic
perspective, the main points of interest are identification of characteristics forming the
domain of the concept, mapping links with the other conceptual domains, and working on
grammatical features of formal (terminological) representation of the concept and syntactic
features of its use in a certain text-context. This list of actions deserves special explanation.

Most of the legal concepts refer to abstract reality. The concept is represented in a set
of characteristics that together form its intension. Processes, objects, states and features in
legal reality of a concept refer to is its extension. It is in the various sets of characteristics
(intension) that the concepts differ from one another. Therefore, a good conceptual
description, i.e. definition, must include a clear “opposition of distinctive characteristics that
distinguishes concepts” [9: 96]. A major tool here is the method of concept analysis that is
aimed to:

(1) establish conceptual systems within the domain, and links between these systems
and those of related domains;

(2) develop conceptual frames of the terms through the analysis of the concept’s
properties;

(3) identify semantic borders between closely related concepts, and

(4) (when two or more languages are at stake) match concepts between languages [for
more details see 11].

Only after these tasks on the semantic level are performed, one can proceed to the next
phase, i.e. encoding conceptual information in terminological units. We encounter cases when
the concept has not yet been lexicalized, and therefore this phase involves choosing the most
logical term for a concept-transplant.

2. Legal Nature of Concepts in Law

Linguistics is primarily interested in “word knowledge”, analytic information.
Contrary to that, law is concerned with synthetic information, “world knowledge” [9: 7-8].
Limiting analysis of legal concepts to linguistic perspective and claiming that concepts and
terms are the exclusive specialty of linguistics and cognitive science will show just one side
of the coin. The purpose of this part is to observe legal nature of concepts in law.

“Every doctrine [...] is supported by a particular conceptual structure which makes the
doctrine workable” [12: 782]. According to this essentialististic perspective, legal concepts
are the real entities with inherent meaning, the “building blocks of rules” [12: 782]. As a part
of world knowledge, the primary function of legal concepts for a lawyer is either descriptive
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or classificatory. They depict reality, helping determine to which extent a certain law can be
applied.

The closest to analysis of conceptual layer in comparative studies was Oliver Brand
who developed his method of “conceptual comparison” as an alternative to the other methods
of legal comparison (widely used nowadays functional method, Mattei’s comparative law and
economics, Legrand’s hermeneutic exercises in comparative law, Frankenberg’s critical
comparative law). Brand started treating legal concept as a tertium comparationis, and so
brought up the role of conceptual structures in establishing similarities and differences
between legal systems. His method consists of three phases: conceptual orientation, which is
construction of abstract concepts from the elements of legal reality; systematic comparison,
which is matching and assessing the rules/institutions from different legal system against this
abstract concept; and finally creation of the network of all concepts that would represent a
certain legal system [13].

Some of the Brand’s ideas in the context of his method are impossible to leave behind.
As an example, one of the ideas from the method of conceptual comparison is related to
qualitative and quantitative analyses that help establish properties of a legal concept. And at
this point Brand’s comparative method coincides with linguistics, for the qualitative analysis
is nothing else but examination of intension (key properties that define the concept), whereas
quantitative analysis discovers extension (representation in legal reality) of the concept.

At certain matters, however, the views of linguistics and law discord. Linguistics
proclaims terms as contextually independent units. They can be ripped off from the context,
defined in the dictionary without losing anything of their substance. In contrast to that,
lawyers see legal concepts and their terms as context-dependent units. They are not
“free-standing”, but acquiring their meanings from legal theories and doctrines. This entails a
reasoning that interpretation of legal concepts cannot be conducted separately from
interpretation of the norms these concepts are taken from. Legal concepts thus can be
imagined as structures “embedded” into the norms [9: 1]. This idea of concept-norm
interrelation got much attention from theorists who elaborated the feature of a legal concept to
be always semantically embedded into the piece of law it functions in.

In relation with the previous thought, Biel describes legal reasoning as “if-then”
mental model; and it is a legal term that is capable of connecting conditions with effects,
turning itself into a “reduced representation of legal rules” [14]. In fact, everything in law can
be reduced to a concept. Even a legal culture can be viewed as a “multi-layered” concept [15].
Developing this thought further on and moving from interdependence of a legal concept and
its legal norm to interdependence of a legal norm and its legal system, we will get to the
conclusion that each legal system is characterized by its own unique system of concepts, and
equality between concepts in different legal system is hardly possible.

After this representation of a concept in law from a legal perspective, the next step
would be to prove that concepts can be treated as legal transplants by comparative law.

Translators can argue that terminology itself is not transposed separately in the same
way laws, institutions and other legal entities can be transposed. From their perspective, the
new terms come from one language into another via the process of translation. It is through
this practice the new terms, those that have no equivalents in the target language, are
distinguished from those terms that have at least partial equivalents. This is when
nominalization of the foreign concept takes place. However, legal translators, unlike
translators in other fields, should practice comparative law. They should focus on the concept,
its semantics and functions in the legal system.
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Several works in the field of comparative law can be mentioned as a factual proof that
legal concepts can be taken as transplants. G. Teubner [16] observed good faith as a principle
which was transplanted to British law through the European Consumer Protection Directive.
Although he writes about good faith, calling it a principle, from linguistic perspective good
faith is a concept first of all. The project of EC Consumer Law Compendium can also be of
interest as a proof. Compendium is built up as a comparative analysis of the transposition of
eight consumer law directives into the national laws of 27 member states. Separate chapters
are devoted to the transposition of different legal instruments and provisions. Among those,
some parts are specifically assigned to transposition of separate terms and variation of their
interpretation and wording in member states’ national legal systems. It actually reminds
terminological analysis in linguistics.

3. Linguistic Factor: Scope of Cause.

Semantics Equivalence versus Functional Equivalence

Linguistic factor and the other factors of transplantability are closely interrelated, as
conceptual system of language reflects the legal system. Therefore, legal factor (differences
and similarities between the source and target legal systems) influences linguistic factor and
vice versa. Although it is relatively easy to remove a linguistic obstacle, ignoring it in the
process of transposition of law may have unpredictable complications.

The importance of linguistic perspective in a study of European law integration was
addressed by Kjaer who stressed that “[qJuestions on language and translation [...] reveal
details of the rise and development of a common European law” and presented linguistic
processes as actions “on the micro-level of law that aggregate with other micro-level actions
to form and shape general processes in law”; that may “support, delay, or promote
integration” [17: 231-349].

In order to have a clear understanding of how linguistic factor works, it is necessary to
elucidate what happens on the level of languages when the new law (and concepts within it) is
transferred. A.L. Kjaer terms the linguistic processes that accompany cross-border movement
of law as discursive implementation. Mentioning this notion in the context of Scandinavian
law, Kjaer focuses on “the language choices that Scandinavian Supreme Court judges make
when referring to [...] concepts and principles developed in the case law of the ECtHR”. In
the broader vision, conceptual system is a part of a legal discourse, constantly used in a
certain legal discourse community.

Kjaer shows the relation between the type of discursive implementation and the level
of European legal convergence (this level varies from transplantation to the full integration of
the legal concept). According to this correlation, the way the EU concept is formally
represented in the new terminological system (as a calque, transliteration, borrowing,
neologism or paraphrasing) indicates whether it has just been transplanted or already
integrated into the new system [17: 336]. This correlation does not seem to work in all cases:
legal reality shows that a concept can have a borrowed form, but be well-integrated into the
system.

However, there is a precaution as for the use of only linguistic perspective for legal
language. There are aspects in legal transplantation that linguistics if not ignores then is not
capable to elaborate without the help of comparative law. The first aspect is the issue of
functional equivalence that, according to PaolucciS. [18], combined with substantial
equivalence creates the actual legal equivalence, the one we are trying to achieve in attempts
to harmonize the EU law.
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As it was already mentioned, linguists use to study terms as units consisting of a form
(comprised of terminological elements such as morphemes and lexemes) and a meaningful
content (i.e. a concept). This perspective takes concepts as semantic formations, thus covering
their substance only. In the meantime, legal reality, being multilingual and multinational, has
raised the new side of legal concepts. It is the function a legal concept has in a certain legal
system.

Functional aspect in legal reality is usually determining for lawyers. Writing about the
functions of legal institutions, laws, regulations etc., comparative law theorists have
introduced another prerequisite for legal concepts to be treated as equivalents. It is functional
equivalence explicated as a situation when “the similar problems may lead to different
solutions, [where] the solutions are similar only in their relations to the specific function
under which they are regarded” [19]. Usually, the functions of legal actors, institutions etc.
represented in the concept and its term are prescribed in the legal acts.

Sartori points out importance of taking structural-functional approach in political
science. It is equally true about legal settings. No matter in which facet the function is
displayed, as “activity of the structure”, as the “effect” of the structure, or as a “relation
between structures” (as function is defined in mathematics) [8: 1046], by no means can it be
disregarded. Following about the function of a concept, Sartori affirms:

“Function points to the mean-end relationship (which becomes from systemic
standpoint also a whole-part relationship), i.e. that function is the activity performed by a
structure — the means — vis-a-vis its ascribed or actually served purpose. Conversely
dis-function, non-functionality [...] indicates that the assigned purpose is not served by a
given structure” [8: 1047].

In the context of concepts function can be viewed as a consequence of the use/misuse
of the concept. If consequences in the legal systems under comparison are not identical but
sufficiently similar, then we can speak of a “gradation” — difference in consequences of legal
concepts.

Applying structural-functional theory to EU law concepts and taking them as
structures, we discover that this theory is totally concordant with the processes observed in
the EU law terminological system. The theory provides that (1) “no structure is
unifunctional”; (2) “the same structure can be multifunctional, i.e. can perform across
different countries widely different functions”; (3) “the same function has structural
alternatives, i.e. can be performed by very different structures” [8: 1048].

Writing about notions from the foreign legal system, comparatists would rather use the
methods of substitution and transposition to find equivalents [20:23]. Contrary to that,
translators of legal texts would better go for direct translation of lexical units (word forms of
the terms), in such a way transposing the concept from the source text, rarely checking
whether the concept in the target legal system performs the same legal functions as in the
source legal system. Not always, but it may happen that the functions of the same concept in
various legal systems can be different, even though the characteristics of the concept remain
the same. This claims the dichotomy that exists between the functional equivalence and
linguistic equivalence.

For sure, it is quite difficult to speak about the function of the concept alone. The
reason for this is the way characteristics of the concept are presented. Function of the concept
fully shows itself not in the properties of the concept, but in the context of the legal provision
where this concept appears. The function usually stands for a consequence of the legal
provision. O. Brand is right when noting that “the function shall be determined exclusively in



Linguistic factor in legal adaptation 15
ISSN 2227-5525. Moga i cycninsctBo. 2014. Bumyck 5.

[the] respective domestic contexts” [13: 455], and it is difficult to predict with an ultimate
certainty the function of the concept until the rule actually starts working in the legal system.
And it is the function that matters most when it comes to implementation of the EU law
directives, the effect of the directive in the member state. Even though we cannot state that
semantics equals function, what can be claimed without doubts is that the anticipated function
of the concept is hindered if its interpretation in the legal system of the member state deviates
from its interpretation in the EU law. This is exactly where linguistic factor plays out and
leads us back to semantic and terminological issues, solvable using linguistic methods.

Thus, the main influence of linguistic factor may have is the effect it causes on the
function of the concept in the piece of law. It can be presented in the following sequence.
Change of the properties (intension of the concept) impacts concept’s applicability
(extension), which directly leads to the change of consequences (concept’s function).

No matter which metaphor to use (transfer, transplantation, migration etc.), the fact
remains: laws travel, and legal concepts as its “building blocks” travel with them; and it is
only though analysis of the legal concepts using linguistic methods together with the
comparative law strategies can we study the process of transplantation of legal concepts.

The legal perspective, interested in a concept as an accurate reflection of the legal
reality, helps obtain a deeper understanding of semantic and functional features of a legal
concept, its relation to the legal context. In the meantime, the linguistic perspective explains
which semantic qualities make a legal concept travel and which semantic processes take place
when a concept moves from one legal system into another. Moreover, it reveals the causes of
different pitfalls in harmonization of law, i.e. those that are related to languages, as well as
suggests solutions for each type of the negative effect. The mere presumption that if the
transplant works well in one legal system it will be as effective in another legal system is
misleading. Between the transplantation and implementation there must be a stage of
“legal-linguistic adjustment” that will ensure the effectiveness of the newly transposed piece
of law. Therefore, the comparatists recommend using the functional approach in addition to
the semantic and the formal approaches. The checklist for the legal linguist working with the
transplantation of legal concepts includes:

1. identifying the core characteristics of the legal concept to be transplanted;

2. comparing the linguistic forms this concept has in different languages;

3. defining the concept in the national legislation, consistently transposing its core
characteristics (if any missing);

4. checking the definitions and forms of other concepts from the same semantic field
against the newly transplanted concept;

5. monitoring the consequences of the use of the concept in a legal provision in order
to check whether its function corresponds to the one assigned by the legislator.

The concepts-transplants need attention from the source legal system as well. Brought
together, perspectives of linguistics and comparative law on concepts give an answer as to the
qualities that make the concept travel easier across the legal systems.

Avoiding these steps and not checking the concepts, both before the transplantation
and when implementing the fundamental provisions of the EU directives in the national
legislation, may cause severe modification of functionality of the EU law in the domestic
legal system, for it is true indeed that the conceptual differences between the legal systems are
only “the tip of the iceberg of law” [15: 349], and ignoring them is not noticing the obvious.
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Merta 11bOro DOCIIIKEHHS — 3aIPONOHYBATH MOJKJIMBI LIUISAXH IIOJIETIIEHHS Ta BIOCKOHAJICHHS
ajlanTalii €BpOIelChKOro mpaBa 3a JOIMOMOrol0 IopuanyHoi jiHrBictvky. lle mmTaHHs amanrauii €
0CcOo0JIMBO TOCTPUM Terep, Koiu YKpaiHa nepeOyBae B POLEC] €BpOiHTerpalil Ta akTHBHO BIIPOBAJDKYE
nupekTrBr Pasu €Bpory B yKpalHChbKe 3aKOHOJAaBCTBO. HOBI KOHIIENITH MpaBa 3al03UUYIOTHCS Pa3oM 3
HOBOBBE/ICHUMH 3aKOHAMH Ta MOTPeOYIOTh IMeBHOI Moaudikarii / amanramii y mpaBoBii cucteMi (Ta
IOPUANYHIA TEPMiHOCHCTEMI BIIMOBITHO) U TOTO, MO0 3a0e3NeyYnTH Hale)KHE (YHKIIOHYBaHHS
HOBOTO IIPaBa.

Jlnst Toro, mo0 nocATHYTH i€l MeTH, OyJI0 3aCTOCOBAHO [BI IApaJWIMH: JIHTBICTHKH Ta
HOPIBHSUIBHOTO TIpaBa. BruOpani TeopeTwdHi HalpamioBaHHS IUX ABOX JHUCLUILIIH OyJIO B3STO pa3oM
JUIsl BUBYEHHS KOHIIENTIB IpaBa sIK TPAHCIUIAHTIB, 1100 MPOCTEXUTH, K MOBHHMII (hakTOp BIUIMBAE Ha
BJIACTHBOCTI KOHIIENITA IpaBa Ta MOTro 3/aTHICTh aJanTyBaTHCS B HOBIH mpaBoBii cucremi. lle nmae
¢axTiyHy iHpOpMALiIO IPO Te, SIK MOXKHA BIOCKOHAJIMTH KOHIIENT IpaBa CEMaHTUYHO, (JOPMAIBHO Ta
(YHKLIOHAJIBHO, 11100 IEPETBOPUTH HOTO B TaK 3BaHUI «yCIIIIHUIA TPABOBUIT TPAHCILIAHTY.

Konuent npasa, sik 00’€KT JOCIIiPKSHHS JTiHTBICTIB Ta IOPHCTIB, IOTENEP BUBYABCS 3 MOIIISY
JMIIe OfHi€el 3 MUCLHMILUTIH, 3aIeKHO BiJ TOro, XTo OpaBcs 3a gociimkeHHs. [Ipote meromonorii mux
IIBOX, 37aBayiocss O MOyXe pI3HMX OUCHHIUIIH, € HampouyJ NPOAYKTHBHI, KOJH BOHU MOYUHAIOTH
MpaIroBaTu pa3oM. HoBH3Ha TaKOTO MiAXOIY MOJISTa€e B 3aCTOCYBAaHHI TEOPETUYHOI 0a3M JIHTBICTUKH Ta
HOPIBHSUTLHOTO TIPaBa Ha CIIIEHOMY 00’ €KTi JIOCIIPKSHHSI.

CTaTTIO PO3MI0YaTO 3 OIVIsALY TEOpii PO IPaBOBI TPAHCIUIAHTH 3 LAPUHHU HOPIBHSIBHOIO 11paBa,
a TaKOX 171eT 3aCTOCYBaTH 1[I0 TEOPII0 pa3oM 3 JTIHIBICTHKOIO 1O KOHIENTIB IIpaBa Ta MOYaTH PO3rIIIaaTh
X SIK MaJMX TpaHCIUIAHTIiB. J[JIs1 [[bOTO KOHIIENT IpaBa CHEPLIy OMHMCAHO 3 MOIIISAY JIIHIBICTUKH, IS
SIKOi 1€ BITHOCHO aBTOHOMHA 3HA4YEHHEBA CKJIAJ0OBA TEPMIHOJIOTIYHOI OJMHMIL 3 XapaKTePUCTHKaMHU,
110, B3ATi pa3oM, GOPMYIOTh JACQiHIIIIO [IHOTO TEPMiHa; a 3r0JI0M 3 MOTJISITY MPaBO3HABCTBA, IS SIKOTO
KOHLENT — LIe HEMOB «KPHCTaJIi30BaHUID» €IEMEHT IpaBa BUILOTO NOPSAKY (IPUHLMI, 3aKOH, PETYJISLs
TOILIO), 1110 M030aBJICHHIT CBOET CEeMAHTUYHOI «aBTOHOMID», OCKIJIBKU HOTrO iHTepHpeTallist 3aJIe)KHUTh Bij
NPaBOBOIO KOHTEKCTY, HAIPHUKJIAJ, 3aKOHOAABCTBA, Jie Liel KOHIeNnT (yHkuionye. HacTymHUM KpokoM
JOCII/DKEHHSI € aHalli3 CaMOro MOBHOTO (aKkTopa, il SKOrO TPOSBISETHCA y B3a€MO3AJICKHOCTL
CeMaHTHYHOI, (JOpMaNTbHOI Ta (PYHKIIIOHATEHOI eKBiBaICHTHOCTEH. Lle BimkpuBae mpaBoBi TPaHCIUIAHTH
SIK TPUBUMIpHI OOMHUII (ceMaHTHKa + Qopma + (QyHKLISA), cepel SKHX B KOHTEKCTI TapMOHi3arlii
€BPONEHCHKOr0 TipaBa ()YHKIIOHAIbHA CKBIBAJICHTHICTh € OCTaTOYHOI MeTor0. OTpHMaHi TeOpPETHYHI
BHCHOBKHM OKPECIIMIJIM TOJIOBHI KPOKH JUISl 3AiHICHEHHS B pOOOTI 3 TPaHCIUIAHTAIIEIO0 KOHIIENTIB 3 OJHOT
[PABOBOI CHCTEMH B iHILY.

Pesynbratét Takoro NOCIIIDKEHHS NAalOTh 3MOTY BHIIPAIFOBATH CTPATETil0 JUIs IHTeprpeTarii
KOHIICNTIB €BPOICHCHKOrO IpaBa B IpaBoOBid cucremi Ykpainu. I{fo crparerito MoxxHa Hajanmi
3aCTOCOBYBATH B CTBOPCHHI HOBOTO 3aKOHOJABCTBA Ta BHECCHHI 3MiH JI0 HBOTO 33T TapMOHi3aIlil
NpaBa Ta IapaHTyBaHHS MPaBUJIBHOTO (ByHKLIOHYBAaHHS NMPHHLMIIB €BPONEICHKOro 3aKOHOAABCTBA B
YKpaiHCBKili MPaBOBiil CHCTEMI.

Kniouosi criosa: KOHLIETIT-TPAHCIUIAHT, aIaNTallis paBa, MOBHUH (akTop, TapMOHI3allis MpaBa,
CeMaHTHKa, QyHKIIOHATbHA €KBIBAJICHTHICTb.
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