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KaHauaaT (QUIONOTTYHUX HAYK
J[Hinponemposcvkuil 0epacasHul
VHIgepcumem 6HYmMpIUHIX Cnpag

MNPABOBUI KOHTEKCT ONOBIJAHHSA
IBAHA ®PAHKA «Z10 CBITJIA!»

BaxnuBuMm acnekToM HaBuaHHS MaWOyTHIX (paxiBI[IB MPABOOXOPOHHOI
chepu JISTBHOCTI € BHUBYCHHS ICTOpii HAINOrO CYCIUIBCTBA B IIPAaBOBOMY
KOHTEKCTI, fika 3aikcoBaHa B NHCHBMOBHUX ICTOPHUUHHMX JDKEpENaX, a TaKOXK
YacTKOBO B XYAOXHIM JiTepatypi, fKa € BIAOUTTSIM ICTOPUYHUX mNOAiA. Tomy
O3HAHOMJICHHS 37100yBayiB BUIOT OCBITH 3 TBOPaMHU YKPaiHCHKHX MUCbMEHHHKIB €
HEOOX1THUM €TIEMEHTOM HaBYaHHS.

VY XynoxHi# Mmpo3i ykpaiHCbKOro mnuchbMeHHUKa I[Bana SkoBuya Dpanka
YacTHHA TBOPIB MPUCBAYEHA BUKPUTTIO Baj cycnuibecTBa [Nammumuam kinnsg XIX
CTOJITTSI, 30KpeMa HecIpaBeAIuBOro yB’ si3HeHHs (onoBimanHs «[lanTamaxay, «Ha
nH», «Jlo cBitialy, BipiioBa 30ipka « TIOpeMH1 COHETHY), 3 METOIO HEAOIMYIICHHS
CBaBULIS YpS/IOBOTO MPOIIAPKY Ta 3aXMCTY MpaB HACENEHHsS. AJKE YKpaiHCBhKi
CEJISTHU HEPIAKO CTaBaJId >KEPTBAMH HECIIPaBENIMBOTO Cyay a0o HaBiTh 0e3 cydy
omuHsuHC B TIopMi. Cam [. @paHko OyB TaKo KEPTBOIO, TPHUUI 3aapeIITOBAHU.
HecnpaBennmBo 3BUHYBAaYeHUN y HAJIEKHOCTI O TAEMHOTO TOBApUCTBa BiH OYB
3aapemrToBanuii 'y 1977 p. imepeOyBaB y B’A3HHUINI 8§ MICAIIB, MTPOTATOM
JIOCYJIOBOTO PO3CIiyBaHHs, a IMCJS TOTO 3aCy/PKEHUN Ha 6 THXKHIB apeliTy.

Ha mouatky BepecHs 1989 p. I. ®panko, nepedyBaroun y TIOpMi BTpETE,
HanucaB Bipil «byB Bedip, MU B Ka3Hi BXKe CIaTH JISITIN...», (hadyia sikoro i nsria
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B ocHOBY onoBimanHs «J[o cBitinal» (1989 p.). ¥V TBopi 300pakeHO IEKiIBKOX 0Ci0,
SKi ONMUHWJIKCA B ONHIM TropeMHii kamepi. Cepen HUX — HIICTHAMISTHPIYHUMA
XIIOIIE b flocmco, JIOJISI SIKOTO 1 CTAa€ TOJIOBHUM 00’ €KTOM yBaru oroBijaya.

B omnoBinanH1 300pakeHO CTpalIHUN 1 HECTIPABEAJIUBUYN IUIAX, SKUM T'epoit
MOTpaIuB A0 TIOPMH. JeTaabHO OnMMcaHi i Bpakarodi Jii, 3HYIIAHHS, >KaHIapMiB,
B SIKHX TIepeBaXayio (i3MUHE HACWILIA: «...BiH TSHKKHM CBOIM IT'ICTYKOM YyJapWB
MEHE B JIMIIE TaK, 110 5 BiApa3y BIIaB Ha 3€MJIIO 1 KpoB’ 10 oO1utsiBes» [T.18, ¢.103];
«['HaB (>kaHmapM) MeEHE CBOTOJHI BiI paHa, Maibke Troioro U 0ocoro,
Mopo3oM...buB MmeHe pemeneM...» [T.18, ¢.103]

AJie, HAUTOJIOBHINIUM, 3BUYANHO, € po3risya il anani3 [. dpankoM mpaBoBOi
CTOPOHH KUTTS CyCITIIBCTBA, B SIKOMY JIFOJIMHA 0€3 TpoIIeil He Maa KOJHHUX MPaB.
Boanouac mMchbMEHHMK Hamarabcsl MOKa3aTH HACKUIBKH TAMYIIOI MOTJa OyTH
Taka JIIOJWHA, 1 0 MPArHeHHs 10 HaBYAaHHS MOTJIO BUBECTH HAa HOBWIM MA0eIb
PO3BUTKY CYCIIILCTBA. AJle 1€l po3BUTOK OyB 3ynuHeHHH. Tak, B onmoBigaHH1 «J{o
cBitaly Mockko GyB YOWTHIl HAarysIqaueM TIOPMH 3a Te, IO HAOIM3HMBCS 10 BiKHA
3 METOI0 4uTaTH KHury. Harnsamau He 3HaB, mo MOCHKO YMTaB, HAGMIKATHCS JIO
BikHa Oyno Hemo3BoJieHO. Takuii ¢QiHanm Mae aneropuyHe 3a0apBlICHHS 1
BiToOpakae B IIJIOMY CYyCHUIBHY CUTYaIlif0 TOroyacHoi ['annuunmu.
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Kpiuxkep O. 1O.

KaHJIUJaT ICTOPUYHUX HAYK

Yepracbkuti iHCMumym nojicexicHoi besnexu
imeni I'epoie Yopnoouns HYI[3Y

LEGAL TERMINOLOGY IN AMERICAN AND BRITISH
VARIETIES OF ENGLISH

Teaching English as a foreign language to law students is usually quite a
challenging experience because of several factors. The first one is subjective: many
students did not even try to study foreign languages at school because, as they
often say, “we have not been planning to live or work abroad or become
translators”. Secondly, even having a relatively good command of General English
does not mean being able to comprehend Legal English, to say nothing of the
written legal documents with their extremely long sentences, and an abundance of
complex grammatical constructions. And on top of that is the third factor — the
difference between American and British English legal language.

This study aims at differentiating the lexical scope of both language varieties
in the field of American and British legal documents, although, in the real
classroom it would be better to start with getting students acquainted with the
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