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Abstract. This article considers the lexis of legal discourse. The material of the study is the results
of a survey conducted among the students of the Law Faculty of the Peoples’ Friendship University
of Russia, who have the skills to compile and translate legal texts, in particular, international treaties.
58 Bachelor students of the third and fourth year of studies took part in the survey. The analysis of the survey
results showed the presence of systematic errors and revealed some problem areas in the usage of lexical
units while writing and editing texts of this type. The object of the study is legal discourse in Russian and
English. The subject of the study is the lexis of international documents and its translation into Russian
and English. The relevance of the analysis is supported by the institutional nature of legal discourse texts,
i.e. by the necessity of observing certain rules and the mode of communication, as well as by the prescriptive
function of legal discourse texts, which requires particular accuracy and absence of contextual synonymy
when using lexical units.

The authors of the article classified the lexis of this type of texts, which is potentially capable of
correlating in the source text and the text-translation, as equivalent contextual-semantic, partially equivalent
contextual-semantic and nonequivalent contextual-semantic; they also suggested its description by types
and gave examples. The conclusion was that a special set of exercises is needed aimed at developing the
necessary skills of differentiating lexical units into types and their translation taking into account the
units type in the created or edited text. The necessary recommendation for students will also be the creation
of their own individual vocabulary of partially-equivalent and nonequivalent English lexis. Based on the
results of the study, the authors introduced a textbook.
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INTRODUCTION

The ability to use lexical units in a particular discourse is a necessary competence
of an interpreter. Discursive practice is the link between texts and social practice. Text
analysis, including consideration of lexical level units, is included in the discursive
analysis along with the description of the social conditions that generate the text and
that affect its perception [1]. As a rule, the text is not “self-sufficient for an adequate
interpretation, therefore, the ascent to discourse, to knowledge that has remained beyond
the limits stated in the text, is natural” [2. P. 100].

Michel Foucault defines discourse as a connected sequence of statements that are
subject to the same formation system [3]. Thus, legal discourse is a related sequence
of statements on legal issues defined by the context of the situation and the culture.
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To the main functions of legal discourse we relate the following:

1) informative function, as almost any text carries information;

2) prescriptive function, as legal statements are direct or indirect orders to the
recipient to perform certain actions or to refrain from committing them;

3) declarative function that we see in the proclamation of certain social and legal
designations and ideas;

4) reasoning function that is inherent in the genres of legal discourse, among
which the central types are various types of complaints, statements of claim, recalls of
the statement of claim and, of course, legal decisions. Their communicative goal is to
justify one or another position.

One of the dominant features of legal communication is its institutionality. The
institutional nature of legal discourse manifests itself in the subordination of its subject
to the rules established in the discursive community, which determine “what can and
what should be said, they imperiously impose a certain appraisal and cognitive basis
and establish modes of communication” [3]. According to O.F. Rusakova, institutional
communication is inherent in “a stable system of status-role relationships that has
developed in the communicative space of the vital activity of a particular social
institution. Within the framework of this system the power functions of symbolic
coercion are realized in the form of a normative prescription and the legitimation of
certain methods of worldview, world-feeling, vectors of value orientations and behavior
patterns” [4. P. 263].

Participants in legal communication interact in accordance with the system of role
prescriptions and norms of behavior. According to 1.V. Palashevskaya, in the actions
of participants in legal discourse coming from different legal authorities, there is
a certain coordination that allows us to consider them as part of a wider institutional
system [5. P. 263].

In modern linguistics, the most significant works devoted to legal discourse
are the works of A.K. Soboleva [6], M.V. Borovkova [7], V.Z. Demyankova [8],
L.E. Popova [9], D. Stone [10], T. Fiveg [11], M.A. Shirinkina [12].

To determine the language tools for forming skills to compile and edit texts of
legal discourse, in particular, international treaties, it is necessary to identify difficulties
that arise in the process of creating authentic documents. Analysis of the linguistic
features of official and business documents, as well as the results of the diagnostic
survey conducted at the 3rd and 4th year of the Law Faculty of Peoples’ Friendship
University of Russia made it possible to identify difficulties and mistakes that arise
when creating and editing texts of international treaties. Students had certain difficulties
in arranging linguistically the text content plan, as well as in understanding the meanings
of the semantic parts that make up the inner and outer form. It should be noted that in one
language values can be expressed by lexical means, in another language the same values
are expressed by grammatical means. Under the semantic values it is necessary to
understand the combination of different types of semantic correspondences — referential,
pragmatic and also intra-linguistic.

Equivalence of texts, in this case — texts of international treaties, cannot be
understood as the preservation of all values, because some of the above types are only
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partially preserved. The referential values are fully transmitted, and this is due to the fact
that the system of referential values of language units reflects the practical experience
of the entire community speaking this language. And since the situations of reality
in speech practice coincide more than they diverge, then the referential values reflecting
the same type of situations in different languages, in most cases also coincide. To a lesser
degree, pragmatic values are transmitted, since they are related to the category of
relationship. The attitude to the same situations can differ not only for individuals, but
for different language collectives, and therefore pragmatic values in different languages
may differ. However, official-business style texts are characterized by the preservation
of pragmatic values to the full extent. Intra-linguistic values are transmitted to the
minimum degree or may not be preserved at all. This is due to the fact that each language
is a kind of system, units and links of which are specific.

While editing bilingual documents, a specialist identifies errors in them. In the
course of the work, thus, sometimes one has to resort to changing words, phrases and
idiomatic expressions, i.e. we are talking about selecting the correct variant of contextual-
semantic units.

Our analysis of the language of texts of international treaties gives ground to
conclude that lexical units are potentially capable of manifesting themselves in various
types of semantic correspondences, such as:

1) equivalent contextual-semantic units;

2) partially equivalent contextual-semantic units: (many-valued, undifferentiated
and super-differentiated, with a difference in pragmatic meanings).

1. EQUIVALENT CONTEXTUAL-SEMANTIC UNITS

In texts relating to legal discourse, equivalent contextual-semantic units can be
singled out — “words that are mono-semantic and have only one lexical meaning in both
languages” [13. P. 75]. The examples of these may be:

— names of months, days of the week and numbers (January — siHBaps, Mon-
day — nonenensHuK, one thousand — onHa ThICSYA);

— international legal terms that can be characterized as legal terms that have been
unified in international legal documents and that are interpreted by governments equally
(extradition — evl0aua npecmynHukos);

— scientific and technical terms (hexenal — cexcenan, pyrrolidine — nupponudun,
hydrogen — 6000po0). For example, in the English language:

“Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans, hexachlorobenzene and poly-
chlorinated biphenyls are unintentionally formed and released from thermal processes
involving organic matter and chlorine as a result of incomplete combustion or chemical
reactions”.

In the Russian language:

“Henpeonamepernnoe 06pazosamue u b10poc OubeH30-n-0UOKCUHO8 U OUOEH30GYPaHOS,
2eKCaxnopOen301a U NOAUXTIOPUPOBAHHBIX OUDEHUTIO8 NPOUCXO0SAM NPU OCYUWeCmELeHUU
MEPMUYECKUX NPOYECCO8 8 NPUCYMCMEUL OP2AHUYECKO20 BeWecmed U Xaopa 6 pe3yibmame
HEeNOIHO20 C2OPAHUSA UM NPOXOHCOEHUSL XUMUYECKUX peakyull”.
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Sometimes the same term can refer to different scientific fields. In this case, spe-
cialists correlate the term with the corresponding area and establish the equivalence of
units, for example:

bill:

“The time of payment of a bill payable at a fixed period after sight is determined by
the date of acceptance or, if the bill is dishonored by non-acceptance, by the date of protest
or, if protest is dispensed with, by the date of dishonor”. «Cpok niamesica no nepesooHomy
8eKceo, NOOAeHCAueMy Onlame 8 YCMAaHOBIeHHbIIL NPOMENCYMOK PEMEHU Om NPedbsie-
JleHusl, onpeoesiemcst 0amou aKyenma, d 6 Ciydae omKasa 6 akyenme — Odmou npomecma
unu, eciu npomecm He mpebdyemcs, 0amou omkasa 6 akyenmey [14].

In this case, the two lexical-semantic variants differ in the context: a bill and an
account.

These kinds of words do not cause difficulties when editing texts, as trainees,
in essence, rely in the process of their comparison on “material that does not contain
differentiating features that could be inappropriately transferred from one language to
another” [15. P. 61].

The same group includes special lexis, which has a fixed variant in the language
of diplomatic legal documents in English and Russian, in particular: resolution —
pesonioyus; invite (in resolutions, conventions) — npeonacams, whereas — npunumas
60 BHUMAHUe, a party — cmopona, done — co8epuieHo.

“Done at Vienna, this eighteenth day of April one thousand nine hundred and sixty-one”.
“Coseputeno 6 Bene socemnadyamoeo anpess mvlcsaia 0e8simvCom mecmvOecsim nep-
6020 200a’’.

“For the purposes of this Convention statements made by and other conduct of a party
are to be interpreted according to his intent where the other party knew or could not have
been unaware what that intent was” [16]. “/ns yeneii hacmosiyeii Konsenyuu 3as61eHus
U UHoe nogeoenue CMOPOHbL MOJIKYIOMCA 6 COOMEEMCMEUU C €€ HAMEPEHUEM, eCllU dpyea}z
CMOPOHA 3HALA UU HE MOc2/ld He 3HAMb, KAKO60 Obi10 3mo HamepeHue .

Business standards widely used in the compared documents are presented in the
form of ready-made stamps and clichés. “Special business standards are subject to
terminology. It leads to the stability of word combinations and the impossibility of
replacing their components” [17. P. 92]. For example: denunciation of a treaty —
O0eHOoHcuposaHue 002060pa, provisional agenda — npedsapumenvHas nogecmka OHs;
Secretary General — I'enepanvuwiti Cexpemapy, to affix a seal — npunodscums newamu,;
to ratify a convention — pamuguyupoeams KOHEEHYUIO.

These business standards (stamps and clichés) in the process of training the skill
of compilation and editing official business documents should be memorized by heart.
The same kind of work should be done with Latin and French borrowings, for example:
ad hoc committee — ad hoc komumem, ad valorem duties — adsanepnvie nowtnunl,
de jure — Oe-1ope, 10puduecku; a posteriori — anocmepuopu, IMIUPUYECKU, U3 ONbIMQ,
nO Onvlmy; COntra pacem — NPomue Mupa,; res communis — oowjas eewn; res judi-
cata — NPuHYun HeOonyCmumMocmu.
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The components of such units are not perceived as being dismembered from the
grammatical point of view, the whole “unit is used in documents as a cliché, as a single
whole” [17. P. 94].

Naturally, a group of contextual-semantic units of this type is legitimate to refer
to equivalent units that have a fixed variant of use in international treaties.

A certain part of the contextual-semantic units is represented by phrases. These
contextual-semantic units are characterized by the fact that they “do not have any
semantic shifts, the value is made up of the values of the words individually included
in it, while they are not metaphorically reinterpreted and are not extensively applied,
there is no limitation (in any case, may not be) on the compatibility of separate elements,
the syntactic links are distinct and not obscured” [18. P. 36—37].

The stability of the contextual-semantic units-phrases is based on the regular
frequency in this discourse, which conditioned their ability to be reproduced in the speech
as “ready-made linguistic units”, in other words, the stability of the formal-grammatical
structure. For example: this agreement shall remain open for signature by the govern-
ments — Hacmosiuee Co2iauieHue OmKpbimo 05 NOONUCAHUS NPAGUMETbCINEAMU,
instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Director-General — 0okymenmol
0 pamughuxayuu nanpasaaomca I'enepanvnomy qupexmopy, this agreement shall
remain in force until denounced by one of the High Contracting Parties — nacmosuwee
coenawienue COXpansiemcsi 8 cuie 00 OeHoHcayuu e20 00Hou u3 Beicokux JJoeosapuea-
towuxca Cmopon; for the purpose of its obligations under the Convention — 6 yensax
(60 ucnonnenue) coux 0653amenbCme, GblMeKAWUX U3 KOHBECHYUU.

By themselves, contextual-semantic units related to the lexis of legal discourse
are complex in the sense that they are new to students. Consequently, students must
master distinctive Russian contextual and semantic units, as well as corresponding
English ones, which can be used in the texts of international treaties.

In the course of the diagnostic survey, the task was to select from the given series
of contextual-semantic units:

1) single-valued words having in both languages only one lexical meaning;

2) scientific and technical terms that are related to one area of activity;

3) special lexis, which has a fixed variant in the language of diplomatic legal
documents in English and Russian;

4) stamps and clichés, which cannot be replaced due to the stability of the com-
ponents included in these phrases.

The survey revealed that about 27% of students (16 out of 58 people) selected
incorrectly contextual-semantic units and determined the wrong equivalent. For example,
the initial words of the preamble, such as deeply concerned were given the equivalent
of 03a6ouennwiii, instead of evipasican ozabouennocms,; having examined — paccmom-
pennvitl instead of paccmompes; The present Convention shall be open to accession
by ... — Hacmosawas konseHyus 00ndcHa Obimb OMKpbIma 0Jis1 NPUCOEOUHEHUs ... In-
stead of Hacmosawas Konsenyus omxpwima ona npucoeounenus ... Inadequate replace-
ment of words, word combinations and phrases in the texts is explained by the lack of
solid knowledge among students of typical contextual-semantic units for linguistic
arrangement of texts of international treaties.
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2. PARTIALLY EQUIVALENT CONTEXTUAL-SEMANTIC UNITS

This group of lexical units includes many-valued contextual-semantic units.

The vast majority of words of any language is characterized by polysemy, and the
system of meanings of a word in one language, as a rule, does not completely coincide
with the system of meanings of words in another language. We have found out that
sometimes the range of meanings of a word in the English language is wider than that
of the corresponding word in Russian, i.e. the word in English has all the same meanings
as the word in the Russian language, but, in addition, there are meanings that are trans-
mitted in other words in Russian. This kind of polysemy is called inclusion [13. P. 77].
For example, according to the dictionary, xapaxkmep in Russian, like the English word
character, has the following meanings:

1) character (a set of mental properties of a person);

2) character (firmness, will);

3) character (property, quality, originality).

But the English noun character has more meanings:

4) reputation;

5) characteristic, written recommendation;

6) distinctive feature;

7) figure, personality;

8) literary image;

9) printed sign, letter, symbol — in the Russian language it is expressed in other
words.

The Russian word orcepmsa (victim) has the following correspondences in English:

1) sacrifice;

2) victim.

L.K. Latyshev in the book “Technology of Translation” [19] notes that the meaning
of a multi-valued word is clearly defined by a minimal context, so the polysemy of lexical
units does not create great difficulties with the choice of adequate correspondence for
the trainee leaning on the context. But in order to give an adequate equivalent of the
contextual-semantic unit of this subgroup, you must first determine the desired meaning,
and then within this meaning find a suitable variant for the context. The most common
were multi-valued words, in which the intersection of referential values in English and
Russian was noted. The aggregate values of a unit of one language may not cover the
entire volume of the unit value of the second language, i.e. part of the volume value
of a unit of the second language may not be covered by the totality of its dictionary
equivalents. This correspondence of values is fraught with an error in the choice of
the equivalent offered by the dictionary, if none of the options in this context is suitable.
For example: State Parties shall take into account the particular problems faced by rural
women and significant roles which rural women play in the economic survival of their
families...; I'ocyoapcmea-yuacmiuku nPpUHUMAom 60 HUMAHUe 0codble npodiembl,
¢ KOMOPLIMU CINATKUBAIOMCS HCCHUJUHDBL, NPOAICUBAIOUUE 8 CELCKOL MeCMHOCU,
U 3HAYUMETILHYIO POJlb, KOMOPYIO OHU USPAIOm 8 0DecnedeHul IKOHOMUYECcKo2o 01azo-
cocmosinus ceoux cemeli... [20]. None of the options offered by the dictionary for the
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translation of the word survival can be used in this context, and on the basis of the first
dictionary meaning of the word survival, one should find the necessary option: sur-
vival — standard of living — adequate level of well-being. In such cases, students
should extract the basic meaning of the word from the dictionary and then logically
output the contextual equivalent.

The complexity of editing bilingual texts of international documents was also
represented by contextually meaningful units with a wide undifferentiated meaning.
The meaning of this phenomenon is as follows: “One word of a language expressing
a broader (undifferentiated) concept, that is, denoting a broader class of denotata,
in another language may correspond to two or more words, each of which expresses
a narrower, differentiated concept comparing with the first language, that is, refers to
a more restricted class of denotata” [13. P. 78], for example: dero — affair, business,
work; occupation, pursuit, line; npocums — ask, beg, request.

In such cases, it is necessary to use a methodical comparison technique in teaching
practice, which helps to replace contextual-semantic units in Russian texts, since English
lexical units do not inherent in expressing the difference between certain concepts,
while in Russian this takes place, and more specific private concepts are used. For
example: He goes by car — On edem na mawune. He goes on foot — On uoem newixkom.

In some cases, a specialist could resort to replacing a lexical unit expressing
a narrow (differentiated) concept, with a broader meaning unit:

Each State Party shall ensure that its competent authorities proceed to a prompt and
impartial investigation, wherever there is reasonable ground to believe that an act of
torture has been committed in any territory under its jurisdiction. Kasxcooe eocyoapcmso-
ydyacmHuk 06607’16'—!1166167)’!, umobbl e2o KomMnemenmuvie Op2aHbl npoeoduﬂu 6blcmpoe
u 6ecnpucmpacmﬁoe pacmedoeanue, K020a UMEIOmcsi 00CMamoyHvle 0OCHOBAHUS NOAA-
2amv, YMoO NbIMKA ObLIA NPUMEHEHA HA T1000U meppumopuu, Haxoosaueucs noo e2o
ropucouKyuel.

Equivalence of bilingual texts assumes the greatest possible affinity not only of
the referential but also of the pragmatic value of correlated words, when the latter reflects
the speaker's attitude to the information contained in the word. Thus, pairs of words
were found which had the same object-logical value, but the pragmatic one differed
and was embodied, as a rule, through a certain stylistic characteristic differed. For
example: to end — to terminate, to begin — to commence.

As the results of the diagnostic survey showed, the task of which was:

1) to “include” a multi-valued (Russian and English) word in this context;

2) to choose for the given context (Russian and English) contextual-semantic unit
with a wide undifferentiated value;

3) to choose a stylistically justified contextual-semantic unit for the given context, —
equivalent units were particularly difficult for the students.

This is evidenced by the fact that 54% of students (32 out of 58 people) misused
them in the texts. For example: Bce eocyoapcmea mozym cuumamucs umerowumu npaso-
801l UHMepec 8 3awume 005A3aMenbCma 20CyOapcmed no OMHOUEHUIO K MENCOVHAPOO-
HoMY coobwecmsy 6 yenom. Omo obszamenvcmea erga omnes. Instead of the noun
obligations, the word engagements was used; Kozoa osicepmea asnsiemcs epancoanuHom
odanHozo eocyoapcmaa... . Instead of the noun victim the word sacrifice was used.
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3. NONEQUIVALENT CONTEXTUAL-SEMANTIC UNITS

By nonequivalent contextual-semantic units we mean lexical units (words and stable
word combinations) of one language that have neither complete nor partial equivalents
among lexical units of another language [13. P. 94]. For example, realities are understood
as “features of life, everyday routine, the government structure of each country, its
traditions, customs and beliefs — all that makes up its distinctive, national appear-
ance” [21. P. 8]. Lexis reflecting these realities belongs to the group of nonequivalent
contextual-semantic units.

With reference to the texts of legal discourse, contextual-semantic units that
designate only political institutions and social phenomena characteristic of a given
country are legitimate to be enlisted in this group. For the Russian Federation, the follow-
ing government institutions are characteristic: the Federal Assembly, the State Duma,
the Federation Council; for Great Britain: the House of Commons, the House of Lords;
for the USA: the Congress, The Senate, etc.

To the group of nonequivalent lexis, we also relate part of the national legal terms,
1.e. words and word-combinations with the help of which the contents of regulatory
and legal prescriptions of are expressed and fixed. For example: pationnwiii cyo (district
court) is known to the legislation of the Russian Federation and the legislation of the
Republic of Belarus, but unknown in the legislation of the United Kingdom and the
United States. Conversely, the terms that are known to the laws of the United States and
Great Britain, may be not specific to the laws of the Russian Federation and Belarus,
and also may not be reflected in the Russian language, for example: “court of assize”
(cynm accmzoB) — Division of the High Court hearing cases involving defendants accused
of felonies. The prosecution was initiated by magistrates: Courts of Assize are served
by judges who travel around county towns or by so-called Courts of Quarter Sessions,
which convene four times a year in a number of counties and boroughs.

For example, L.S. Barkhudarov notes that designations and concepts are included
in the Russian language: narama oowun — House of Commons, nopo-xparnumers
nevamu — Lord Privy Seal, cnuxep — Speaker and many other words and phrases.
They are of English origin and got their consolidation in dictionaries with the result that
they cannot be nonequivalent contextual-semantic units with respect to the Russian
language [13. P. 95]. This statement, in our view, is justified in order to translate, but
to edit bilingual texts of international treaties such words and phrases need to be replaced
both in the text of the contract and in the translation. This is due to the fact that an
international treaty can be implemented in the legal system of the government; i.e. the
implementation of international law norms in practical activities of governments and
other entities is carried out [22. P. 116].

Further in the field of view there are lexical units, which can be described as random
lacunae. These are the units of the dictionary of one language, which for some reason
do not correspond to the lexical composition of another language. They stand for the
concept to be translated into another language by a descriptive way, for example: the
word cymxku is transmitted either by specifying the number of hours, twenty-four hours,
or if the-clock action is highlighted, by the word combination day and night.
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In general, nonequivalent lexis can be transmitted to another language in such
ways as: transliteration and transcription: acceptance — axyenm, offer — ogepma, It is
generally more difficult to conclude that there has been an acceptance than that there
has been an offer. —Boobwe copazdo mpyonee ycmanosums Haiudue aKkyenma, yem
ogepmul; endorsement — unooccamenm, A restrictive endorsement cannot be
changed. — Ocpanuuennvliii UHOOCCAMEHmM He Modcem Obimb usmeHeH, calquing:
grand jury — boavwoe ducropu, backbencher — 3aoneckameeunux,; brain drain —
ymeuka mo3206,; descriptive translation: act of God — cmuxuiinoe 6eocmsue, oelicmsue
HenpeoooauMol cuvl, gopc-maxcop,; landslide — nobeoa na evibopax ¢ bonbuium
nepesecom 2onocos, brinkmanship uckyccmeo oepocams mup Ha eparu 6ounbsl; close
translation: solicitor — nosepennulii, cmpanuuii, adgokam.

However, many students — 46% (26 of 58 people) — had difficulties in choosing
the correct variant of the contextual-semantic unit of this group. This is understandable,
because the goal of achieving the authenticity of the texts of international treaties is
in equal understanding by the parties that conclude the treaty. For example, if the term
“magistrate court” is used in the text of an international treaty in English, then in the
translation of the text the use of the term maecucmpamckuii cyo or muposotui cyo would
be wrong from a professional point of view, because Russian and Belarusian judicial
systems are not familiar with such an institution. In case of difficulties, it is necessary
to correct both texts, that is, to replace the term known to one law and unknown to
another, with the term with a broader meaning: magistrate court and muposoii cyo can
be replaced by cyoebnwiii opean, 6 opucouxkyuu komopozo Haxooumcs OaHHvle 0ena —
a judicial body which jurisdiction covers such cases or ynoiHOMoO4eHHbI OpeaH —
authorized body. Sometimes translation is possible, when a detailed description of the
meaning of terms is given or “the term in brackets is given in a different language, this
way conditionally putting the sign of equality between the meanings of both terms”
[23. P. 48].

When fixing nonequivalent contextual-semantic units, one should take into account
its connection with other units in the sentence. Often the replacement of one unit leads
to the need to replace other units of the sentence, respectively, morphological and
syntactic changes occur. It is known that in the sentence words are connected with each
other through a syntactic link, word combinations can be stable or free. “In free word
combinations words retain their meanings, so when translating such word combinations
it is important to know the translation of their constituent components™ [24. P. 58]. But
the elements of the word combination are often in complex semantic relations with
each other, and the choice of an adequate equivalent for translation should be determined
by “the norms of semantic matching, which in linguistics is understood as the rule
requiring that the components of the phrase contain general semes or at least not
contradictory with each other” [25. P. 25]. When fixing a word combination, which
for a number of reasons does not have a direct equivalent, one should first find the key
word in the phrase. Further on, if the difficulty is caused by the definitive word, and
not by the key word, it is necessary to use the rule of semantic matching. According
to this rule, students need to establish the meaning of the definitive word, the seme
in its semantic structure, which should be realized in the context of the translated word
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combination, and then they should replace the inappropriate word combination with
the one having a similar seme. For example: noomeepacoams mesxncoynapoonuwlii 0o-
206op — to ratify a treaty, noomeepacoams obeureHue ¢ cyoe — to substantiate
a charge. In these examples, for different key words, the same defining word is used,
and both word combinations have a common seme ‘to confirm the correctness of some-
thing’. At the same time, they also have differential semes: in the first case, this is ‘to seal
by signatures’, and in the second case, the differential seme is ‘to provide facts to con-
firm something’. Obviously, the considered transformations were carried out at the level
of component equivalence, i.e. trainees had to understand that in Russian and English
the meaning may not be a word as such, but a semantic attribute, and when it is the only
one, different words are used for its transmission.

During the comparison of texts, contextual and semantic units were distinguished
at the level of word combinations with formal non-expressiveness of semantic compo-
nents. In this case, you need to use the methodical addition method. In particular, in the
documents of the official business style, there are often attributive word combinations,
the first member of which can be expressed in Russian otherwise — not by a word but
by a subordinate clause or a participial construction. For example: oil countries —
cmpanbl, npouszsodsuue Hegpmo, wage deadlock — mynuxk, 6 Komopwiti 3aunu nepezo-
80pbl 0 nogvlueHuu 3apabomuotii niamsi; Peace Observation Commission — Komuccus,
ocywecmenaowas HadaodeHue 3a noodepacanuem mupa;, World Food Council —
Bcemupnwvui Cosem, 3anumarowuiicss 60npocamu npooo8oIbCmMeus.

The opposite method — onywenue (omission) — was used in the presence of
semantic redundancy of contextual-semantic units, i.e. when a literal translation with
their preservation would be contrary to the norms of the language. For example:
Bempeua na evicuiem yposne — Summit.

“The choice of the grammatical form in translation depends not only and not so
much on the grammatical form of the original as on the nature and meaning of lexical
units receiving a certain grammatical form in the statement” [26. P. 150]. Because of
this, grammatical units of the Russian or English languages may have no single corre-
spondences that are constantly or in most cases would be used in translation, when
the given unit appears in the original.

When editing official-business style texts, a very common methodical technique
involving the replacement of parts of speech can be used. It is convenient to consider
this using the example of prepositional-attributive phrases. In two-termed word-combi-
nations, the first term can be expressed in Russian by:

— an adjective: emergency meeting — 6HeouepeoHoe/IKCMPEHHOe 3aCe0anue;

— a noun with preposition: disarmament conference — xongepenyus no pasopy-
JHCEHUIO;

— a noun in the genitive case: incomes policy — noaumuxa 0oxooos, budget
increase — ysenuuenue 0l00xcema.

In the latter case, in addition to replacing the part of the speech, the elements were
also rearranged in the word combination, i.e. the arrangement of elements in the text
in one language in comparison with the text in the other language was changed.
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CONCLUSIONS

The study of the special aspects of the legal discourse and lexis used in it shows
that the lexical unit is a way of storing information and actualizes certain vision and
knowledge of the situation. Our analysis of official and business documentation made
it possible to determine the main language means of lexical level (equivalent contextual-
semantic units, partially equivalent contextual-semantic units, nonequivalent contex-
tual-semantic units) for creating authentic texts of international treaties.

The results of the diagnostic survey revealed a number of difficulties encountered
by students in using contextual-semantic units in texts of legal discourse, which led to
the development of a special set of exercises to develop the skills necessary to create
authentic texts of international treaties. Particular attention is paid to working with
partially equivalent units of the Russian and English languages.

A recommendation for students is to work at creating their own individual
vocabulary of partially-equivalent and nonequivalent lexis of the English language.

© Anonuesa H.B., Epmomun FO.A.
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OCOBEHHOCTU PABOTbI
C IEKCUYECKUM YPOBHEM TEKCTA
IOPUANYHECKOIO ANCKYPCA
HA AHITTMMCKOM U PYCCKOM AA3bIKAX

H.B. Auonuesa, I0.A. Epmominn

Poccuiickuit yHUBepcUTET APYKOBI HAPOIOB
11198 Mockea yn. Muxnyxo-Maxnas, 6, Poccus

B Hacrosmieil craTbe paccMaTpHBAeTCs JIEKCUKA IOPUINYECKOro JUCKypca. MaTepuaioM Hccieo-
BaHUS SBIJIMCH PE3YJIBTATHI OMPOCa CTYAEHTOB IOpUANIECcKOro dakyipreTa Poccuiickoro yHuBepcHTETa
JPY>KObl HAPOJOB, MMEIOIINX HABBIKM COCTAaBIICHHUS U MEPEBOA FOPUIUYECKUX TEKCTOB, B YACTHOCTH,
MEXK/IyHapOIHBIX JIOTOBOPOB. B orpoce npuHsun yyactue 58 CTYAEHTOB TPETHEro M YETBEPTOro KypCoB
OakanaBpuara. AHaJIN3 Pe3yJIbTaTOB OMPOca MOKa3al HAJIMYNE CHCTEMHBIX OIMIMOOK U BBISBHII HEKOTOPHIE
poOJIEeMHBIE 00JIACTH MCTIOJIB30BaHMS JIGKCHUECKUX SIMHHUIL [IPU HAITMCAHUU M PEJAKTUPOBAHHU TEKCTOB
naHHoro tuna. OOBEKTOM HCCIIeIOBaHUS CTall FOPUIMYECKUI JUCKYPC Ha PYCCKOM M aHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKaX.
IIpenmerom mccaeqoBaHuUs SABUIACH JIEKCHKA MEKIYHAPOJHBIX JOKYMEHTOB M €€ IEepeBOJ Ha PYCCKHM
W QHTJIMICKUH SI3BIKH. AKTYaJIbHOCTD ITPOBEJCHHOTO aHAJIN3a MOJCPKUBACTCS HHCTUTYLIMOHATIbHBIM
XapaKTepoM TEKCTOB IOPUIMYECKOr0 JIUCKYPCa, T.€. HEOOXOIUMOCTBIO COOMIOIEHUS! ONIPEIEICHHBIX PaBHUII
1 peXuMa KOMMYHHKAIHH, a TaKKe MPECKPUNTUBHON (QyHKIHEH TEKCTOB IOPUANYECKOro AUCKYypca,
KOTOpast TpeOyeT NMpu HMCMOIb30BAHUHU JIGKCHUECKUX €IMHHII OCOOCHHOW TOYHOCTH U OTCYTCTBUS
KOHTEKCTHOW CHHOHUMHUH.

ABTOpBI CTaTh KJIACCU(PHIIPOBAIH JIEKCHKY TAHHOTO THIIA TEKCTOB, IIOTEHIUAIBHO CIIOCOOHYIO
KOpPEJIUPOBAaTh B TEKCTE-UCTOUHUKE U TEKCTE-TIEPEBO/IE, KaK SKBUBAJICHTHYIO KOHTEKCTYaJIbHO-CMBICIIOBYIO,
YAaCTHYHO KBUBAJIEHTHYIO KOHTEKCTYAIbHO-CMBICIIOBYIO H 0€33KBHBAJICHTHYIO KOHTEKCTYaJIbHO-CMBICIIOBYIO
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JIEKCHKY, IIPEJUIOXKIIN €€ ONUCAHUE 110 THIIaM U IPHUBEIH NPUMEpPhl. BHIBOIOM SBUIICS TE€3UC O TOM, UTO
HEOOXOAUM CIelUaIbHBIN KOMIIIEKC yIIPpaKHEHUH, HAaIIPaBIEHHBIM Ha BHIPAOOTKY HEOOXOAUMOrO HaBbIKA
muddepeHnanry JIEKCHIECKUX €INHHUI Ha TUIIBI M UX MIEPEBOJI C YIETOM THIIOBOH NPHHAIIE)KHOCTH
B CO3/1aBa€MOM U pelakTHUpyeMoM TekcTe. HeoOxoaumoit pexomenaamueil Ui cTyJeHTOB OyIeT Takxe
co3/laHue COOCTBEHHOI'0 MHAMBUIYAIBHOIO CI0Bapsl YaCTUYHO-3KBUBAJICHTHON U 0€33KBUBAICHTHON
JIEKCUKH aHTJIMHCKOTO s13bIKa. [0 pe3yspTaTtaM mcciieoBaHus ObIUIO co3/1aHo yueOHoe mocodue.

KiroueBble c/10Ba: IOpHIIIECKAN UICKYPC, JIEKCHIECKH YPOBEHD, YKBUBAIICHTHBIE KOHTEKCTYallb-

HO-CMBICJIOBBIC COWHHUIIBI, YACTUYHO 3KBHUBAJICHTHBIC KOHTCKCTYaJIbHO-CMBICJIIOBBIC €IMHUIIBI, 0€39KBHU-
BaJICHTHBIC KOHTCKCTYaJIbHO-CMBICJIOBbIC €ANHUILIBI, pyCCKI/Iﬁ A3BIK, AHTJIUHACKUN SI3BIK
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