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This article analyses linguistic neutrality in legal English as a lingua franca.
It examines two dynamics of transnational legal discourse that operate at
once: the convergence of linguistic form and the conflict over doctrinal
content. Conventional English drafting formulae, reused as templates, are
analysed to show the mechanism that produces an appearance of neutrality.
The aim is to define how the standardisation of legal English creates an
impression of neutrality that its own doctrinal effects do not support. Three
tasks follow. The first integrates research on English as a legal lingua
franca, on interference in legal translation, and on the critique of neutrality
in international arbitration into a single analytical framework. The second
applies that framework to three common-law concepts routinely written
into contracts governed by civil law: the entire agreement clause together
with the parol evidence rule, consideration, and the duty of good faith in
performance. The third sets out what the framework means for teaching
English for Specific Purposes and legal English. The methods are critical
discourse analysis, after Fairclough, and the functional comparative
method, after Merryman and Pérez Perdomo. The analysis supports the
following conclusions. Standardised English drafting forms converge
across jurisdictions at the level of linguistic surface, while the doctrine
they are assumed to carry stays anchored in the common law that produced
them. Divergence forms a gradient: a recital of consideration remains inert
under civil-law governing law, an entire agreement clause is weakened
or displaced, and a duty of good faith may be read in despite the silence of
the text. This decoupling of formal from doctrinal convergence sustains the
illusion of neutrality. The claim that its interpretive costs fall unevenly is
offered as a hypothesis for empirical testing, not as an established finding.
Neutrality, then, is an artefact of standardisation rather than a property of
English as a medium, which makes contrastive doctrinal literacy inseparable
from terminological and generic competence in legal English curricula.
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LJII03151 HEUTPAJIBHOCTI

B IOPUINYHIN AHTUIIHCHKIN SIK JITHTBA ®PAHKA

Ipuna Pynix
Kanouoam ¢hinono2iuHux Hayx, OoyeHm

Ooecvruti nayionanvHuil yHisepcumem imeni 1. 1. Meunuxoea

Knrwouoei cnoea: aneniticoxa
MO8a K NPABoea nin2ea
@panka, opuouuHULl OUCKYPC,
KOHB8ep2eHYis ma KOHpAIKm,
MOBHA HelMpPanbHicmb,
3azanvHe i KOHMUHEHMANbHE
npaso, miayMaieHus 002080py,
memoouxa ESP.

VY crarti JOCTIKEHO THWTAaHHA MOBHOI HEWTPAaTbHOCTI B IOPHIUYHIN
aHDTIWCHKIN K JIHTBa (hpaHKa. Y IEHTPI yBard € B3a€MOJis IBOX JUHAMIK
TPaHCHALIOHAIBHOTO  IOPUAWYHOTO JHMCKYpPCY: KOHBEPreHIii MOBHOI
dopMu Ta KOHQIIIKTY NOKTPHHAIBHOTO 3MicTy. [IpeameroM ToCiimKeHHS
€ KOHBCHI[IIfHI aHIJIOMOBHI JOTOBipHI (OPMYITH, MO IUPKYIIOIOTH K
mabnoHu; IX aHami3 JaB 3MOTY BHSBHTH MEXaHI3M, SIKHA TOPOIKYE
BpakeHHs HEHTpanbHOCTI. MeTa IOCHIPKEHHS — BH3HAUUTH MeEXaHi3M,
3a JOMOMOTOI0 SIKOTO CTaHAAapTH3alis HOPUAMYHOI AHDIIHCBKOI CTBOPIOE
Bpa)XK€HHsSI HEUTPaNbHOCTI, HE MiATBEpIKEHE AOKTPUHAIBHUMHU HACHiJKaMHU
il 3acTtocyBaHHA. 3aBAaHHS NOCIHIPKEHHsS: IHTErpyBaTHM B MeXaX €IUHOI
aHAJITUYHOI paMKU JTOCITIDKEHHS aHTIIHChKOI MOBHM SIK TPABOBOI JIIHTBa
¢dpanka, mpaui npo iHTepdepeHLilo B I0PUIUUYHOMY Nepekianl Ta KPUTUKY
HEUTPaIbHOCTI B MDKHApOAHOMY apOiTpai; epeBIpUTH 110 paMKy Ha TPhOX
MOHATTAX 3arajJbHOrO IMpaBa, SKi PEryJsIpHO MEPEHOCATHCS B TOTOBOPH, IO
PETYIIOIOTHCSI KOHTUHEHTAJbHUM IPaBOM, — 3aCTEPEKEHHI MPO IMOBHOTY
JIOTOBOPY Pa3oM 13 MPaBHUJIOM MNP0 YCHI JOKa3H, 3yCTpIYHOMY HaJaHHI Ta
000B’s13Ky 10OPOCOBICHOCTI y BUKOHAHHI JOTOBOPY; BHUSBUTH HACIiIKH
3allpONOHOBAHOT paMKH JJIs1 BUKJIaIaHHS aHIJIIICbKOT MOBH JJIS CIIeLiadbHUX
1ijed Ta IopuANYHOI aHTIiiichkoi. BinmoBigHO 10 MeTH i 3aBHIaHb poOOTH
BUKOPUCTAHO KPUTUYHHUN TUCKypc-aHami3 3a Fairclough ta ¢ynkiionansny
MOPIBHSJIBHO-TIPAaBOBY MeTOAMKY 3a Merryman i Pérez Perdomo. Amnami3
pe3yNbTaTiB CTaB MIJCTaBOIO [JIsl TaKUX Yy3arajlbHEHb: CTaHIapTH30BaHi
AHIJIOMOBH1 JIOTOBipHI (JOPMU KOHBEPIYIOTb MDK IOPUCAMKLISAMU Ha PiBHI
MOBHOI TIOBEpXHi, TOAI SIK JOKTpWHA, AKYy Wi (opMu HIOMTO mepenaroTs,
3aNUIIAETbCA BKOPIHEHOI B TpaAMiii 3arajJbHOro mpasa. Po3xopkeHHs
YTBOPIOIOTh T[PAJI€EHT: pEUUTallisl 3yCTPIYHOTO HAJAHHS 3aJIHIIAETHCS
IHEPTHOIO 32 KOHTMHEHTAJIBHOTO 3aCTOCOBHOTO TIpaBa, 3acTEPEKEHHS
PO TMOBHOTY JOTOBOPY MOCHAOMIOETbCA a00 BUTICHSETHCSH, a 0OOB’SI30K
J0OpocoBiCHOCTI Moxe OyTH AomaHuil mompu MoBUaHHS Tekcty. Came 1e
po3’eaHanHs (dopManbHOI Ta JOKTPUHAJIBHOI KOHBEPreHLii MiATpuMye
1JTI03110 HEUTPAJILHOCTI, 1IHTEPIPEeTaLiiHI BUTPATH SKOi, SIK MPHUITYCKAETHCH,
PO3IOALISAIOTECS HEPIBHOMIPHO; 1€ MOJIOKEHHS c(hOpMyIbOBaHO SIK TiMOTE3Y
Uit emmipu4Hoi mepeBipku. OTxe, HEUTPaAIbHICTh — HE BIACTHUBICTh
aHDIIIACHPKOI MOBH 4K 3aco0y, a apredakT craHaapTuh3auii, Mo poOUTh
KOHTPACTUBHY JOKTPUHAIBHY IPaMOTHICTh KOMIIETEHTHICTIO, HEB1IIbHOIO
BiJl TEPMIHOJIOTIYHOI Ta KAHPOBOI MalCTEPHOCTI B MporpaMax IOPHINYHOT
AHTIIIHCHKOI.

for two

Introduction. This study matters
reasons. English is increasingly central to
transnational legal practice, and there is still no
linguistic account of the neutrality that role is
assumed to carry. Cross-border commercial, judicial
and arbitral activity has grown over the past three
decades. English has become the de facto working
language of that practice, including where none
of the parties, drafters or adjudicators speaks it
natively. International commercial contracts are
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routinely drafted in English whatever the parties’
domiciles. Empirical surveys of arbitration practice
report English as the predominant language of
institutional proceedings under the rules of the
International Chamber of Commerce (ICC),
the London Court of International Arbitration
(LCIA) and comparable bodies (Queen Mary
University of London & White & Case, 2021). The
European Union, for all its formal commitment to
multilingualism, relies on English as a working
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language of drafting and negotiation in its legislative
and judicial institutions (Mori, 2018; Biel, 2014).

This dominance is rarely treated as a deliberate
choice. It is naturalised as a pragmatically neutral
default. English is taken to maximise efficiency and
assumed to carry legal meaning across languages
and jurisdictions without changing it. That
assumption is what this study examines.

Legal meaning is system-bound in a way that
much of the general content studied in research on
English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) is not. A legal
term does not simply translate a concept. It carries
a doctrinal architecture: a mechanism of contract
formation, a theory of interpretation, and a rule on
who bears the burden of good faith. Each developed
within a particular tradition (Tiersma, 1999; Cao,
2007). When common-law terminology becomes
the lingua franca of deals between civil-law parties,
the language is not an empty vessel. It imports
interpretive defaults that may have no counterpart
in the systems of the parties bound by them. English
converges legal communication at the level of form
while conflicting with it at the level of substance.
The neutrality that convergence produces is, on
inspection, an illusion, and it is sustained by the very
efficiency it enables.

Research on English as a legal lingua franca
(LELF) grew out of the wider ELF paradigm, which
has moved through several phases. Early work
described the phonological and lexicogrammatical
features of interaction among non-native speakers
(Seidlhofer, 2011). A second phase treated ELF
pragmatically, as a communicative resource
negotiated locally (House, 2003; Mauranen, 2012).
A third reframes English as one resource among
several  within  multilingual, translanguaging
repertoires (Canagarajah, 2013; Jenkins, 2015). In
parallel, forensic and professional discourse analysis
has shown that legal texts are shaped by highly
conventionalised generic structures (Bhatia, 1993;
Gibbons, 2003).

Within legal studies the body of work is small.
Anesa (2019) moves towards a formal account of
legal English as a lingua franca and asks whether
the idea of a lingua franca, which presupposes that
concepts are relatively interchangeable, can apply
to a discourse as tied to doctrine as law. A second
strand documents interference in legal translation.
Sustained exposure to English drafting conventions
reshapes legal texts in the target language, often in
ways that do not preserve the interpretive intentions
of the receiving civil-law system (Saréevié, 1997;
Cao, 2007; Biel, 2014). A third, thinner strand
looks at spoken legal ELF, including courtroom and
arbitral proceedings where litigants and counsel
translanguage between English and their first
languages.
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A related debate runs through arbitration
scholarship. It asks whether neutrality of forum,
procedure or language is achievable at all,
or whether it is better read as a constructed,
performative claim that institutions and drafters
actively produce (Bernini, 1989; Park, 1995). Recent
work extends the same scepticism to international
criminal justice, treating professional neutrality as
a strategic posture rather than an inherent property
(Mehta, 2025). Historical work on “neutral English”
in language teaching makes a parallel point about
the construction of an unmarked variety (Lowe
& Smith, 2020). This debate has rarely met ELF-
informed discourse analysis, though it approaches
from the doctrinal side the same question LELF
research approaches from the linguistic side.

Three gaps sit at the intersection of these
strands. The work on convergence and the work
on conflict stay disconnected; because they belong
to different subfields, they are rarely read as two
faces of one mechanism. The critique of neutrality
as performative has not been joined to discourse
analysis of legal English, so the claim of an illusion
of neutrality is under-theorised in linguistic terms.
And the pedagogical consequences for ESP and
legal English teaching are undeveloped, even
though such teaching routinely presents common-
law terminology as culturally unmarked technical
vocabulary.

The aim is to define the mechanism by which
the standardisation of legal English creates an
impression of neutrality that its doctrinal effects do
not support. Convergence and conflict are treated
as simultaneous, mutually constitutive dynamics of
legal ELF, not as consecutive stages.

The following tasks have been set:

1) to integrate within a single analytical
framework the research on English as a legal lingua
franca, on interference in legal translation and on the
critique of neutrality in international arbitration;

2) to test that framework against three
documented doctrinal divergences in contract
interpretation;

3) to reveal the consequences of the proposed
framework for the design of ESP and legal English
curricula.

The novelty here is conceptual, not empirical.
The three doctrinal contrasts examined below are
established comparative-law material, not new
findings. What is new is the framework that connects
them to ELF theory, and the account of neutrality as
an artefact of standardisation that this connection
makes available.

Material and Methods. This study is conceptual
and integrative. It reports no corpus study, and no
new interactional data were collected. The analysis
works by critical synthesis of scholarship, plus two



analytical procedures applied to conventional textual
and doctrinal material.

Three kinds of material are used. The first
is the scholarly literature on ELF and LELF, on
legal translation, and on neutrality in international
arbitration; it grounds the framework. The second
is the repertoire of conventional drafting formulae
that circulate as boilerplate in English-language
commercial contracts: recitals of consideration,
entire agreement clauses, and clauses on governing
law and dispute resolution, along with the model
clauses published by arbitral institutions. These
formulae are treated as type specimens of a textual
convention, not as attributed extracts from individual
contracts, because it is their detachment from
any single transaction that makes them evidence
of convergence. The third is doctrinal secondary
literature on the comparative law of contract
interpretation, together with reported English case
law, used as an evidentiary case study rather than as
an object of independent legal inquiry.

The first procedure is a discourse-analytical
reading after Fairclough (2003). It identifies the
markers through which convergence is enacted
in the text: standardised terminology, formulaic
clause syntax, the patterning of deontic modality
in obligation clauses, and hedging devices that
project procedural neutrality. It then traces how
those markers relate to the doctrinal content they are
assumed to carry.

The second procedure is functional comparison
in the tradition of Merryman and Pérez Perdomo
(2007), adapted to a linguistic rather than a strictly
doctrinal purpose. It maps three common-law
concepts onto their nearest civil-law equivalents
or functional analogues. The question is not which
system is doctrinally better. It is what happens,
communicatively, when a term that encodes one
system’s assumptions is used as if it were a neutral
default good across systems.

The analysis runs in five stages, matching
subsections 3.1 to 3.5. It first documents
convergence at the level of surface linguistic
behaviour. It then documents conflict at the level of
doctrinal content, using three concepts as test cases.
The two readings are brought together to reconstruct
the mechanism that produces an appearance of
neutrality. Next comes the strongest counter-
argument, that autonomous international instruments
already remove the problem. The last stage sets out
the pedagogical consequences.

Three limitations follow from this design, and I
state them here rather than only in the conclusions.
The study rests on documentary and secondary
material, so its claims are conceptual and need
empirical testing. The case base is three concepts
within contract law; it does not exhaust contract
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doctrine, let alone either legal tradition, and the
analysis should not be read as a general survey. The
claim in subsection 3.3 about the uneven distribution
of interpretive costs is a hypothesis, not a result
established by the material used here.

Results and Discussion.

Convergence: English as an
standardisation

Convergence is the most visible effect of the
dominance of English. Decades of institutional
arbitration have produced a recognisable repertoire
of boilerplate. Entire agreement clauses, force
majeure clauses, and clauses on governing law and
dispute resolution circulate across jurisdictions
with little variation, whatever the parties’ domestic
legal system. Arbitral institutions reinforce this
directly: the model clauses of the ICC, the LCIA
and UNCITRAL work as templates that non-native-
speaker drafters reproduce with minor changes.
The European Union shows a comparable pattern,
where English has become a working language of
legislative drafting despite the formal equality of the
official languages. Research on EU legal language
calls the resulting text type a “Eurolect”, shaped by
translation-driven standardisation and by drafting
originals in English (Mori, 2018; Biel, 2014).

Through the discourse-analytical procedure
above, this convergence shows up in four recurrent
markers. The first is a closed terminological
inventory: a small set of terms of art, most of
them common-law in origin, reused across
unrelated transactions. The second is formulaic
clause syntax, as in the recital “in consideration
of the mutual covenants herein contained” or the
declaration “This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the Parties with respect to the
subject matter hereof”. Both are reproduced with
high fidelity and little variation. The third is a
stable pattern of deontic modality: “shall” marks
obligation and “may” marks permission with a
consistency rarely seen in general English. The
fourth is a set of hedging and reservation devices,
such as “unless otherwise agreed in writing”
or “save as expressly provided herein”, which
project procedural completeness and, with it, the
impression that the text governs itself.

These markers work at the level of linguistic
form and pragmatic routine, not legal content.
Parties reproduce a shared clause structure,
terminology and discourse convention well before,
and often without ever, checking that the doctrine
those forms are assumed to carry is shared too.
Convergence works here as a device of efficiency:
it lowers the transaction costs of cross-border legal
communication by supplying a predictable surface.
The gap between that surface and the doctrine
beneath it is the subject of the next subsection.

engine of
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Conflict: three doctrinal test cases

The clearest evidence that convergence in legal
ELF works independently of doctrinal convergence
comes from three concepts routinely transplanted,
through standardised English drafting, into contracts
governed wholly or partly by civil law. They appear
here in ascending order of interpretive consequence.

The entire agreement clause and the parol
evidence rule. Under English law, and under
the contract law of much of the United States,
a written instrument meant as the complete and
final expression of the bargain generally excludes
evidence of prior or contemporaneous negotiations.
The text is treated as sufficient in itself. Civil-law
systems usually take the opposite default. They
allow, and in some traditions require, the adjudicator
to look past the text to the parties’ actual common
intention, including pre-contractual negotiations.
The entire agreement clause is built on the common-
law assumption. Copied verbatim by non-native-
speaker drafters as part of convergent practice,
under civil-law governing law it may prove much
weaker, or give way to an independent inquiry into
intent. The clause converges in language across
jurisdictions while diverging in legal effect.

Consideration. In the common law a promise
binds only where something of legal value is
exchanged for it: a detriment or benefit bargained
for and given by the promisee. Civil-law systems
generally require no such exchange. The historical
requirement of cause in French law and the German
reliance on the declared intention of the parties, or
Willenserklarung, do partly overlapping but distinct
work, and several civil-law jurisdictions drop any
exchange-based requirement of formation altogether.
When an English-language contract opens with a
recital of consideration in a civil-law transaction,
that wording does nothing under the governing
law. It survives as a formal residue of an inherited
drafting habit. This is the least consequential of the
three cases, because the clause is inert rather than
misleading. It earns its place because that inertness
shows how far form has travelled from function.

The duty of good faith in performance. Civil-
law codes usually impose a general, codified duty
of good faith across formation, performance and
termination. Article 1104 of the French Code civil
and paragraph 242 of the German Biirgerliches
Gesetzbuch are the standard examples. English
common law has long resisted any general free-
standing duty of good faith in performance,
preferring piecemeal doctrines such as estoppel or
the implied term. Case law has since moved some
way towards context-specific duties in relational
contracts, notably Yam Seng Pte Ltd v International
Trade Corp Ltd [2013] EWHC 111 (QB) and Bates
v Post Office Ltd (No 3) [2019] EWHC 606 (QB),
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though the movement is contested and fact-sensitive.
Where an English-language contract says nothing
about good faith, silence being the common-law
default, an adjudicator trained in a civil-law system
and applying civil-law governing law may still read
a general duty of good faith into the relationship.
That outcome is one the common-law-trained
drafter did not expect, and one the ostensibly neutral
English text gave no sign of.

The same pattern recurs in all three cases.
Convergent English drafting reproduces a stable
linguistic surface across legal systems, while
the interpretive content that surface is taken to
encode does not travel with it. The contract looks
identical whether drafted for a common-law or a
civil-law deal; its legal operation is not. This is
how convergence and conflict are simultaneous
rather than sequential. One clause is at once a site
of linguistic standardisation and a site of doctrinal
incommensurability. Table 1 summarises the three
cases.

Read as a series, the three rows of Table 1 show
a gradient rather than a uniform effect. Divergence
ranges from the merely inert, through the weakened,
to the reversed. The gradient matters for teaching: it
shows that contrastive treatment cannot be reduced
to a single warning about false friends, since each
clause type fails in different ways.

The illusion of neutrality: how convergence
manufactures an appearance

The analysis so far lets me specify the mecha-
nism, rather than just assert it, by which legal ELF
holds up an appearance of neutrality its own doc-
trinal effects fail to support. In the arbitration lit-
erature, neutrality is best read as a constructed,
performed status produced through recurrent, stan-
dardised behaviour, rather than as an inherent prop-
erty of a language, forum, or procedure. Bernini
(1989) separates neutrality in this operational sense
from impartiality, a subjective, relational status
tested case by case. Park (1995) frames the appeal
of a lingua franca in transnational dispute resolution,
historically French and now English, as resting on its
capacity to project predictability, not on any cultur-
ally unmarked status. In practice predictability and
neutrality are treated as interchangeable, although
the second does not follow from the first.

Convergence is what produces this appearance of
predictability. Because the same clauses, terms and
conventions recur across a huge volume of trans-
actions, whatever the parties’ legal backgrounds,
English in legal ELF takes on the feel of a stable,
universal medium. Its repetitiveness reads as evi-
dence of its neutrality. Yet the cases above show that
the repetitiveness sits almost entirely at the level of
form. The interpretive content remains anchored
in the tradition that produced it and diverges once
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Table 1

Convergent English form and divergent doctrinal effect in three test cases

Concept / clause type

Common-law default

Civil-law default

Effect of the convergent
English form under civil-law
governing law

Entire agreement
clause / parol evidence
rule

Prior and contemporaneous
negotiations excluded; the
written text is self-sufficient

Adjudicator may, and
sometimes must, establish
the parties' actual common
intention, including pre-
contractual negotiations

Weakened or displaced: the
clause is read against an inquiry
it was drafted to exclude
(reversal of effect)

Exchange of something of

No equivalent exchange
requirement; cause (France)

Inoperative: the recital survives
as a formal residue with no

movement in relational
contracts

Consideration legal value is a condition of | and Willenserkldrung ) )
o function under the governing
enforceability (Germany) perform partly .
: . law (inertness)
overlapping functions
No g_en_e ral free-standmg General codified duty across | An unstated obligation may be
D I duty; piecemeal doctrines, . . ;
uty of good faith in with context-specific formation, performance and | read into the contract despite
performance P termination (Code civil, art. | the silence of the text (addition

1104; BGB, para. 242)

of effect)

civil-law governing law or an adjudicator trained in
it enters the picture.

On this account, neutrality is an artefact of con-
vergence rather than a property of English as a
medium. The more standardised and widely repro-
duced a form becomes, the more neutral it looks,
whether or not the doctrine beneath it has converged
at all. That is what makes “illusion” the right word
rather than an overstatement. The problem is not
simply that English legal terminology is less neu-
tral than assumed. The mechanism that produces the
assumption, standardisation through repetition, is
structurally decoupled from the doctrinal question
the assumption claims to answer. This parallels what
has been said about the construction of an unmarked
“neutral English” in teaching (Lowe & Smith, 2020)
and about the strategic uses of professional neutral-
ity in international justice (Mehta, 2025).

A further consequence concerns who bears the
cost. Common-law interpretive defaults built into
convergent forms are, by hypothesis, less visible
to drafters working outside that tradition, because
the clauses read as generic, technical and culturally
unmarked. If that holds, interpretive surprises such
as an inoperative recital of consideration, a weak-
ened entire agreement clause, or an unexpected duty
of good faith would fall more heavily on non-native-
speaker, civil-law-trained parties and counsel. On
this reading the illusion of neutrality is also a distrib-
utive problem, with consequences for legal certainty
and for fair access to a transnational legal order that
practice in English is presumed to make available to
everyone. I want to be clear that this study does not
establish the distributive claim. It follows from the
mechanism described above and stands as a hypoth-
esis, testable against the outcomes of disputes where
such clauses were contested.
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A counter-argument: do autonomous
instruments dissolve the problem?

The framework invites an obvious objection,
which I take up here to mark the limits of the
claim. One might say the problem is already
solved. Autonomous international instruments
exist precisely to supply an interpretive frame that
belongs to neither tradition. The United Nations
Convention on Contracts for the International Sale
of Goods, the UNIDROIT Principles of International
Commercial Contracts and the Principles of
European Contract Law all set out autonomous rules
on interpretation, and the latter two on good faith.
Where such an instrument governs, the objection
runs, the divergences in Table 1 do not arise.

The objection has force but does not dissolve the
mechanism, for three reasons. Parties often exclude
these instruments; opting out of the Convention
is itself standard boilerplate, and the exclusion is
usually drafted in the same convergent English.
Autonomous rules still have to be applied by
adjudicators trained in national traditions, and the
literature on their application records a steady pull
back towards domestic interpretive habits. Most
important for this argument, the instruments act
on the applicable law, not on the drafting register.
The clause repertoire from subsection 3.1 keeps
circulating unchanged and keeps projecting the same
self-sufficiency. The illusion of neutrality belongs to
the textual surface, and an instrument that changes
the governing law leaves that surface intact.

Implications for ESP and legal English
pedagogy

These findings bear directly on teaching English
for Specific Purposes and legal English, where
common-law terminology is routinely presented,
openly or by default, as culturally unmarked
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vocabulary to be mastered rather than as doctrine-
laden content that needs contrastive treatment.
Competence-based curricula built around vocabulary
lists, template clauses and genre conventions risk
reproducing the very illusion this article sets out
to dismantle. They train learners to reproduce
convergent forms fluently and leave the assumptions
those forms encode unexamined.

A curriculum built on this framework would
treat contrastive doctrinal awareness as a core
competence next to terminological and generic
competence. A learner drafting or reading an entire
agreement clause would need its conventional
wording, and also how its legal effect shifts with
the governing law, and why. This matters most in
programmes preparing students for jurisdictions
that combine active legal harmonisation, through
instruments shaped by the common law, with a
substantively civil-law framework. Ukraine is a clear
example, given its approximation to EU law and its
growing engagement with international commercial
arbitration and cross-border litigation.

The proposal can be made concrete. Here is a
single task sequence of about two contact hours
for an upper-intermediate legal English course.
Learners first take a standard entire agreement
clause in English and paraphrase its effect in their
own words. They then get two short scenarios where
the same clause operates under English and under
Ukrainian governing law, and predict the outcome
in each. They read a short doctrinal note on the two
interpretive defaults and revise their predictions.
Last, they redraft the clause so its intended effect
survives under civil-law governing law, and justify
each change. The language work, on nominalisation,
deontic modality and the syntax of exclusion, stays
on the same text throughout, so formal and doctrinal
learning are not split apart.

Mapped onto Ukrainian educational programme
descriptors, the sequence develops general
competences, above all analysis and synthesis;
special competences, above all the ability to
use a foreign language in professional legal
communication; and programme learning outcomes
for producing and interpreting professional texts.
It needs no redesign of the existing competence
framework, only a rereading of what mastering a
clause type involves. The result is a pedagogy that
treats fluency in legal ELF and contrastive doctrinal
literacy as inseparable objectives, not sequential
ones.

Conclusions. The analysis supports the
following  generalisations.  Convergence and
conflict are not consecutive or alternative results
of English’s role as a legal lingua franca. They are
simultaneous, mutually constitutive dynamics, and
their interaction produces an illusion of neutrality.
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Across three doctrinal test cases, the analysis has
shown that the standardisation of drafting forms
works largely independently of the doctrine those
forms are assumed to carry. It is that independence,
not anything inherent in English as a medium,
that manufactures the appearance of neutrality
documented in both the ELF and the arbitration
literatures.

Three contributions follow. The first is
an integrative framework that connects three
bodies of work developed in isolation: the
conceptualisation of LELF, research on interference
in legal translation, and the critique of neutrality
in arbitration scholarship. The second shows that
claims of linguistic neutrality can be tested against
doctrinal evidence instead of asserted in theory,
using comparative contract doctrine as the test
instrument. The third turns that critique into a
concrete pedagogical proposal, with a worked task
sequence for legal English programmes in civil-law
jurisdictions that are harmonising their law.

The limitations point to the next steps. The
analysis rests on documentary and secondary
material, so its central mechanism is established
conceptually, not empirically. One natural
extension would look at how convergence and
conflict surface in real time in arbitral hearings and
cross-border negotiations, through the pragmatic
and prosodic markers, such as hedging, epistemic
stance and mitigation, by which an absence of
neutrality tends to become visible in interaction
before it becomes doctrinally consequential. The
distributive hypothesis from subsection 3.3 still
needs testing against the outcomes of disputes
where such clauses were contested, which would
show whether interpretive costs really do fall
unevenly. The case base is only three concepts in
contract law, so the generality of the mechanism
is an open question; extending the analysis to
tort, restitution or arbitral procedure would test it.
And existing LELF research is still concentrated
in Western European settings, so jurisdictions
in transition, Ukraine among them, offer an
underexplored site for testing the framework
against a live case, with matching implications for
curriculum design.
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