JIMHI' BUCTHYECKHUE ITOKA3ATEJIN HHTEPIIPETAIINUU
B MEXJIYHAPOJHOM ITPABOBOM JIUCKYPCE
(na maTtepuaJjie nocranosiaeHuil EBponeiickoro Cyna no npaBam 4e/jioBeKa)

IIpycakosa H.B.
bynanemrckuii yuuepcuret uM. Jlopanga Oteema, r. byjanemr

Crarpsi MOCBsIIIIEHa MpoOJeMe HHTEPIPETAUA MEXIyHApOJIHO-TIPaBOBBIX TEKCTOB. B dokyce
BHUMAaHUsl — JIMHTBUCTHYECKUE TOKa3aTesln (Mapkepbl) uHTeprperauud. Ha ocHoBanuu ananmusa
TEKCTOB MoctaHoBieHud EBpomeiickoro Cyna 1mo mpaBaM 4ellOBeKa HaWJEHbl yKa3aHUs Ha
CyOBEKTBHl MHTEPIIPETAlMU U MX TOYKY 3PEHHUS], ONPEICJICHbl CTAJUU MPOIEcca WHTEPIpETalnH,
COCTaBJICH T€3aypyC TOJKOBaHUS, a TAK)KE BBIJEICHBI OCHOBHBIE TOJXO/bI K TOJIKOBaHUIO. Kpome
TOTO, BBISIBJIEHA POJIb MHTEPJIIMHTBAIBHOCTH KAaK OJTHO3HAYHOTO MapKepa MHTEPIPETaLUHU.
Knrouesvie cnosa: wopuciunesucmuka, ecepmenesmuka, npasosoi ouckypce, Eeponeiickuti Cyo no
npasam uenoéexkd, UHmepnpemayus, moaKo8anue npasa

B3auMocBs3p s3bIka W TMpaBa TPAAMIIMOHHO sBJsieTcss cdepoil  0o0mux
MHTEPECOB KaK JUHTBUCTOB, TaK U MpaBoBenoB. Heciy4yaitHO 0J1uH U3 aBTOPUTETHBIX
aMEpUKaHCKUX UcCcienoBarenel ropuandeckoro si3bika b.I'apuep xapaxrtepusyer
IOPUCTIPYCHIINIO KakK «1uTeparypHyto» npodeccuto (literary profession) [Garner,
2002: 1]. LenTpanpHoii Mpo0IeMoii, HHTEPECYIOIIel COBPEMEHHBIX HCCIICIOBATEIICH,
CTaHOBSITCS CMBICJIOBBIE OTHOIIEHHS B TEKCTE U IUCCOHAHC CMBICIIOB HAIMMCAHHOTO U
MOHATOTO. B CBSI3M C 3THM WMHTEPHIpETalns pacCMaTPUBACTCS KaK BEAyImuid (akTop
MOCTM)KCHHSI CMBICIIa TIPABOBOM HOPMBI, apTyMEHTAIlUU IPaBONPHUMEHUTEIHHOTO
pElIeHUs] U OJUH U3 CIOCOOOB CHCTEMHOIO aHAJIW3a FOPUIUYECKOTO S3bIKA U PEYH.
OOBEKTOM HACTOSALIETO MUCCIEN0BAHUS SBHIICA MEXIYHAPOJHBIA TPAaBOBOM TUCKYPC,
KOTOPBI TOHHUMAETCS KaK MEXIYHapOJHO-TIPABOBOM TEKCT B MPOIECCE €ro
CO3/IaHMsl, UHTEPIIPETAIIMN U TTpUMEHeHusl. THTepnpeTaiMoHHbIN MOAX0 K aHAIINU3Y
JUCKypca TO3BOJSET OLEHUTh CIIOCOOHOCTh €ro YYacTHUKOB K OCMBICICHHIO
MPaBOBBIX HOPM, CHHTE3Yy IOPUIMYECKOTO 3HAHUS, TOPOKICHUIO WHIMBUIYaTbHBIX
WHTEpOpEeTalnii, a, TakXKe pacKpbIBaeT JIMHIBUCTUYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH WX
3aKperuieHus B TeKCTe. B 0CHOBY mccienoBanus Obliia ToJIoKeHa paboyasi TUTIOTE3a
O HAJIMYMU B TEKCTaX MEXKIYHApPOJHOTO MPABOBOTO JUCKYypCa JIMHTBUCTHUYECKHUX
rokKa3artesield HHTepIpeTauu (MMIUTUIUTHOE U SKCIUTUIIUTHOE BhIpaKeHUE CyOBheKTa
WHTEPHpPETallMM W €ro TMPaBOBON TO3WIMH, TPHUHIIMIIOB WHTEPIPETAINH, €€
pe3ynbTatoB). MaTtepuasioM i aHaiM3a MOCIY>XHWJIA TEKCThl MOCTaHOBJIEHUMN
EBponeiickoro Cyna no npasam yenoseka (nanee — ECITY) Ha aHTTTMHCKOM SI3BIKE.

[IpoBeaeHHBIN aHAINU3 A3BIKOBOTO MaTepuaia MO3BOJIWII CAENATh CIEIYIOIINE
BbIBOJbI  OTHOCUTEJbHO JIMHTBHCTHYECKOI0 o0OecnedyeHUsl MpPoUeaypPbl
HHTepNpeTalnu B TekcTax nocranosjenunii ECITY.

Cy0beKT TOJKOBAaHUSI MOXKET ObITh MIPEICTABIICH MEPCOHUDUIIUPOBAHHO (KaK
KOHKPETHOE JMII0 WJIM TpyNa JWI) WIA HEeNepCcOHuPUIMpoBaHHO (Kak
coOupaTenpHasi CYHIHOCTH — cya). Bo BTopom cnydae oOo3HaueHue CyOBEKTa
TOJIKOBAHUS PETYISIPHO TMOyYaeT MPOHOMUHAIHM3AIMIO 110 HEOMYIIEBICHHOMY THITY
eAMHCTBEHHOTO uyucma (it, its). DTO MOXKHO CUMTaTh OJHUM U3 TPHU3HAKOB
paccMaTpUBaEMOro TUIA TEKCTa, YUYUTHIBAsI, YTO HOPMBI COBPEMEHHOIO aHTJIMMCKOTIO



SI3BIKA BapUaTUBHO JOTTYCKAIOT MIPOHOMUHATU3AITHAIO coOupaTeTbHBIX
CYIIIECTBUTEIbHBIX U TI0 MHOXKECTBEHHOMY uuciy (we, they).

[Niemietz v. Germany]
In the case of Niemietz v. Germany,
The European Court of Human Rights, [...], as a Chamber composed of the following judges:

[..]

Delivers the following judgment [...]

[Tpu BeIpaxkeHnn ocoboro MHeHUs (Concurring opinion, coBmagaromee
c MHcHUEM OobIIMHCTBaA, Wik dissenting opinion, He coBHagaroIIee C HKM)
TOJIKOBaTeIb BCerja mepcoHHduIppoBaH. COOTBETCTBEHHO, 371€Ch HCIOIb3YETCS
NPOHOMHUHAIM3AIUSA 110 MPHU3HAKY €IWHCTBCHHOIO YHCIa HIH MHOXKECTBCHHOTO
YKCIIa, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOJIMYECTBA HOCUTENIEH 0CO00ro MHEHHS. ABTOPCKOE We B
TEKCTax MOA0OHOr0 PoJia HE UCIIOJIb3YEeTC .

[Irish Case]
SEPARATE OPINION OF JUDGE SIR GERALD FITZMAURICE

Speaking purely as a jurist - (and in what other capacity can | or any member of a court_claim to
have a right to speak in adjudicating on a case?) - it seems to me that...
[Jersild v. Denmark]

JOINT DISSENTING OPINION OF JUDGES RYSSDAL, BERNHARDT, SPIELMANN AND
LOIZOU
We agree with the majority (paragraph 35 of the judgment) that...

B Tekcrax MeXAyHapOJHOIO IPAaBOBOIO JUCKypca HMMEIOTCA yKa3aHUs Ha
TOUYKY 3peHMs cyObekTa uHTeprnperauuu. Mx kinaccudukanus gaercs ¢ onopou Ha
KJIacCCU(UKALIMIO TMPEACTaBUTEICH aMCTEepAaMCKOW WIKOJIbI TEOPUU apryMEHTalUu
®.-X.Eemepena, P.I'poorennopcra, 1. 11Iuddpun [Baxkueitmmue..., 2006: 207]. Cpeau
nokasareied TOYKHM 3pEHHUs BbLIENEHbl BHEUIHHE (OOLIEHPUHATHIE YCTOWYHUBBIC
(GOpMYJIMPOBKHU BBIPAXKEHUSI TOUKU 3PEHHUS, IJ1aroJibl MbICIUTEIbHON JESTEIbHOCTH)
M BHYTpPEHHHME (MOJajbHBIE TIJarojbl W BbICKA3bIBaHUS, apryMEHTalMs M ee
MOKa3aTeNl — Hapeuusi, COI03bl) MapKEPHI.

HauOonbumnii  uHTEpEC, B 3TOW CBSI3U, MPEACTABISIIOT  (OPMYIUPOBKH,
XapaKTEPHbIE UCKIIOYUMENbHO ISl CYAEOHOr0 TUCKYypCa, TAKUE KaK:

[...] the Court has no evidence to support a finding of breaches of Article [...]
The evidence before the Court reveals that, [...]
There is nothing in the data before the Court to suggest that]...]
the information supplied to the Court by the Government gives reason to think that [...]

[To muenuto 1. Huddpun, cymecTByIOT TakkKe KOHTEKCTYalbHbIE MOJACKA3KH,
KOTOpPbIE MOYHO BBIBECTH, UCXOMs M3 TUIA OHUCKypca [Tam xe: 55-56]. B nHamem
Clydyae TaKHM IIOKa3aTeJeM CIYXUT pE30JI0TUBHAsA YacTb I[OCTAHOBIICHUS,
npeJcTaBiIstonas coooi OKOHYATeNbHYI0 (POPMYIUPOBKY Touku 3peHus Cyna.

[Handyside v. UK]
FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT



1. Holds by thirteen votes to one that there has been no breach of Article 10 (art. 10) of the
Convention;

2. Holds unanimously that there has been no breach either of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (P1-1) or

of Articles 14 and 18 (art. 14, art. 18) of the Convention.

Yro Kkacaercs o0COOBIX MHEHHH OTHEIBHBIX CyJeH, WX OCOOCHHOCTBIO,
B OTJIMuME€ OT TOYkM 3peHusi Cyna, SBIAETCA SMOIMOHAIBHO OKpallCHHBIC
BbICKA3bIBaHUS:

[Irish case]

Adopting the test submitted by the Counsel of the respondent Government, not only can | not
find compelling reason or circumstance to go against the finding of the Commission, but I am not
even in possession of adequate reason to suspect the soundness of the Commission’s finding.

Having felt unable to agree with the majority of the Court on points 4, 7, and 9 of the operative
provisions of the judgment, 1 think it my duty to set out the reasons why | am of a different opinion.

I _am nevertheless left with the feeling that the whole topic needs more extensive
investigation.

He cnenyer 3a0wiBath, uyTo mnoctaHoBieHue ECIIY sBiseTcss HE TOJBKO
apryMEHTHUPOBAHHOW MOHOJIOTMYECKON PEYBI0 CyJa. 34€Ch MBI TAKXKE HaXOAUM
cooowenue 06 apeymenmamugHom ouckypce (tepmun @.X. Eemepena), To ecTh
O CTIOpe, O TMPOTUBOIOJIOXKHBIX TOUYKAX 3PEHHS YYACTHUKOB. Tak Kak «aBTOPOM)»
MOCTAHOBJICHUSI BbICTyNaeT cya (cyapu) (opmoii cooOmieHus 00 HMHBIX TOYKAX
3peHus sBisieTcs napadpas:

[Irish case]
The applicant Government claim that [...]
They maintain that [...]
The principal submission of the Irish Government is that it would not be correct to apply here the
criteria used by the Court, [...]
The delegates of the Commission argued that [...]

Amnanu3 TekctoB nnoctanoBieHui ECITY no3BomseT npocneants X0 mpouecca
uHTepnperauud. Hamu onpeneneHbl cTaaMd NpoLecca HWHTepHpeTaluu: a)
O3HAKOMJIEHME C TEKCTOM (C yKa3aHMeM Ha OOBEKT MHTEpNpeTaluud MyTeM
LUTUPOBaHUs, apadpasza, CCbUIKH); 0) AOMYIIEHHE O HEOAHO3HAYHOCTU MPOUYTEHUS
Y KOHCTaTalUsl HEOOXOIMMOCTH MHTEPIIPETALINHY; B) OIICHKA UMEIOIIMXCSI BAPHAHTOB
TOJIKOBaHHS W BBIIBW)KEHUE THUIOTE3bl O TEKCTOBBIX CMBICIAX; TI) MOMCK
MOJITBEPXKJIEHUSI TUINOTE3bl (OOpalleHre K CIOBapHbIM Je(pUHULIUSAM; BBISBICHUE
OTTEHKOB CMBICIIOB IIyTEM NPHUBEACHUS CUHOHUMOB, AHTOHHWMOB, CpaBHEHUS
3HaYEHUN OJHOKOPEHHBIX CJIOB; IIE€PEUUCICHHE HEOOXOAUMBIX IPU3HAKOB U
XapaKTepUCTHUK; CPAaBHEHUE 3HAUYCHUN B Pa3HBIX SI3bIKAX); 1) apryMEHTalus; ¢€)
BBIOOp BapHaHTa TOJIKOBaHUS M (pukcanus pe3ysibrara (0OOBbICHEHHE CMbICIA TEKCTa,
(dbopMyIMpOBKa ITpaBUiIa HHTEPIIPETALIMU; OTHECEHUE WJIM HEOTHECEHUE KOHKPETHOTO
COOBITHSl K BHUJY/TUIY, OMNpEIEJIECHHOMY MpaBoBOil Hopmoil). HabGop u mnopsmox
CTaJAMi B KOXKJIOM CIy4yae MIPOU3BOJIEH, OJHAKO 00s3aTEIbHO MPUCYTCTBYET YKa3aHUE
Ha 00BEKT U (PUKCcalUs pe3ybTaTa UHTEPIIPETAIIH.

Hamu cocTaBieH Te3aypyc TOJKOBAaHHMSA — HAOOp JIEKCHKH, MCHOJIb3YEeMOM
MIPU OCYIIECTBICHUH (PUKCALIUU PE3YJIHTATOB UHTEPIIPETAUOHHON JEATEIbHOCTH:



- CyllleCTBUTEIbHbBIC
OomHuocAwuecs K npoyeccy no3Hanusl u 00BACHEHUSL CMBICIA MeKCmd
concept, connotation, definition (of the notions), determination, dictionary, distinction, epithet, interpretative process

(the process of interpretation), locution, meaning, notion, phrase, sense, term, understanding (of the
notion), word, wording).

0003Hauanwue epammamudecKue Kamezopuu
noun, adjective, verb, sentence, synonymous.

- ['maronbr

to ascertain, to ascribe, to denote, to determine, to distinguish, to draw distinctions, to interpret, to mean, to read,
(must) be understood, (ought to) be read, to be construed, to be deemed (to be, to mean)

Cne):[yeT OTMCTUTH, 4YTO XOTd CHHOHHMMBI ABTOHOMMHATHBHOI'O TIJiarojia
to interpret, Takme xak toexpound, toelucidate wumeroT clloBapHOE 3HaUYCHHE
CKHUHTCPIIPETUPOBATL», «TOJIKOBATB», «HMCTOJIKOBBIBATH», B TCKCTAX IIOCTaHOBJICHUH
OHHM MMEIOT MHYIO coueTaeMmocTh (t0 expound the reasons/ the position B 3naueHnn
«pa3wiacHATHY; 10 elucidate the facts/the circumstances - «mposICHATEY, «IPOJIUBATH
CBCT») H, HACKOJBKO IIOKa3aJI0 HCCICAOBAHHUC, HC ABJIAIOTCA JIMHITBHUCTHYCCKHMMH
MapKepamMH HHTeprperanuu. B To ke Bpems rmaron toread (B ToMm uwmcie, U B
HaCCI/IBe) B COUCTaHNU C IIpcajIoromM into PCAIN3YCTCA B 3HAYCHUU
CHUHTCPIIPCTUPOBATH, TOJIKOBATH).

[Irish case]

| have felt unable, however, to agree with my eminent colleagues in the way Article 6 para. 1
(art. 6-1) of the Convention has been interpreted by them and with their conclusion that a right of
access to the courts ought to be read into Article 6 para. 1.

- [IpunararensHble
literal (meaning), unqualified (term)

- Hapeuns
Figuratively.

Hamu Taxxke BBIICJICHBI KJACTEPbI — THUIIMYHBIC JINHEHHBIC COUYCTaHus,

XapakTEPHBIE 1A IIPOLecca UHTEPIIPETALIUN:
on the language of the Article
within the meaning of the Convention
to be set forth in the agreement

Dictionary/exhaustive definition

narrow/ neutral /ordinary /wide sense

correct / dictionary /exact / intended / offensive / plain/ real / wide meaning
broad/ pejorative connotation

narrow/wide / extensive interpretation

clear indication

the English/French text



everyday speech

to limit the notion

to attribute the meaning
to interpret strictly

to distinguish clearly

O4eBUIHO, YTO JIEKCHMYECKHE [OKa3aTeJ]d WHTEePNpeTanuud IOYTH
UCKIIFOUATEIILHO OTHOCATCS K pPa3psiay METas3bIKOBBIX €IUHUL, IPUYEM 3TO
CIIPaBEJIMBO HE TOJBKO JIJI CYLIECTBUTENBHBIX U IJIar0JIOB, HO U JJISl APYTUX YacTen
peur (XOTS W B MEHbBIIEH CTeNeHW) — AJisi Hapeyuil U IpuiiaraTesibHbIX, KOTOpHIC
OOBIYHO HE PACCMATPUBAIOTCS B KATETOPUU METASI3BIKOBBIX CPEACTB. Y CTOMYUBBIC
BBIPAKEHUS TAKKE HOCAT MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO METAS3bIKOBOM XapaKTep.

AHanu3 (QparMeHTOB TEKCTOB, (PUKCHUPYIONIMX TMPOIECC HHTEPIpETaInH,
MO3BOJIMJI BBIJICTUTh pa3iuvHble MOAXOAbI K TOJKOBaHUIO. B 0030pax mpakTuku
Cyzaa u Hay4yHOU JIUTEpaType MOCTOSIHHO MOJYEPKUBAETCA Pa3HOOOpa3ue MOAXO0/I0B
K UHTepnperauun Tekcra EBponerickoii KoHBEHIMM O 3amuTe NpaB 4eaoBeKa U
OCHOBHBIX CB00O, Jexkaiei B ocHoBe AestenbHocTr ECITY [Letsas, 2007; Harris,
2009]. Kak otrmeuaer A.K.CobojneBa, «IOWCK TPHHIUIIOB M  CIHOCOOOB
MHTEPHPETALNH, MOAXOAANIMX K TOW UM UHOM CUTYyalluu, ABUKETCSA OT OyKBaJIBHOIO
TOJKOBaHHS K pacmmputensHomy» [Cobonea, 2002: 88]. MHcxoms w3
MparMaTHYeCKUX MPUHIUIIOB, JIEXKAIIMX B OCHOBE TOJKOBAaHUS, Mbl BBLICIINIU
OPUMUPSIONIUN  (COTIACOBaHME TEKCTOB), HWHTEHLMOHHBIA M  TEKCTyaJbHBIN
(opuruHaIM3M, TO €CTh YYeT IeJiell U HaMepeHHUI 3aKOHOJIATels), IBOJIIOIIMOHHBIA 1
IIpEeLEeACHTHBIA noaxoasl. MccimenoBaHue NOKa3alo, 4TO KX HAJIM4YME 3a4acTyro
OTKpPBIBAET BO3MOKHOCTH JUIsl IPOM3BOJIBHOIO TOJIKOBAHWS HOPM IIpaBa, 4YTO B
KJIACCHYECKON FOPHUCIPYACHIMM CUYUTAETCSl KpalHe HexenaTenbHbIM. OpHako
cienyer oOpaTUTh BHHMaHUME Ha COBPEMEHHBIN JMHAMU3M OOLIECTBEHHBIX HOPM,
KOTOPBIH, ECTECTBEHHO, BiIKseT U Ha npakTtuky ECITY.

Ocoboe BHHMMaHME Mbl YACIWIM HMHTEPJMHIBAJIBHOCTH U €€ POJH
B TOJKOBaHUU TekcToB TmoctaHoBiennit ECIIY. Hamm otmedeHo oOparnieHue
MHTEPHPETATOPOB K (PpaHIy3CKOMY, HEMELIKOMY, PYCCKOMY, CEpOCKOMY, TYPELIKOMY,
IPEYECKOMY U IPYTUM €BPOIEHCKUM SI3bIKAM:

[Kyprianov v. Cyprus]

The Greek word pafiacaxia (ravasakia) is the plural of the word pafacdx: (ravasaki) which has
the following meanings: [...]

[Chemodurov v. Russia]
The article ended in the following manner:

“I do not know what others think, but my view is as follows: a governor who gives such
advice is abnormal (nenopmanvusui). Let me clarify, lest | face judicial proceedings: I am
talking about the conduct of a [State] official, not Mr Rutskoy's personality, which is none of
my business.”

[...]

[Lepoji¢ v. Serbia]
The applicant maintained that his intent was not to defame the Mayor. The word
“sumanuto” was not used as an adjective, to describe the Mayor's mental State, but rather as an



adverb, to explain the manner in which the Mayor had been spending the money of the local
taxpayers.

XapakTepHO, 4YTO JIATblHb, KOTOpas CHOPAaBEIJIMBO CUUTACTCS  S3BIKOM
IOPUCIIPYICHIIMK, KpaWHE PEIKO WCIIOJIb3YyeTCA ISl UEJEH WHTEpPIpETAlud U
SIBJISIETCS JIMIIb €€ (PaKyIbTaTUBHBIM MapKEepOM:

[Chassagnou and Others v. France]

The meaning of the Latin verb_“discriminare” is simply to distinguish, to perceive relevant
differences, etc.

Even in ordinary language, however, the word ‘“discrimination” acquires its pejorative
connotation unless there is reasonable justification for the differential treatment of an individual (or
a whole class of individuals).

[Tpumepsl, MOAOOHBIE MPUBEACHHOMY BBINIE, SAUHUYHBL. JIaThbIHB, KaK SI3BIK
IOPUCTIPYICHITNH, UCIOIB3YETCS Yalle COBCEM JJI MHBIX Ieied — (popMyIHpoOBKH
NPUHIIMIIOB TIpaBa, MOHSTHBIX, €CTECTBEHHO, BCEMY HOPHUINIECKOMY COOOIIECTBY.
B nemom ke, wuccienoBaHuWe IOKa3ajgo, YTO HWHTEPIUHTBAIBHOCTH  CIIY)KUT
OJTHO3HAYHBIM MapKEPOM WHTEPIPETAIIAH.

[IpoBeneHHOE  WICCIEAOBaHHME  TOKAa3aJl0  HEOOXOIWMOCTh  CEpbE3HOU
(GuI0J0THYEeCKOH TOATOTOBKMA  IOPUCTOB, CICHHUATU3UPYIOMUXCS B 00JacTu
MEXIYHApOJTHOTO MyOJIMYHOTO TIpaBa, a TakKe OCOOOM MOATOTOBKH JIMHTBHUCTOB H
MEPEBOYMKOB,  pabOTAIOIMMX €  IOPUAAYSCKUMH  TEKCTaMHU.  Pe3ynbTaThl
WCCJICIOBAHMSI MOTYT HCIOJB30BAaThCSl TPH OOYYEHUH CIEIUATUCTOB B OO0JACTH
CyneOHOM JTMHTBUCTUYCCKON SKCIEPTH3BI, IS 0OCCICYCHHS 3JIECKTPOHHOTO IMOMCKA
MpaBOBOM MH(POPMAILIUU U MAIMHHON 00pabOTKH TEKCTA.

JIMTEPATYPA

1. Baxmneiimue koHuenuuu teopun aprymentaruu / [ep. ¢ anrn. B.JO. ['omyGesa,
C.A. Yaxosn, K.B. T'yankoBo#; nayun. pen. A.M.MwurynoB. — Cno6.:
Ounonornyeckuit pakynsret CII6I'Y, 2006. — 296 c.

2. Bunnuk C.B. CyneOHoe pemneHne Kak TWIll Tekcrta. ABToped. muc....
kau.pumonor.Hayk. M., 2009. — 20 c.

3. Cobonera A.K. Tormmmueckas ropucnpyaeHims. — M.: «Jloopocser», 2002. —
225 c.

4. Garner B. The Elements of Legal Style, Oxford University Press, - NY. 2002.

5. Harris D.J.,, O Boyle M., Bates E.P., Backley C.M. Law of European
Convention on Human Rights. — Oxford University Press, NY. 2009.

6. Letsas, George. A Theory of Interpretation of European Convention for the
Protection on Human Rights. — Oxford University Press, NY. 2007.

7. https://www.echr.coe.int/Pages/home.aspx?p=home  (OdunuanbHbIii  caiT
EBpomneiickoro Cyna o mpaBam 4ejioBEKa).

Cnmcok HCnoIb30BaHHBIX Cy1e0OHBIX peleHuil
(cm. HUDOC — 6a3a nannsix pemenuit ECITY
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#{%22documentcollectionid2%22:[%22GRAND
CHAMBER%22,%22CHAMBER%22]})


https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#{%22documentcollectionid2%22:[%22GRANDCHAMBER%22,%22CHAMBER%22]}
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#{%22documentcollectionid2%22:[%22GRANDCHAMBER%22,%22CHAMBER%22]}

1. Chassagnou and Others v. France (Applications nos. 25088/94, 28331/95 and
28443/95)

Chemodurov v. Russia (Application no. 72683/01)

Ireland v. The United Kingdom (Application no. 5310/71) — Irish Case
Kyprianov v. Cyprus (Application no. 73797/01)

Lepoji¢ v. Serbia (Application no. 13909/05)

Niemietz v. Germany (Application no. 13710/88)

ok w

LINGUISTIC MARKERS OF INTERPRETATION IN THE INTERNATIONAL
LEGAL DISCOURSE (BASED ON TEXTS OF JUDGMENTS BY THE EUROPEAN
COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTYS)
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The article addresses the problem of interpretation of international legal texts. Linguistic markers of
interpretation are in the focus. On the base of analysis of the judgments delivered by the European
Court of Human Rights the markers of the interpretation subjects and their view points are found,
the stages of the interpretation process and the main interpretation approaches are listed, the role of
the interlingualism as an unambiguous marker of interpretation is defined.
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