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The article focuses on analysing Eurolect as a linguistic phenomenon of the EU legal discourse. Special attention is
given to reasoning its scientific labelling given to the phenomenon. Considering Eurolect a separate language system in
the process of formation, its lexico-semantic and morphological features are studied in terms of its comparative analysis

with the donor-language (English).
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CraTbs NOCBsILLEHa aHanu3y NMUMHIBUCTUYECKOTO SIBMEHWs npaBoBoro auckypca EC — eBponekta. BHMMaHue KoHLEH-
TpupyeTcs Ha nNpobneme 060CHOBaHMS HAy4YHOrO TUTYNOBaHUSA SBMeHNUs. PaccmaTpuBasi eBponekT Kak OTAEmNbHY S3bl-
KOBYHO CUCTEMY B MPOLIECCE CTAHOBIIEHMS, aBTOPbI aHANM3MPYIOT €e NMEKCUKO-CeMaHTUYeckne u Mopdonormyeckmne 0co-
GEHHOCTM NyTeM KOMNapaTUBHOMO COMOCTaBIEHMS C SI3bIKOM-AOHOPOM (aHITUIACKNI).

KntoueBble crnoBa: eBpoIekT, NpotheccoHasibHbIi S3blk, NpaBoBon Anckypc EC, aeBraums, Nekcuko-ceMaHTUYECKIA

CABUr, HOMUHanM3auusa.

€roposa 0., Bina 0.10. MOBHI AEBIALIIi ?PAXOBOI MOBW EBPONEKT B AHITTIOMOBHOMY AIUCKYPCI
CraTTs NpMCcBsYEHa aHasi3y MOBHOIO siBMLLA npaBHWYoro auckypcy €C — eBponekTy. PokycyeTbes yBara Ha npobnemi
06rpyHTYBaHHS! HAyKOBOTO TUTYNyBaHHS siBMLLA. Po3rnsaatym eBPONeKT SK OKPEMY MOBHY CUCTEMY B MPOLIEC CTAHOB-
NEHHS1, aBTOPW aHani3ytoTb ii NEKCUKO-CEMaHTUYHI Ta MOPONOriYHi 0COBMMBOCTI LLNSIXOM KOMMNapPaTUBHOIO 3iCTaBMEHHS

3 MOBO-JOHOPOM (@HITIINCLKOIO).

KniovoBi cnoBa: eBponekT, haxoBa MOBa, NpaBHWYMiA auckypc €C, aesiaLis, NEeKCUKO-CEMaHTUYHWI 3CyB, HOMIHanI-

3auis.

Introduction. Nowadays, when the European
integration is a key and stable foreign policy
priority of Ukraine, the European Union is one
of the main interests for the whole Ukrainian
community whose attention is focused not
only on the EU as a geopolitical phenomenon
but also on the cultural and language matters
concerning the member countries. Despite the
linguacultural variety and heterogeneity of the
member countries within the EU, the European
Community has managed to find common lan-
guage, both figuratively and literally. Eurolect
has become such a kind of supranational
language.

Considering the general character of the Euro-
pean integration tendencies in the economic and
socio-cultural spaces of modern Ukraine, ever
more attention should be given to the matters of
systemic organization of the EU legal language
continuum as long as integration and adjustment
to this legal framework is one of the foreground
long-term tasks of the Ukrainian national legal
system.

Analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. As a linguistic phenomenon Eurolect has
been put under consideration in a number of
foreign and inland researches. The issue of the
Eurolect's impact on other EU languages has
been especially highlighted within such projects
as L. Mori’s Eurolect Observatory or L. Biel’s
Polish Eurolect. In their studies, A. Trosborg
and P. Jesenska are severely critical of Eurolect
as a linguistic phenomenon that hampers the
understanding of the EU texts. On the contrary,
I. Jedrzeowska approaches Eurolect as a lingua
franca for the whole European community and
the author of the term Eurolect himself, Rodger
Goffin, emphasizes the professional character of
its application on the terminological and concep-
tual levels.

Eurolect has long been primarily in the focus
of terminological studies (S. Chirimbu, E. Radai-
Kovacs, O. I. Cherednichenko, V. I. Roman-
chenko, A. L. Hidora etc.); however, the ways
of lexical harmonization of the EU legal texts
in the course of their translating into other lan-
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guages have also drawn attention of both theo-
rists and practitioners of translation. Thus, the
Slovak researcher Klaudia Bedharova-Gibova
in her studies provides reasoning for discrimi-
nating between translating common legal texts
and EU legal texts, whereas L. Biel, R. Corre,
A. L. Kjaer, M. Kajzer, D. Kozbial, A. Tosi,
E. Wagner, K. Wasilewska, D.S. Kasianenko
etc. have been investigating into the Eurolect’s
influence on the language of national law and the
issues of adequate rendering the EU law acts in
other languages.

Despite a vast number of profound studies
on different aspects of Eurolect, there is still no
unanimity between the researchers as to discrim-
inating the notions and the corresponding phe-
nomena of Eurolect, Eurojargon, Eurospeak,
Eurobable, Eurofog. In the focus of these studies,
little attention so far has been given to describing
lexical and lexico-grammatical deviations of
English Eurolect from its prime donor-language.

Setting the objectives. This article aims at
defining language deviations of Eurolect from
the norms of the standardized British English.
Thus, this research features both identification
and analysis of lexico-semantic and lexico-gram-
matical deviations of Eurolect in the context of
the English-speaking continuum.

Results and discussion of the research.
Despite the EU multilingualism policy, i.e. the
legal equality of all twenty-four official EU lan-
guages, the efficient and well-coordinated work
of all EU institutions seems impossible providing
the use of all official languages at once. An imme-
diate response to the challenges of today requires
reducing the numbers of the languages actively
used in legal context. Over the decades, English,
French and German have established themselves
as such procedural languages in the discourse
of the EU law-making. A particular role here
plays English which is not only a tool of global
and “intra-European” communication between
the nations, but also a medium of information
exchange among the EU institutions, and their
communication with those of the non-member
countries (EU applicants as well).

Such dominant position of English in the
language continuum of the EU authorities
has made this language the heart of the most
noticeable linguistic phenomena studied within
Eurolinguistics. We claim that the English used
in the EU legal context should be considered
a separate variant of the language marked by
idiosyncrasies. Close collaboration of the offi-
cials, coming from different member states,
gave rise to a kind of “interlingual assimila-

tion” [11, p. 106]. In the case of legal English
used in the EU, it has become affected by other
European languages. Such kind of linguistic
behaviour is called linguistic shifts as they rep-
resent the language deviations from the norms
of English on the various language levels.
Accumulation of such differences has made for
defining a kind of EU legal English language
called in this study Eurolect but also termed
in different sources as Eurospeak, Eurojargon,
Eurolanguage, Euro-rhetoric, Euro-legalese,
Euromorphology, Union legalese, EUese,
EU legal language, eurofog, [2, p. 76], euro-
bable, euro-waffel etc.

The terms Eurofog, Eurobable and alike high-
light the communicative value of the language in
the EU legal discourse. Being derogatory in their
semantics, they underline the lack of its clarity
for both outsiders (specialists not from the Com-
mission or other EU institutions) and the general
public. In scientific works and media, such terms
are frequently used for denoting the worst kind
of bureaucratese to which the EU institutions
have responded by the Fight the Fog campaign
[5] aimed at making the drafting of EU legal
texts clearer and more comprehensive to all their
potential beneficiaries.

European researchers have still not reached
unanimity as to how to treat the phenomenon.
Many researchers tend to use the term Eurojargon
for labelling the specific language of the EU legal
discourse. In her studies, M. Kajzer refers to
Eurojargon as a variety of language augmented
by the terms used specifically in the EU context
and terms that in the EU context acquire a new
meaning; a variety, which is open to lexical and
phraseological innovations and is strongly influ-
enced by EU official languages [8, p. 468]. To
some extent synonymous term Eurospeak also
touches the lexical aspects of the Euro-English as
such “coined to describe European Union inven-
tions and concepts which have no exact parallel
at national level” [5].

Many researchers hold the opinion that the
term Eurolect defines the language of all EU
legal documents but, considering the fact that
the EU has twenty-four official languages and
its legal acts are not published in one language,
such definition cannot be considered accurate
[1, p. 401]. The Slovak linguist P. Jesenska
regards FEurolect as the accumulation of terms
and official word-combinations that are used by
the EU clerks [7, p. 401] and the Greek scientist
V. Sosoni defines Eurolect as a specific language
of the EU law with its own conceptual system
[10, p. 213].
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Taking into account R. Goffin’s neutral
approach to defining eurolect and M. Dobkiew-
icz’s neat remark that “eurojargon has not shaped
its own grammar, which is a definitional crite-
rion of a language” [4, p. 297], in this paper we
refer to Eurolect as to a geopolitical variant of the
English language that has developed and is being
used in the administrative environment of the EU
and is marked by a specific vocabulary and mor-
phology (though in the process of formation).

In its formation, functioning and development
Eurolect primarily rests on English, especially its
vocabulary. On appearing in a new conceptual
and linguistic environment, these transplanted
lexical units acquire new meanings due to the
necessity to refer new unique objects and phe-
nomena. Such change of semantics is called
semantic shift.

To analyse the character of semantic shifts
of the Eurolect units we organized a sample of
the 88 most widespread lexical units found in
eurotexts. The guide Misused English Words and
Expressions by Jeremy Gardner [6] served as the
main source of sampling.

Analysis of the sample proves metaphori-
zation to be the most typical form of semantic
shift. The context of English Eurolect primarily
features metaphorical shifts that are based on like-
ness of functions or actions (transplantation of
meaning from some field of human activity into
the field of EU activity): actor (a person whose
profession is acting on the stage, in movies or on
television— a person, that is generally involved
into any activity within the definite field), mod-
ulation (a process of changing from one tonic or
tonal center to another — increase or decrease),
dean (the person with significant authority over
a specific academic unit — the President of the
Court of Auditors).

Metaphorical shifts are frequently the results
of meaning transfers based on model “con-
crete” <> “abstract” and contrariwise. Examples
of such metaphoric lexico-semantic transposi-
tions are such linguistic units as fo elaborate (to
develop, to think smth. thoroughly — to make
a plan, a draft etc.) and to externalize (to be
expressed externally — to co-operate with an
outsourcing company for providing some work).

Semantic shifts on the basis of absolute
change of the denotatum form one more group
of semantic changes. Thus, being transplanted
English language units appear in a new concep-
tual environment where they start verbalizing the
concepts different from the conceptual world-
view peculiar to that of the donor-language. One
of the reasons for this is seen in the influence

exerted on English by other European languages,
primarily French and German. For example,
under the influence of German and French lan-
guages (Instanz, instance) the noun instance has
developed the meaning “executive body” along
the general meaning “example, a particular sit-
uation, demand”. Another example is the adjec-
tive eventual which under the influence of the
semantic load of the German lexeme eventuell
developed the meaning of “possible”.

Two more types of semantic changes found
in Eurolect are generalisation (expansion of
meaning) and specialisation (narrowing of
meaning). For instance, the noun nofe (“small
office memo”) features expansion of meaning
in eurotexts where it refers to any official letter
regardless of its volume.

Specialisation is a type of meaning change
opposite to generalization. Examples of this kind
of semantic shifts are such lexical units as actual
(existing, real — present-day), aid (help — (pl)
subsidies), enterprise (business activity — firm,
company) etc.

The examples of semantic changes featuring
horizontal shift are not frequent but still can be
found in the system of Eurolect. A. Blank defines
horizontal shift as a blurred conceptual moti-
vation for the semantic change. Speakers make
transfers without being aware of it, because their
knowledge about the limits of these concepts
and the respective categories is momentarily or
permanently blurred [3, p. 77]. An example of
such a type of horizontal shift in Eurolect is a
language unit contractual, used in particular in
the word-combination contractual agents with
the meaning “[the workers who work] under the
contract”. In English the adjective contractual is
used to denote objects bound by a type of agree-
ment or contract but it never refers to people.

The professional sub-language of the EU is
constantly developing as it is used for drafting
the EU acts. It suggests the idea that the gram-
matical organization of the language is under-
going changes and development as well. As long
as Eurolect is used in public speeches and official
writing, certain grammatical means function for
achieving textual cohesion. One of such means,
according to eurolinguists, is the phenomenon of
nominalisation.

In grammar, nominalisation is defined as a kind
of word-building tool realising a change of lex-
ico-grammatical class of the word (mainly verb)
toward substantivisation. The supporters of trans-
formational grammar also consider transforming
of a verb into a noun group an instance of nom-
inalisation [9, p. 69], e. g. to use — to make use.
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For this research we took two legal texts in
English: Council conclusions on the role of
early childhood education and primary educa-
tion in fostering creativity, innovation and dig-
ital competence as an example of the EU legal
discourse and Childcare Act 2016 as the case of
Great Britain. Both texts were scanned for nomi-
nalisation cases. The analysis revealed 41 unique
examples of nominalisation in the eurotext com-
paring to 28 examples in the British legal act. The
comparative analysis also proved that the text
performed in Eurolect accumulates more verbal
noun groups (22 linguistic units in comparison
with 15 ones). These are mainly introduced by
the units fo promote, to provide, to contribute:
to promote the use < to use, to promote ful-
fillment — to fulfill, to provide approach <«
to approach, to contribute to improving < to
improve, to give consideration «— to consider.
Although nominalisation is criticized by the
organizers and supporters of Fight the Fog cam-
paign, this approach to text organisation is still
extensively in drafting eurotexts. We believe that
this situation is stipulated by several reasons.

From the point of view of syntactic organi-
sation of the text, nominalisation is an efficient
way to make the syntax more “compact” and
avoid complex sentences. Stylistically, the use
of nominalisation allots officialism and abstract
character to the drafted text. Moreover, the use of
nominalised structures is supposed to highlight
the described phenomena rather than actors or
actions connected with these phenomena. Hence,
due to nominalisation, texts implement the con-
cepts of speech economy and formalism.

Alongside nominalisation Eurolect features
some other grammatical deviations both on the
morphological and syntactic levels. They are
noticeably less frequent, but still represent quite
striking deviations from the standards of the
English language. The most typical grammat-
ical feature of Eurolect is the change of the cat-
egory of number of nouns. The study of gram-
matical shifts in the system of eurolect exposes
instances of pluralisation of non-count nouns —
the case common tin non-native-speaker Eng-
lishes: competency — competencies, aid —
aids, precision — precisions, verification —
verifications etc.

In our opinion, the main reason of such devi-
ations in the category of number is the multicul-
tural environment of the EU and the influence of
other languages, primarily German and French.
In this way, the language unit aid in the meaning
of “help, support” is a non-count in English. Influ-
enced by the French norms where it is a countable

noun (aide — aides), lexeme aid in eurolect also
assumes the role of a countable noun. The same
applies to the nouns competences (from French
competence — competences), verifications (from
German Uberpriifung — Uberpriifungen), prefi-
nancing (from German Vorfinanzierung — Vorfi-
nanzierungen). Thus, the intralingual changes of
grammatical behaviour of Eurolect lexemes are
greatly caused by the outer factors.

Conclusions. English, being the dominant
procedural language of the EU, has also become
the core donor-language for providing namings
for the newly coined concepts of the EU reality.
Taking into account the fact that the EU operates
in different languages, English used in this con-
text is under a constant influence of other Euro-
pean languages. This new form of the English
language is considered a separate variety of Eng-
lish used in the EU legal context. This variety is
stipulated by a number of lexico-semantic and
lexico-grammatical deviations from the stand-
ardized variants of English found on different
language levels.

Most obvious lexico-semantic changes are
the results of meaning shifts (metaphorisation,
change of denotatum, generalisation, special-
isation etc.). Among grammatical deviations
nominalisation seems to obtain the most potent
features as to organising both syntax and style
of the eurotexts. The EU language pluralism
has affected the grammar norms of the English
spoken in the legal context of the EU as one of
the most striking features of it is the shift in the
category of number of countable and uncount-
able nouns.

Thus, unique linguistic character of Eurolect
stipulates importance of studying its deviations
on all language levels to provide a faithful inter-
pretation of eurotexts in other languages and to
ensure alignment of EU law with the norms of
national law systems of both member states and
applicants to the EU.
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