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TRANSLATION RISKS IN UKRAINIAN-RUSSIAN JUDICIAL DISCOURSE

This article investigates the nature, structure, and mechanisms of translation risks arising in Ukrainian-Russian
Judicial discourse due to the pronounced formal, lexical, and structural proximity of the two languages. In specialised
legal translation, accuracy is directly bound to preserving procedural equivalence, legal meaning, and the exact
communicative function of an utterance. Unlike in general translation, a translator’s choice in court interpreting or legal
document processing affects not merely the meaning of words, but also the procedural status of trial participants, the legal
character of procedural actions, and the binding legal consequences of statements. The main scientific problem lies in the
contradiction between interlingual formal closeness, which creates a deceptive illusion of self-evident equivalence, and the
imperative to ensure complete semantic, systemic, and functional-legal accuracy. This study proposes a comprehensive six-
part typology of translation risk specifically adapted to judicial discourse: lexical, semantic, functional, terminological-
systemic, contextual, and institutional. Through contrastive analysis of procedural formulas, judicial collocations, and
terminological series (such as piwenns, yxeana / peweHue, onpeoenenue, NPosaodl’CcenHs / nPpoussooCcmeo, no3ueay /
ucmey, as well as formulas like 3a006016HUMU 10306 / YOo61eMBOpUMb UCK and 3aruwumu 6e3 pozensdy / ocmasums 6e3
paccmompenus), the research demonstrates that the primary unit of judicial translation is often not an isolated term, but an
entire procedural construction. Furthermore, the paper distinguishes between the risk mechanisms inherent in oral court
interpreting (driven by strict time constraints and real-time decision-making) and those in written judicial translation
(driven by overreliance on dictionary definitions without verifying functional collocations). Practical strategies and a
pedagogical algorithm for risk management in training future court interpreters are outlined to facilitate the transition
from superficial structural similarity to functional-legal equivalence.

Key words: judicial translation, translation risk, Ukrainian-Russian language proximity, legal equivalence, court
interpreting, procedural terminology.
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NEPEKJIAJALILKI PU3UKU B YKPATHCBKO-POCIFICBKOMY CYIOBOMY
JUCKYPCI

Y emammi docniooiceno nepexnadayvbki pusuku, wio UHUKAIONMb 8 YKPAIHCOKO-POCIUCOKOMY CYO08OMY OUCKYPCL GHACTI-
00K 8upasHoi hopmanvHoi ma nrexcuuHoi 6auU3bKOCHi 060X MO8. AKMyanbHicmb 00CTIONCEH A 3yMOBNEHA He Tuile Meopemuy-
HUMU RUMAHHAMYU MIJCMOBHOI eK8I8ANeHMHOCTI, a U 6a2amMopiuHOI0 NPAKMUKOIO CYO0B020 NePeKiady 8 YMOBAX POCIlICbKO-
VKpaiHcoKoi gitinu, wo posnouanacs 2014 poxy ma nepepocia y wupoxomacuimadbne emopenerns 24 nromozo 2022 poxky.
Ocobusy yeaey npudiieno 8UnaoKam, Koy 04e8UOHUL MIDHCMOBHUL 8IONOBIOHUK CINBOPIOE L0310 NOBHOT eK8I8aAIeHMHOCHT
Ma 3HUdCYE MOMUBAYTIO NePeKIadaya nepegipamu o020 cemManmuuiy, KOHMeKCmyanoHy i YHKYIOHATbHO-IOPUOUYHY I0-
nosionicmo. Mamepianom 00CHIOHCEHHsL Cy2yiomb MEePMIHON02IUHI 0OUHUYL, YCMATICHT CIOB0CNONYYECHH S, NPOYECYAbHI
Gopmynu ma gpazmenmu cyoo8020 MoIeHH s, 30KpemMa MEPMIHON02IuNT napu: piuenns, yxeana / peutenue, onpeoeienue;
nPoBaddIcerHsl / npou3so0cmeo, no3usay / ucmey, a maxodic Gopmyau Ha KWmainm.: 3a006016HUMU 10308 / YOO8Iemeopunts
uck ma 3anuwumu 6e3 pozensdy / ocmagums 6e3 paccmompenust. Copmynbo6ano NoHAMMs NEPeKIaoaybko20 PUUKY K
cneyugiunoi kamezopii cy008020 nepexiady ma Gi0MeNcO8aHO U020 8i0 NEPeKIadaybKoi NOMUIKU. 3anponoHO8aAHO KOMN-
JIeKCHY UEeCMUKOMNOHEHMHY MUROL02iI0 NEPEKIA0aybKo20 PUSUKY: NeKCULHUL, CEMANMUYHUL, (YHKYIOHANbHUL, MEpMiHO-
cucmemHull, KOHmexcmyanoHuil ma incmumyyiinui. Ha ocnosi konmpacmugnozo ananizy npoyecyanvHux Gopmya, cyoo-
8UX KONOKAYitl | MepMIHONO2TUHUX PAOi6 008€0eHO, WO OCHOBHOIO OOUHUYEIO CYOOBO20 NEPEKNAOY YACMO € He 1301b08aAHUI
MepMiH, a yina npoyecyarbia KOHCmpyKyis. Po3avescoeano mexanizmu GUHUKHEHHS NepekiaoaybKo20 PUsUKy 6 YCHOMY U
NUCLMOBOMY CYOOBOMY Nepekaadi. YCHUL cyO08Ull NEPeKaad Xapakmepusyemvcs HCOPCMKUMU UACOBUMU OOMENHCEHHAMU
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Ma YXeaneHHAM PIUEHb Y PeNCUMI PeasibHO20 Yacy, Mooi sIK RUCbMOSULL CYO08ULL NepeKiad nepeddayae HaoMipHy 008ipy 00
CIIOBHUKOBUX 8IONOBIOHUKIE De3 NepeBipKU IXHbO20 QYHKYIOHYBAHHSA 6 KOHKDEeMHOMY Npaso8oMy Konmekcmi. JJosedeHo, ujo
HanexcHull cyoosull nepexiao euMazae nepexoody 8io QopmManbHoOi cxoxicocmi 00 QyHKYIOHATLHO-IOPUOUYHOT eK8I8aleHN-
nocmi. OBTPYHMOBAHO NPAKMU4Hi cmpamezii ma nedazo2iuHull aneopumm MiHIMi3ayii nepexkIaoaybKux pusuKis y cucmemi
ni020mo6KU MAatlOymHix cyO008uUx Nepekiaoayis, CNPIMOBAHL HA QOPMYBAHHS KPUMUYHO20 AHANIZY MINCMOGHUX BION0GIO-
HUKI6 | HABUYOK YXBANIEHHS OOIPYHMOBAHUX NEPEKIAOAYBKUX PIULEHb 8 YMOBAX CYOOBO20 NPOBAONCEHHSL.

Knrwouosi cnosa: cyoosuii nepexiad, nepekiadaybkuil pusuk, YKpainCbKo-pocilcbKa MOGHA OIU3LKICMb, 10OPUOUYHA
eKB8I8aIeHMHICb, YCHULL CYO08ULL NePeKIad, NPOYeCcyaibHa MEePMIHONOIA.

Statement of the problem.

Judicial translation is a specialised branch of
translation in which the requirement of strict accuracy
is directly linked to preserving legal meaning and
the communicative function of an utterance. Unlike
general translation, a translator’s choice here concerns
not merely the lexical meaning of an isolated unit, but
the procedural status of a trial participant, the specific
character of a procedural action, and the legally
binding consequences of a judicial statement.

Ukrainian and Russian are characterised by
significant lexical, word-formational, and grammatical
proximity, which typically facilitates interlingual
communication. However, this very proximity poses
a specific translation risk: the formal similarity of
linguistic units may lead a translator to perceive it
as sufficient justification for selecting a counterpart
without verifying its correspondence in semantic,
functional, and terminological systems. In translation
studies, this phenomenon is often described through
the concept of ‘false friends’ — interlingual units
that, owing to formal similarity, lead to mistaken
identification of meanings, particularly in closely
related languages. In modern translation research,
an approach that views translation as a process of
risk management rather than merely a result of text
comparison is gaining increasing prominence.

Thus, in closely related languages, a translation
problem may arise not because of an obvious difference
between source and target units, but, paradoxically,
because of their excessive formal similarity. For
judicial translation, this is especially critical, since
even a minor shift in meaning can significantly alter the
interpretation of procedural information. The problem
takes on additional significance in the context of
training court interpreters: future specialists must not
only master legal terminology but also learn to identify
situations in which a formally obvious equivalent fails
to convey the required legal equivalence.

The subject of this study is not the translation
error as a final outcome, but the mechanism by which
translation risk is generated and the conditions under
which a translator’s specific decision may alter legal
content.

The relevance of researching translation risks in
Ukrainian-Russianjudicial discourseis conditioned not
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only by theoretical issues of interlingual equivalence,
but also by the long-standing practical reality of
court interpreting during the Russian-Ukrainian war.
Russian aggression against Ukraine, which began
in 2014 and escalated into a full-scale invasion on
February 24, 2022, has substantially heightened the
imperative for proper judicial administration, crime
documentation, safeguarding procedural rights of
trial participants, and the precise rendering of legally
significant information in translation.

Judicial translation between Ukrainian and Russian
acquires paramount importance in this context. Its
specificity is determined not only by the fact that both
languages belong to the East Slavic group and their
structural proximity, but also by the need to function
in proceedings where the accuracy of the information
transmitted is directly tied to ensuring procedural
communication and realising the right to a fair trial. In
proceedings involving war crimes and other offences
arising from the war of the Russian Federation against
Ukraine, absolute precision in recording testimonies,
procedural actions, documents, and other legally
relevant facts becomes vital.

The empirical foundation of'this study is also rooted
in the author’s extensive professional experience
in judicial translation. Since 2014, the author has
conducted oral interpreting and written translation
in Ukrainian-Russian and Russian-Ukrainian court
settings, participating in court hearings and providing
linguistic communication between legal parties, as
well as working with written legal and procedural
materials. This sustained practice has enabled
systematic observation of the actual functioning of
judicial terminology and procedural formulas in a
bilingual legal environment.

Socio-legal shifts following 2014, and particularly
the dramatic expansion of armed aggression after
February 24, 2022, have driven an urgent practical
need for qualified translation of criminal and judicial
records. Concurrently, the increased workload
highlighted not only linguistic correctness but also
legal precision, as the translator handles information
bearing direct procedural consequences.

Professional practice provided firm grounds for
paying special attention to cases where interlingual
proximity does not complicate the search for an
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equivalent but creates the hazard of its automatic
selection. In court interpreting and legal translation,
formally close units may appear self-evident, even
though their actual equivalence requires multi-tiered
verification at the semantic, functional, terminological,
and institutional levels. Practical observation of
translation choices thus formed the core foundation
for conceptualising translation risk as an independent
object of study.

Differentiating between oral and written judicial
translation is equally essential. In oral court
interpreting, the interpreter operates under tight
time constraints, often without immediate access to
dictionaries, legislation, or parallel texts, increasing
the likelihood of automatically selecting a formally
close equivalent. Written translation offers broader
opportunities for checking terms and contexts, yet
introduces a different risk: excessive trust in dictionary
equivalents without verifying their functional
operation in a specific legal context.

In wartime conditions, this issue acquires
pronounced socio-legal importance alongside its
significance in translation. Accurate translation
ensures proper documentation of procedurally critical
information, safeguards participants’ rights, and
supports the administration of justice. Analysing
translation risk mechanisms in judicial discourse,
therefore, holds practical value for both professional
practitioners and the training of future specialists.

Analysis of research.

Theoretical frameworks of translation theory and
specialised legal translation have been extensively
developed in scientific literature. General lexical
and grammatical difficulties in translation,
including structural interference and terminology
standardisation, are examined in foundational works
on translation studies (Karaban, 2004; Rabiychuk &
Nakonechna, 2017). The phenomenon of interlingual
interference and false friends for translators of closely
related Slavic languages has been highlighted by Fokin
(2013), who demonstrated how word-formational
similarity can lead to erroneous semantic mapping.

In legal linguistics and international law translation,
(Cao, 2007: 69—83) explored inter-lingual uncertainty
in bilingual and multilingual legal frameworks,
establishing that legal terms cannot be translated as
isolated lexical items because they derive meaning from
specific legal systems. Furthermore, the paradigm of
viewing translation as a risk-management process rather
than a static textual-matching procedure was formulated
by (Pym, 2015: 67-80), who emphasised that translators
continually assess the probability of communication
failure and calibrate their decision-making accordingly.
Building on these theoretical insights, this article
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focuses on the unexamined intersection between risk
management theory and closely related language
dynamics in Ukrainian-Russian judicial discourse.

Purpose of the article.

The scientific problem of this study lies in the
contradiction between the formal proximity of Ukrainian
and Russian, which facilitates the establishment of
interlingual matches, and the need to ensure complete
semantic and functional-legal equivalence in judicial
translation. Lexical and structural similarity create an
illusion of obviousness, reducing critical verification of
a term’s contextual legal meaning.

The purpose of the article is to identify and
systematise the main types of translation risks in
Ukrainian-Russian judicial discourse and to determine
translation decisions that may alter the semantic
or functional characteristics of legally significant
statements.

To achieve this purpose, the following research
tasks were set:

1) To clarify the concept of translation risk in
relation to judicial translation;

2) To determine the role of Ukrainian-Russian
language proximity in generating translation risks;

3) To classify the main risk types in judicial
discourse;

4) To analyse specific selection cases of translation
equivalents;

5) To compare risk mechanisms in oral and written
judicial translation;

6) To formulate risk minimisation strategies for
professional practice and interpreter training.

The empirical material comprises terminological
units, fixed collocations, procedural formulas, and
fragments of judicial speech attested in Ukrainian
procedural practice. Research methods include
contrastive analysis of translation pairs, contextual
analysis of procedural structures, and elements of
translation decision modelling.

Presentation of the main material.

The Concept of Translation Risk in Judicial
Translation

Translation risk should be strictly distinguished
from a translation error. An error is an already
realized mismatch between the source and target
texts; risk arises earlier, at the moment of evaluating
and choosing a solution (Pym, 2015: 69). Risk does
not signify that an error has already occurred; rather,
it denotes a situation where specific characteristics of
the original text or interlingual interaction heighten
the probability of choosing a decision that fails to
deliver proper equivalence.

For judicial translation, this distinction is
fundamental. The translator works with units that
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possess not only general language meanings but
specialised legal semantics and procedural functions.
Therefore, a formally correct translation of an
individual word does not guarantee the adequacy of
the entire utterance: a decision must harmonise with
the legal context, conceptual framework, procedural
status, and functional role in the given situation.

The mechanism of risk generation in Ukrainian-
Russian judicial translation can be represented as
the following sequence: perception of the source
unit — recognition of a formally close equivalent
— assumption of full equivalence — insufficient
verification of semantic and functional-legal
correspondence — translation risk — potential error
— potential shift in legal meaning.

Formal closeness is not inherently a defect and can
serve as a translation resource. The problem arises
when this closeness becomes the sole basis for a
decision: external similarity then conceals differences
in meaning, conceptual scope, collocational range, or
procedural status.

Inthis study, translationrisk is defined as a potentially
problematic choice situation involving the probability
that a target unit mismatches the source unit in its
semantic, functional, or legal-procedural components.
Verification in judicial translation must occur across
at least three levels: lexical (formal correspondence
of units), semantic (comparison of conceptual scope),
and functional-legal (whether the target unit performs
the identical legal role in context). The functional-legal
level is decisive, as judicial translation aims not at the
mechanical substitution of words but at the precise
rendering of legally binding information.

Typology of Translation Risks in Ukrainian-Rus-
sian Judicial Discourse

Based on the understanding that translation risk
arises during the selection of equivalents, six primary
risk types are identified: lexical, semantic, functional,
terminological-systemic, contextual, and institutional.

1. Lexical Risk. Arises during equivalent selection
when the translator picks a unit formally or structurally
close to the source unit, but sub-optimal in a specific
legal context (Karaban, 2004: 112). Due to high lexical
proximity, the translator may automatically activate
the closest counterpart without verification.

2. Semantic Risk. Involves partial mismatch
between the conceptual scopes of the source and target
terms. A translated word may be formally acceptable but
possess a broader or narrower scope. Using a broader
term instead of a specific legal concept results in a loss
of legally significant detail, while an overly narrow
term groundlessly restricts the original meaning.

3. Functional Risk. One of the most critical risks in
court translation. It occurs when a target unit formally
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and semantically matches the source unit, but fails
to execute the same legal or procedural function. In
judicial discourse, a unit’s value is defined not only
by what it names, but by what it accomplishes in
procedural communication.

4. Terminological-Systemic Risk. A legal term
exists within a structured system of concepts. Even
with a formally close counterpart, its position in the
target legal hierarchy and its relation to coordinate
terms (e.g., genus-species relations) must be verified.

5. Contextual Risk. Caused by the dependency of
a translation choice on specific textual and situational
environments. The same term may require different
translations depending on the legal document,
procedural episode, or statement in which it appears.

6. Institutional Risk. Linked to underlying
differences between the legal systems governing
the compared concepts, procedures, bodies, or
documents. Formal name alignment does not
guarantee institutional identity; the translator must
establish equivalence between legal realities.

Overall, equivalent verification should follow
the sequence: form — meaning — function —
terminological system — context — legal institution.
The higher the formal proximity between Ukrainian
and Russian units, the more essential it is to execute
every step of this protocol.

Analysis of Translation Pairs and Procedural
Constructions in Judicial Discourse

To illustrate risk mechanisms, let us analyse
specific procedural units. (Note: In accordance with
research design and source text integrity, all empirical
translation pairs and examples between Ukrainian
and Russian are retained in their authentic original
form).

Analysis of the terminological series ‘piwenns’,
‘Yxeana’, ‘nposadicenns’:

The Ukrainian lexeme «pimenns» and its Russian
counterpart «pemienne» exhibit a high degree of
structural similarity on the formal-lexical level (Table 1).

Table 1
Formally close constructions with the lexeme
«pilreHHD
YkpaiHcbka MOBa
CyZIOBE pilICHHS
pilLIeHHs cyy
PpIIIEHHS PO 330BOJICHHS

Pociiicbka MoBa

cynebHOe perieHue

pelieHue cyaa
pemerne 00

1030BY YAOBIECTBOPEHUH HCKA
1IIEHHS [IPO BiMOBY B

p FA PO BIAMOBY peuieHne o0 OTKa3e B HCKe

030Bi

00ayioBaTh pelieHue cyua

HCTIOJTHECHUE CyIeOHOTO
pereHns

OCKAp)KUTH PIILICHHS Cy1y

BUKOHAHHSI CY/IOBOTO
piteHHs
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The formal correspondence of these constructions
is high, making them illustrative for risk analysis.
In context, the translator must verify whether the
reference is to a specific type of judicial act or to the
broader category of judicial decisions: Ukrainian
law uses «cymoBe pimeHHS» as an overarching
category covering various acts, whereas commercial
procedural law strictly differentiates «yxBayin»,
«pIIIEHHS», KITOCTAaHOBWY, and «CymoBi Haka3mw». For
instance, the sentence «CymoBe pimieHHs HaOUpae
3aKOHHOT CWJIM MCHS 3aKiHYEeHHS CTPOKY Ha HOro
ockapkeHHs» translates as «CymeOHoe pereHue
BCTYIAeT B 3aKOHHYIO CHITy TIOCJIE HCTCUCHHUS CPOKa
Ha ero oOxayoBaHue» — a functionally adequate
rendering if both units denote the same procedural
category. Risk arises when a translator transfers the
equivalent without verifying its conceptual scope in a
different procedural context.

The issue manifests even more clearly with the
lexeme «yxBana». The sentence «Cya MOCTaHOBHB
yXBally TpPO BIiJKPUTTS TPOBAKCHHA Yy CIIPaBi»
should not be automatically rendered as «Cyn BbiHEC
orpejesieHHe O BO30YKICHUU MPOHM3BOJCTBA 10
nemy» without verification: in Ukrainian commercial
procedure, «yxBana» is a distinct type of judicial
ruling, and the corresponding Russian term depends
on the specific branch of procedure and situational
context. Here, functional and terminological-systemic
risks operate simultaneously.

A similar mechanism is observed in the lexeme
«mpoBakeHHs», which is formally correlated with
the Russian «mnpousBoacteo» (Table 2).

Table 2
Procedural constructions with the lexeme
«MPOBATKEHHS
YkpaiHcbka KOHCTPYKIist

Pociiicbkuii BixnmoBigHuk
BO30Y/IUTH MPOU3BOJICTBO

BIZIKDHTH IIPOBA/DKCHHA Y | IO [Ty
crpaBi / IPUHSATH IET0 K
IIPOH3BOICTBY

3aKPHUTH MTPOBAPKCHHS Y
crpaBi

MPEKPaTUTh POU3BOJCTBO
110 ey

crpaBi

3YMUHUTH MMPOBAKEHHS Y | IPUOCTAHOBUTH
crpaBi IIPOU3BOJICTBO IO JICITy
ITOHOBUTH TIPOBAKEHHSA Y | BO30OOHOBHTH

TIPOU3BOJICTBO TI0 JIEITy

IIPOBAJKEHHS Y CIIpaBi

MPOU3BOJICTBO T10 JCITy

Formal alignment

between

KIIPOBAKCHH»

and «mpousBozcTBO» does not guarantee automatic
equivalence for the whole structure: translation
decisions are formed not by mechanical word-for-
word matching, but by establishing the appropriate
procedural model in the target language. Thus, «Cyx
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BIZIKpHBA€ MPOBAUKEHHS Yy crpasi» is translated as
«Cyn B030ykIaeT POU3BOJCTBO M0 JeTy», Whereas
in another context «Cym BiIKpHUB TIPOBaHKCHHS
y cnpaBi» is rendered as «Cyn NpHHSI Jelo K
MIPOU3BOJICTBY».

Analysis of ‘nozusau’— ‘ucmey’: Risk of Formally
Obvious Equivalence

Comparing «mo3uBaw» and its formal equivalent
«ucteny appears self-evident at first glance, as both
denote a legal party filing a claim. Precisely because
of this obviousness, the pair poses a high translation
risk: verification must focus not on whether
«II03MBaY» means «ucrely», but on whether these
units denote the same procedural status in the given
context (Table 3).

Table 3
Typical constructions with
the lexeme «mo3uBau»

Pocilicbknii BianmoBiTHuk
HCTETl TPEIbIBUI UCK
UCTEIl OOPATHJIICS B CYJI
TpeOOBaHMUS HCTIA
MIPEJICTAaBUTENb UCTIA

YKpaiHCbKMil TEKCT
TO3MBAY TTOAB MTO30B
MI03MBaY 3BEPHYBCS JI0 CYy
BHMOTH IT03UBaYa

MPEJCTABHUK [T03MBAYa
MMO3¥MBaY BiAMOBHUBCS BT
1030BY

TI03MBAY OCKapIKUB
pilICHHS cymy

HCTCIl OTKa3aJICA OT MCKa

HCTeIl 00XKaJI0BaN PEIICHHE
cyna

Full equivalence requires confirming procedural
standing, the range of procedural situations covered by
the term, and its interaction within the system of trial
participants (ro3uBay — BiJIIOBiJla4 — TPETs 0coda —
npenctaBHuK). In the context «Ilo3uBau BijiMOBUBCS
BiJ M030BY» / «McTel oTkazancs oT uckay, the phrase
denotes a specific procedural action rather than a
general waiver; adequacy is thus governed by the
entire formula’s functional capacity.

Translation of Procedural Actions

A distinct group of risks involves constructions
denoting procedural actions. They combine document
or action titles with verb components that govern
legal behaviour, thereby necessitating adherence to
established collocational norms in legal discourse
(Table 4).

For example, «[lo3uBau mojaB KJIOMOTaHHS MPO
BUTpeOyBaHHS JIOKa3iBy translates as «lcTen 3asBun
XOJIaTaliCTBO 00 WCTpeOOBAaHUU ITOKA3aTEIHCTBY:
the Ukrainian verb «momatm» here does not express
the physical delivery of a document, but rather
the performance of a procedural act before the
court. The translator must identify the normative
verb collocation in the target language rather than
translating components piecemeal.
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Table 4 procedural meaning in court discourse that must be
Procedural constructions and their established distinguished from contiguous acts (Table 6).
equivalents
Ykpaincbka koHCTpyKuis | Pocilicbknii BignoBinnuk Table 6
HOZIATH 10308 IPETBABUTE HCK Differentiation of contiguous procedural formulas
[10J1aTH [1030BHY 3asIBY [10JaTh UCKOBOE 3asIBJICHUE Ykpaincbka Pociiicbknii IIpouecyanbHe
TI07IaTH KIOTIOTAHHS 3asIBUTh XOJaTaHCTBO KOHCTPYKIList BiANOBiAHMK 3HAYECHHsI
noaTy anesLiiiiy ckapry | oo b AMCIHAIHORHYIO SRy e
O3IIISIHYTO 110
: xanoby OCTaBHTH POSTIAHY
OCKAap)KHUTH PillIEHHS 00KaJIOBaTh PEICHUE SQIMINTH 325BY | .\ o one Geg | ©Y 1L B MEXKaxX
0e3 po3msiay BIJIIIOBITHOT
3a/I0BOJIBHUTH 110308 YJIOBIICTBOPHTH HCK paccMOTpeHus .
- . [POLECYATBHOT
BiIMOBHTH y 3aI0BOJICHHI | OTKa3aTh B P
M030BY YIIOBJIETBOPCHHH HCKa
. [I030BHY BHMOT'Y
3aJIMLINTH 3asBy 06e3 OCTaBHTh 3asBIEHHUE Oe3 BIIMOBUTH B OTKasaTk B PO3ITISIHYTO, ajie
3aJI0BOJICHHI OBJICTBOPEHUH >
po3IIISLIY paccMOTpEHHst b v p B 3010BOJICHH]
. BO30YJMTh TPOM3BOJICTBO II030BY ucka BiIMOBJICHO
BIJIKDUTH [IPOBAKCHHS / IPUHATH [EJI0 K S— S — -
TTPOM3BOACTRY MIPOBAJPKEHHS Y | IPOM3BOJICTBO |y CIIpaBi
3aKPUTH IPOBAKCHHS [PEKPATUTH [IPOU3BOJICTBO crpasi 1o neny NPHITHHSETHCS
HOBEDHVTH BO3BPATHUTh 3asBa
Baodosonvnumu nosoe’ as a Procedurally Marked nogog Hy sasB HCKOBOE [OBEPTAETHCS
Formula y Y 3asIBJICHUC 3asIBHUKOBI
The formula «3a70BOJBHUTH TO30B» Serves
in judicial discourse as a fixed legal unit marking Although  «samaumati - 6e3  posriany»  and

a positive outcome of a claim, rather than a free

combination of general words (Table 5).

Table 5

Formulas denoting outcomes
of claim evaluations

YkpaiHcbKka KOHCTPYKIs

Pocilicbknii BianmoBiTHuk

3a10BOJIbHUTHU ITI030B

YAOBJIIETBOPUTH MCK

3a710BOJILHUTH 10308
IIOBHICTIO

YIAOBIIETBOPUTD HCK B
IIOJIHOM 00BbEME

3a10BOJIbHUTHU ITI030B
YaCTKOBO

YAOBIETBOPHUTH UCK
YaCTUYHO

BIIMOBHTH B 3aI0BOJIEHHI
1030BY

OTKasaTb B
YAOBJICTBOPCHUHN HCKA

BIZIMOBHUTH B IO30B1

OTKa3aThb B UCKEC

3aJIMIIHATH [1030B 0e3
3a0BOJICHHA

OCTaBUTH HCK 0e3
YAOBIECTBOPCHNUS

Replacing a single element alters the legal
outcome: «3aJOBOJIBHUTU 11030B» and «BiAMOBUTH
B 3aJ0BOJICHHI TTO30BY» represent opposite rulings.
In statements like «Cyx 3a10BOJBHHB T030BHI
BAMOT'M YacTKOBO Ta BIJIMOBHB Yy 3aJI0OBOJICHHI
pelITH MO30BHUX BUMOIY, accurately preserving the
contrast between «3a10BOJBHUBY» — «BiAMOBHBY» and
«4acTKOBO» — «pemTw» is essential for retaining legal
intent.

Banuwumu 6e3 posensdy’: Combining Semantic
and Functional Risk

The phrase «3amummTn 0e3 po3TyAmy» 1S
transparent in general language, but holds a strict

«ocTaBuTh 0e3 paccmorpenus» exhibit close formal
alignment, that very similarity conceals procedural
nuances: one must verify that both expressions
designate identical procedural effects and avoid
confusion with dismissal, termination, or return of
claims.

Oral and Written Judicial Translation: Distinct
Risk Generation Mechanisms

In oral court interpreting, the interpreter works
under extreme time pressure, unable to consult
reference materials or revise preceding output.
Automatically activated equivalents—such as
«iI03pIOBaHui» /  «mojo3peBaeMblity—present a
potential risk if selected without checking procedural
status in a real-time context. Similarly, rendering
«3axXUCHUK TMOJaB KJIOTIOTaHHS MPO JIOMUT CBiJIKa»
requires instant recognition of the whole formula
(«3asBu1 xopararictBoy) rather than word-by-word
substitution.

In written legal translation, time constraints
are reduced, and verification options are broader.
However, extra time alters the risk mechanism: instead
of speed-induced automaticity, written translation
suffers from over-reliance on dictionary definitions
without verifying functional collocations in target
legal sources (Table 7).

Translation Risk as an Object of Professional
Training for Court Interpreters

Traditional translator training relying on static
lists («Ukrainian unit — Russian equivalenty) is
inadequate for judicial translation. Professional

RU
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Table 7

Comparison of risk mechanisms in oral and written judicial translation

Parameter Oral Court Interpreting Written Judicial Translation
Time for decision-making minimal substantial
Opportunity for verification limited broad
Use of dictionaries/sources restricted, situational extensive

Primary potential risk

automatic equivalent selection

excessive trust in dictionary matches

Context processing

predominantly linear

ability to review the entire document

Core strategy

rapid functional recognition

verification of semantic and
functional-legal equivalence

training requires a multi-step verification algorithm:
recognise legal unit — identify procedural function
— verify contextual meaning — verify terminological
system position — compare candidate equivalents
— select functionally adequate option — evaluate
potential legal impact. This shifts the focus from
formal matching to functional execution.

Pedagogical practice conducted by the author at
the Educational and Scientific Institute of Philology
of Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv
demonstrates the efficiency of training modules built
on critical equivalent verification. Instructors ask not
merely ‘How to translate this word?’, but ‘Why did
you choose this equivalent and what legal function
does it fulfil?’. For example, after interpreting «Cyx
3aJIMINKB 3as1By 0e3 po3risidy», students justify why
«3assBa»y was rendered as «3assienue», how this
differs from «BimIMOBUTH B 3aI0BOJICHHI TT030BY», and
what legal consequences ensue.

To empirically test this pedagogical model, a
training experiment can be structured involving ~30
Ukrainian-Russian judicial items across three stages:
oral translation under time pressure, written translation
without reference tools, and written translation with
access to dictionaries and legal codes. Comparing
student choices with professional legal translations
(«original — student translation — professional
translation — selection mechanism analysis»)
reveals how time pressure induces literalism («rmoain
xomaraiictBo»), Wwhereas professional expertise
recognises entire procedural formulas («3asBuI
X0JIaTalCTBOY).

Conclusions. This study identified and
systematised translation risks in Ukrainian-Russian
judicial discourse arising from high levels of formal

and lexical proximity. This proximity exhibits a
dual nature: while facilitating candidate-equivalent
identification, it creates preconditions for automated
selection in which external similarity is mistaken for
complete legal equivalence.

Translation risk is conceptualised not as a realised
error, but as a potentially problematic decision
situation that increases the probability of subsequent
legal mismatch. This shifts scientific attention from
post-factum error analysis to preventive decision-
making mechanisms.

A six-part typology of translation risk
was developed: lexical, semantic, functional,
terminological-systemic, contextual, and institutional.
Analysis of procedural pairs («pimeHHs» —
«PELICHHE», IO03UBAY» — HUCTEID, «33I0BOJIBHUTH
MO30B» — «YyJIOBIETBOPUTH HCK», «3IUIIATH 0e3
PO3TIISITY» — «OCTaBUTh 0€3 paccCMOTpeHus») proved
that the functional unit of judicial translation is
frequently an entire procedural construction rather
than an isolated lexeme.

Comparing oral and written modes revealed distinct
risk triggers: oral court interpreting is dominated by
time constraints and decision automaticity, whereas
written translation is prone to over-reliance on
dictionary definitions without contextual validation.

These findings directly inform interpreter training
methodology, establishing a step-by-step verification
algorithm focused on legal function, terminological
hierarchy, and procedural consequences. The
overarching rule for court translation remains: the
valid equivalent is not the one that most closely
resembles the source word in form, but the one that
fully preserves its legal meaning and procedural
function in context.
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