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Abstract
With this paper, I suggest a multiperspectivist approach for assessing conceptual 
legal knowledge with relevance for the translation of legal terms in translation 
between two or more different legal systems. The basic quest is to present a set of 
categories and analytical approaches for legal translators to generate (collect) and 
classify knowledge necessary for their professional conceptual needs. In this paper, 
I will focus on the translational, juridical, and cognitive basics of such an approach. 
In order to cope with the broad range of possible translational purposes in differ-
ent translational situations and choose relevantly between alternative formulations, 
translators need methods and strategies in order to construct the necessary concep-
tual knowledge. This presupposes a broad knowledge structured in ways that enable 
the translator to recognize relevant characteristics of legal systems and relevant dif-
ferences between different legal systems. Concerning translational theory, the basis 
is the functional theory of translation as adapted to legal translation, based upon the 
idea of translation as choice between alternatives and distinguishing between docu-
mentary translation, at one end of a scale, and instrumental translation, at the other. 
This basis and the distinction presuppose relevant knowledge from comparative law. 
Hence, existing approaches and fundamental tenets concerning comparative law 
inside and outside of translation are presented. In order for knowledge to be pre-
sented in a manageable way with relevance to translators, I work with the approach 
of concept frames as basic unit of knowledge gathering and categorization. This way 
of presenting knowledge is embedded more generally in a knowledge communica-
tion approach, focusing on knowledge asymmetry. Within this general framework, 
the multiperspectivist approach combines insights from cultural studies (especially 
the study of law-as-culture), law as a disciplinary social system, and communica-
tive interaction generating meanings in legal communication, also across national 
borders.

Keywords Legal translation · Comparative law · Knowledge communication · 
Conceptual approach · Functional translation
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1 Introduction

Comparative Law and Legal Translation are close relatives—they work across the 
barriers of languages and legal systems, they intend to create bridges enabling users 
to see relations between different legal and linguistic settings and understand the 
unfamiliar, and they rely upon each other in their activities. Despite the fact that 
the focus of performers of comparative law and of legal translators are somewhat 
different [16, 29], there is enough overlap concerning focus, methods, and basic 
assumptions for them to be directly comparable and to learn from each other [28, pp. 
125–127].

The present paper focuses on the last-mentioned characteristic, the characteris-
tic of relying upon each other: Doing comparative legal studies presupposes access 
to legal sources from different legal systems phrased in different languages. If the 
expert does not know all the languages involved, which is not uncommon, especially 
if more than two systems are involved in the comparison, it is necessary to translate. 
Even when only two systems are involved, a certain amount of translation will still 
be necessary in order to be able to compare the meanings of texts from different sys-
tems. Hence, it is important to know which concept of translation has been applied 
when discussing the use of translations in practical comparative legal studies: What 
kind of service is translation expected to offer to the comparatist? On the other hand, 
when doing legal translation, a prerequisite to create good translations of legal texts 
is to have sufficient knowledge about the legal systems behind the source and target 
texts and also specific comparative knowledge about significant differences. For this, 
methods and results from comparative legal studies as reflected not only in the aca-
demic legal studies themselves, but also in legal dictionaries, terminological data-
bases and similar sources are central to reaching a relevant result.

Before getting into these application-oriented considerations about how the dis-
ciplines are instrumental to each other in the remainder of the paper, however, it 
is relevant to elaborate upon a basic concept uniting the two disciplines Compara-
tive Law and Legal Translation. Basically, doing legal translation as well as doing 
comparative legal studies may be seen as purpose-oriented instances of Knowledge 
Communication. By this concept, I understand the following:

The study of Knowledge Communication aims at investigating the intentional 
and decision-based communication of specialized knowledge in professional 
settings (among experts as well as between experts and non-experts) with a 
focus upon the interplay between knowledge and expertise of individuals, on 
the one hand, and knowledge as a social phenomenon, on the other, as well 
as the coping with knowledge asymmetries, i.e., the communicative con-
sequences of differences between individual knowledge in depth as well as 
breadth [18, p. 37].1

1 For an overview of literature and the characteristics of the Knowledge Communication Approach, cf. 
work by Kastberg [30] and Porup Thomasen [47].
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Activities in both disciplines involve experts on the sender side and usually also 
on the receiver side of the communication, working within their field of exper-
tise. Central in this context is, first, the idea that communication of knowledge 
takes place between individuals based upon knowledge as a social, i.e., shared 
phenomenon. This means that individuals draw upon personal knowledge they 
presume to be shared when understanding one another. In both disciplines in 
focus in this paper, this also presupposes a relevant level of comparative knowl-
edge in order to assume what knowledge may be shared. Secondly, knowledge of 
individuals may be and typically is different among the individuals. Hence, com-
municating knowledge presupposes some insights into the relevant differences in 
individual knowledge between communicators in order to cope with knowledge 
asymmetries. One consequence following from this assumption is that knowledge 
communication always targets the specific conditions of (types of) individuals. 
The same text will never be understood in the same way by receivers with a dif-
ferent knowledge background, even though they speak the same language. For 
texts themselves do not carry knowledge, but only the material to be used when 
constructing knowledge on the side of the receiver. When making a comparative 
legal study, therefore, the reporter must take into account the purposes of the con-
crete targeted receivers as well as their knowledge background. The same applies 
to legal translations.

One of the consequences of adopting a knowledge communication approach is 
that it makes it relevant to investigate the descriptive advantages of a multidimen-
sional approach to modelling the meanings to be rendered in translations or in com-
parative legal studies. For knowledge is generally stored in associative networks. 
This network character gives rise to the possibility of focusing different dimensions 
of a concept, dependent upon which parts of the network are given primary rele-
vance in a given situation. This characteristic may well be modelled in the format of 
frame semantics (cf. Sect. 4.1).

The basis for carrying out knowledge communication activities in the field of 
comparative law and of legal translation is access to a relevant knowledge base. The 
base is constructed through focused investigations. In earlier work [19] I have pro-
posed a multiperspectivist approach to such investigations specifically for the pur-
poses of legal translation. In Sect. 4 I will elaborate upon this idea. At this stage, 
however, it is already important to note that I work with a terminological differentia-
tion between the terms dimension and the term perspective: I use dimension to mean 
a content aspect of a legal concept (like the dimension of history or of sanctions); I 
use perspective to mean a way of approaching the study of law for comparative pur-
poses (as in a functionalist or a national context approach).

Based upon these assumptions, this paper intends to support the following claims:

• Comparative law must come to terms, methodologically, with the fact that a 
translation will always be targeted to the needs of an intended receiver and work 
consciously with this in the choice of translations and translation tasks.

• Legal translation must come to terms, methodologically, with the fact that com-
parative legal studies will differ in the chosen focus, not only in topic, and also in 
knowledge dimensions (legal function, legal characteristics, cultural aspects) and 
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investigative perspective and work consciously with this in the choice of meth-
ods and results.

• Knowledge-oriented approaches to meaning (based on frame semantics) have 
affordances concerning the ability to model different dimensions of a concept 
together, which support efficient conscious choices in practical comparative law 
as well as in practical legal translation.

Concerning the structure of the paper, I begin with a brief presentation of the central 
characteristics of a Knowledge Communication approach to the process of translat-
ing for legal purposes (Sect.  2). In Sect.  3, I focus on what legal translation may 
yield and what it cannot yield for work in the field of comparative law. Finally, in 
Sect.  4 I present a multiperspectivist approach to translation-relevant comparative 
legal studies and suggest some relevant approaches to acquiring the relevant multidi-
mensional knowledge.

2  Knowledge Communication Approach to Legal Translation

Using the Knowledge Communication Approach and its concepts for researching 
legal translation and especially for the study of how to translate legal terminology, 
the activity may be described in the following compressed form:

Translating terms in legal documents consists of strategically choosing rele-
vant parts of the complex conceptual knowledge represented in the source text 
in order to present the aspects exactly relevant for this text in the target text 
situation in order to enable a receiver to construct the intended cognitive struc-
ture [17, p. 5].

Encountering a word in the source text which the translator recognizes as a legal 
term prompts automatic activation of the relevant part of his or her background legal 
knowledge. The activated knowledge constitutes the basis of understanding by ren-
dering potentials. The selective process of choosing a way to render a source lan-
guage term in the target language then consists of applying three kinds of filters to 
the translator’s activated basic and global knowledge.

• First filter: Which aspects of the all-encompassing conceptual knowledge con-
nected to the term is actually central in the source text situation?

• Second filter: Which of these aspects are relevant in the target text situation, and 
what are the similarities and differences in relation to target-language concepts?

• Third filter: What formulations may best enable receivers to establish the 
intended mental picture based upon their existing knowledge base?

In connection with each filtering, translators may recognize knowledge deficits that 
will make it relevant for them to widen their knowledge base in order to create sat-
isfactory knowledge units. Where the first-mentioned filter is traditionally included 
in translation process descriptions from the point of view of functional translation, 
the focus in the two remaining filters upon not only general systematic (shared) 
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similarities and differences, but also hypotheses of the knowledge base of the (indi-
vidual) receivers are often not kept apart.2 Emphasizing this distinction stresses the 
fact that the goal of the translation is to enable individual readers to construct an 
intended cognitive structure. Translation is thus not merely about making a target 
text. Rather, translation is about creating opportunities for individuals in the target 
text situation to construct knowledge relevantly similar to knowledge normally con-
structed by individuals in the source text situation. This is the main contribution of 
the Knowledge Communication Approach to the characterization of the process of 
legal translation and the decisions to be made in this process.

Having established the central characteristics of legal translation as seen from the 
point of view of the Knowledge Communication Approach, I now proceed to see 
how this way of looking at translation influences the conceptualization of the role of 
translation in comparative law.

3  Translation in Comparative Law

In general, translation as part of the methodology of legal comparison is not prob-
lematized to any deeper degree [22, p. 2]. For example, in a recent introduction by 
Husa:

In most cases, sufficient knowledge of the foreign language in question is 
required by either the researcher or those assisting him or her. The situation is 
improved by the fact that nowadays provisions from the main categories of the 
legal system are to a great extent available as official translation in best known 
languages (mostly in English, sometimes in French or German) [27, p. 190].

Translations are presented as generally unproblematic sources for comparative 
work. And by ‘translations’ I mean not only formal translations of the official type, 
but also the reading of foreign language texts based upon foreign language compe-
tence, chosen in dependence upon the actual needs of the comparatist. The following 
remarks apply to formal as well as more informal translation types. However, Husa 
[28, pp. 193–196] is also aware of the special problems that comparatists (and trans-
lators) meet when working with legal texts from different legal systems. These are 
specifically related to legal language as a specialized sublanguage differing in mean-
ing from everyday language, as well as to its relation to specific institutions, norms, 
processes, legal culture and legal history that have to be understood according to the 
respective system in order to achieve the rather deep understanding necessary for 
comparative purposes. The consequence for Husa is to emphasize his position on 
foreign language competences at the beginning of the statement above:

2 Cf., however, Matulewska for examples of such a distinction and arguments for the importance of indi-
vidual circumstances in the translation situation for the choices to be made [38, pp. 75–81].

Author's personal copy



 J. Engberg 

1 3

All the factors mentioned above emphasize the need to resort to material in 
the original language or at least in key issues to examine the content of the 
foreign law (also) directly in the original language [28, p. 195].

Consequently, comparatists cannot rely fully upon translations, but must also have 
direct access to the wording of the original text. Some authors take this skeptical 
position towards translation one step further and actually reject the possibility 
of translating legal texts successfully [32]. I find this an unrealistic position to 
take. The main reason is that a vast number of people earn a living from perform-
ing legal translation and have a vast number of satisfied customers. Furthermore, 
legal cooperation and supranational legal institutions and systems exist and thrive. 
Hence, authors rejecting successful legal translation must mean something else. 
Most likely, the rejection must be of the possibility to create a text in a target lan-
guage, in which there is a 1:1-relation between all words in the source and target 
text. Such a detailed position is much more likely to be correct, due to the char-
acteristics listed by Husa above. According to Hendry [27, pp. 98–99] accepting 
or rejecting the possibility of actually understanding foreign law through transla-
tion is an important characteristic when understanding different comparatists, as 
it reflects a difference in basic position towards the discipline of comparative law: 
Comparatists accepting translation as a relevant tool belong to the more function-
alist branch, whereas comparatists rejecting translation as a relevant tool belong 
to the more contextualist branch. As I argue in Sect. 4, a comparative law meth-
odology with maximum relevance for legal translators should draw upon results 
from both of these perspectives on the comparative study of law.

Among comparatists accepting translation as a relevant tool, we find discus-
sions about the type of translation to be chosen with a view to their specific disci-
plinary needs. De Groot [26, p. 159] states that “[i]nteresting, relevant differences 
should not be ‘lost in translation’: those differences have to be explained.” The 
idea is that the translator should not hide differences by choosing target-language 
legal terms with a certain, but not full overlap [near or partial equivalence apud 
Šarčević [44, p. 238]. Instead, differences must be made clear. Along the same 
lines, Baaij [1] talks about the danger of translation strategies that enhance intel-
ligibility of target text by using terminology known to the receiver. This type 
of strategy, which he calls a ‘receiver-oriented strategy’, runs the risk of hiding 
information relevant for comparison:

… the greater the cultural or contextual differences involved, the more the 
receiver-oriented legal translator needs to depart from the linguistic struc-
tures and legal-cultural references of the source legal text [1, p. 109].

Behind this lies the fear that the translator may be an interpreting filter between 
the original text and the comparatist. Instead, he presents as more apt a so-called 
literal or ‘linguistic’ translation strategy [1, pp. 112–114]. As an example, the 
Dutch term “Bezit” is better translated into English by the non-terminological 
noun ‘having’ instead of by the common-law term ‘possession’. The reason is that 
there are differences between the common-law concept and the Dutch concept, 
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which may not be noticed by an English-speaking reader encountering the com-
mon-law term [1, p. 117].

The cited authors point to an important question in the choice of strategy. How-
ever, it is also important to use the exact terms when describing the problem: As 
partial equivalence is the rule in concepts across legal systems, it will normally be 
necessary in legal translation to make formulation and word choices in accordance 
with an interpretation of the needs of the receiver. As an example, Šarčevič in an 
analysis of the translation of legal instruments in bi- or multilingual jurisdictions 
in order to produce authenticated texts demonstrated that the goal here must be to 
achieve texts that express the same legal intent [45, p. 333]. Of course, this approach 
may not be in accordance with the needs of a comparativist and thus may not be the 
optimal choice for a translator. However, what Baaij suggests as an alternative (‘lin-
guistic’) strategy is also a translation following a receiver-oriented strategy based 
upon the translator’s knowledge of both legal systems and of the needs of the receiv-
ing comparatist. There is most likely a confusion here of the terms ‘receiver-oriented 
translation strategy’ and ‘instrumental translation strategy’. The first is a reformula-
tion of the basis of one of the most influential functional approaches to translation, 
that is, Skopos Theory:

Ein Translat ist ein Informationsangebot in einer Sprache z der Kultur Z, das 
ein Informations-ange-bot in einer Sprache a der Kultur A funktionsgerecht 
imitiert [48, p. 33].3

In this view, on which the Knowledge Communication Approach to legal translation 
presented in Sect. 2 is based, a translated text is always an attempt to communicate 
information to a receiver and to produce a (target) text that fulfills the needs of this 
receiver, simultaneously being relevantly loyal to the source text. This presupposes 
a certain orientation of the translated text towards its receivers and their knowl-
edge base, as they are to understand a text from a context different from their own. 
As developed by Nord, in this context translators may follow strategies positioned 
between two ends of a scale reaching from documentary to instrumental translation 
strategies [42]. Documentary strategies (which may also be called foreignizing strat-
egies) are oriented towards documenting aspects of source text and culture, whereas 
instrumental translation strategies are oriented towards creating a translated text that 
may fulfill the purpose of the source text, but under the conditions of the target text 
situation.4 What Baaij warns about is rather an instrumental strategy, whereas what 
he wants is a documentary strategy. In both cases, however, the translation will be 
receiver-oriented and based upon the translator’s interpretation of overlaps, differ-
ences and their respective importance for the purposes of the receivers and thus 
upon comparative knowledge about the involved legal systems. Just like a context-
free and education-independent understanding of legal texts in the mother tongue is 

3 A translation is an information offer in a language t of the culture T, which imitates an offer of infor-
mation in a language s of the culture S in a functionally adequate way (my translation).
4 Hendry [27] distinguishes along the same lines between metaphrase (documentary approach) and para-
phrase (instrumental approach).

Author's personal copy



 J. Engberg 

1 3

not possible, a context-free literal translation strategy does not exist. Husa states this 
in the following way: “In practice the comparatist has to translate (and simultane-
ously interpret) from one language to another even if it is not done on paper or with 
a computer” [28, p. 196; emphasis added]. Users of translation ‘read’ the original 
texts through the interpretation of a translator. However, the wider and more facetted 
the comparative knowledge base held or created by the translator is, the more likely 
it is that the translator may produce a translated text helpful for the intended readers 
(in this case, comparativists). Hence, the communication of knowledge about for-
eign law in a relevant way, taking into consideration the presumed knowledge base 
of the receiver, is the key to solid comparative legal studies.

For comparatists and translators alike, this actually demonstrates the necessity 
of not generally relying upon a monodimensional approach, but to keep the eyes 
open for multiple dimensions, enabling a change of perspective if need be from the 
point of view of the interests of the researcher, the nature of the investigation or the 
nature of the investigated object. In these terms, we may rephrase Baaij’s criticism 
of specific translation strategies: What Baaij has observed is actually that a monodi-
mensional approach to translation focusing upon the legal intent is not the right 
approach for all receivers, as other perspectives of legal concepts than the central 
legal intent pursued with them may be relevant for some receivers. Legal translators 
must be able to accommodate such interests, too. Therefore, legal translators must 
have a multidimensional approach to comparative legal knowledge as a central tool 
for acquiring the relevant knowledge at their disposal that enables them to adjust to 
the specific receiver needs in the translation situation at hand.5

My main interest in this paper, however, lies in proposing relevant ways of con-
ducting comparative legal studies for legal translators. For the remainder, therefore, 
I wish to outline the contours of a multiperspectivist approach to comparative law 
for translators and give some suggestions to concrete approaches that could be used 
to acquire relevantly multidimensional knowledge under different perspectives.

4  Comparative Law for Translators: Combining Perspectives 
and Dimensions

Let us briefly sum up the argumentation so far: Based upon the idea of legal transla-
tion as an instance of knowledge communication, the quality of translation depends 
upon the amount of relevant (comparative) knowledge that the translators have 
at their disposal in order to perform their knowledge communication task. Such 
knowledge must be multidimensional in its content and structure in order to allow 
knowledge communicators to adjust to specific needs in the target situation, in our 
case to translators’ needs in specific translational situations, i.e., for specific knowl-
edge communication tasks. In this section, I will argue that it is preferable that the 
approach to generating such knowledge is multiperspectivist.

5 Cf. Kocbek [33, p. 35] for a similar position on the necessity of including many conceptual dimensions 
“in order to gain a full picture … of legal terms”.
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I propose to describe legal concepts from the following three perspectives pre-
sented in my previous work [18, 19]:

• The perspective of law as a functional and epistemic system, focusing upon the 
influence of general legal thinking upon the structure of the concepts (focus: 
similarities, commensurability).

• The perspective of national legal cultures, focusing upon characteristics of 
national legal concepts and upon the influence from aspects of the national 
culture and the general context governing a culturally adequate understanding 
(focus: differences, rather incommensurability).

• The perspective of law as the result of interpersonal knowledge communication, 
focusing upon the importance of language use upon meaning and variation of the 
concept, based upon corpus studies (focus: similarities and differences, symbols, 
reflections of context)

The multiperspectivist approach to generating knowledge covers different 
approaches to comparative legal studies and thus enables legal translators to take 
advantage of a wealth of different sources of relevant information in a structured 
way. The input from each of the perspectives may be structured according to a num-
ber of dimensions, of which some will be more relevant for specific translation situ-
ations than for others. When the information is taken up by individual translators, 
categorized, and structured according to the needs of this type of knowledge com-
municators, information becomes knowledge [10]. In this connection, the concept 
of conceptual frames is relevant as the main organizational unit in a translation-rele-
vant version of comparative law. The outline of the building blocks of a translation-
relevant approach to comparative law in the remainder of this paper therefore starts 
with a brief outline of the characteristics of this organizational unit in Sect.  4.1. 
Section 4.3 presents some concrete investigative approaches that may be employed 
within the different perspectives. Before entering this level of detail, however, 
Sect.  4.2 presents a meta-approach to the concept of law, which I see as a major 
potential source of translation-relevant dimensions for the conceptual legal frames, 
viz., the Law-as-Culture approach.

4.1  Conceptual Frames as Organizers of Conceptual Knowledge

The first building block, the conceptual frame, offers a framework for structuring or 
organizing the generated knowledge formally. Frames are structures consisting of 
conceptual elements which we presume model knowledge structures in long-term 
memory of individuals. The basic building blocks of the structures are slots, i.e., 
underspecified attributes or dimensions of central relevance for understanding the 
concept. Slots contain more specified knowledge elements, which prototypically are 
used to fill the slots in communicative events, hence called fillers [2, 3, 7, 14].

Such individual structures emerge from the individual’s own experiences, but also 
in interaction with knowledge structures of other individuals in the form of learning 
from their reported experiences and communicatively sharing own experiences with 
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others. In this way, frames are models of knowledge relevant for communicative 
interaction and understanding in a collective. We understand each other, because we 
are able to construct frames that are structurally (slots) and content wise (fillers) 
adequately similar to the frames of the (community of the) person we communicate 
with, either based upon already stored knowledge or as new insights from combin-
ing input with stored knowledge.

When translating concepts between two or more cultures according to standards 
of functional translation, translators need a relevant knowledge base, i.e., insight into 
what knowledge is relevant in order to understand a concept the way it is understood 
by the members of the legal field [9 pp. 44–45, 15]. This means that translators must 
build up a knowledge base from domain-internal sources like encyclopedia, statutes, 
textbooks, academic articles, etc., but also from sources that are more peripheral 
from the point of view of traditional legal studies, such as newspaper articles or 
books about basic cultural aspects. In the words of Busse [8], what the translators 
collect and generate from these sources is Verstehensrelevantes Wissen, i.e., knowl-
edge relevant for the conforming understanding. The central advantage of a frame 
approach is that it models connections between elements of a concept along relevant 
dimensions and therefore is less tied to specific languages than predominantly lexi-
cal approaches: “the frame-semantic approach to lexical organization makes it pos-
sible to relate words across languages in a systematic way” [5, p. 152]. Furthermore, 
it allows modeling the actual multiplicity of dimensions of legal concepts.

4.2  Law‑as‑Culture Approach

Phrased informally (so as to circumvent discipline-internal detailed debates of legal 
science not relevant for the purposes of this paper), law can be described as an inde-
pendent discipline interested especially in describing systems of norms enforceable 
by the state as well as the background of how such norms are established, achieve 
validity, and develop over time. This focus upon the norm and its immediate cir-
cumstances is expressed prototypically in the introductory pages to Hans Kelsen’s 
seminal work “Pure Theory of Law”:

The judgement that an act of human behavior, performed in time and space, is 
‘legal’ (or ‘illegal’) is the result of a specific, namely normative, interpretation. 
… The norm which confers upon an act the meaning of legality or illegality 
is itself created by an act, which, in turn receives its legal character from yet 
another norm. … That means that the contents of actual happenings agree with 
a norm accepted as valid [31, p. 4].

Not all approaches to law are so radical as this. However, seeing the aspects men-
tioned in the definition as central characteristics of the law is prototypical of law as 
a discipline. In the terms used in this paper, I would call this a relatively monodi-
mensional approach. It is a perfectly valid approach to law as a discipline, but for a 
legal translator such an exclusive focus on the dimension of the norms is generally 
too narrow to build up the necessary basis for meeting the requirements of different 
receivers of translations and their situational needs.
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Within law and at the margins of law as a discipline we find approaches try-
ing rather to combine the study of law with other disciplinary views, like Legal 
Linguistics or Sociology of Law. One approach from the field of sociology with 
specific interest for the purposes of this paper is the Law-as-Culture approach, 
especially as represented by the work by Werner Gephart [21]. It is a socio-cul-
tural approach which emphasizes the influence of factors like group, values, his-
tory and worldviews on law. It is especially interesting as a background for the 
interests of language experts like translators, because we know from studies in 
Legal Linguistics that there are clear correspondences between such factors and 
the linguistic form of legal texts.

In his book, Gephart suggests four dimensions according to which law may be 
described from the point of view of law not only being ‘Law-as-Law’, but also 
being ‘Law-as-Culture’ [21, pp. 292–300]:

• Dimension of Law as norm Legal rules as expression of normative thoughts 
connected to the social group and their values—law as system of rules of a 
social group

• Dimension of Law as organization Social structures supporting the perfor-
mance of law connected to values of national culture

• Dimension of Law as symbol Perspective of formal elements for inherently 
legal meanings—wigs and robes, but also linguistic elements like terms with a 
legal characteristic

• Dimension of Law as act-oriented ritual Culture-bound rituals with a role in 
performing the law—for instance traits of generic identity of court decisions

Applying this idea of law as a cultural entity gives us a set of different catego-
ries when looking for knowledge and categorizing the knowledge chunks we find, 
enabling the translator to achieve a multidimensional and relevantly structured 
insight into the legal concepts investigated.

4.3  A Multiperspectivist and Multidimensional Approach to Comparative Law

In this subsection, I wish to present in greater detail the three different perspec-
tives mentioned above, mainly through approaches that in my view can be used 
when investigating legal communication from the respective perspective. The 
central idea is that translation-relevant comparative law should do two things:

• Deliver characteristics of legal concepts with a focus upon relations of simi-
larity and difference to concepts from other legal systems—as candidates for 
fillers in the conceptual frames that translators must build in order to make 
relevant formulation decisions in accordance with the translational situation.

• Deliver dimensions of such legal concepts (as candidates for slots), also as a 
source for translators when building relevant conceptual frames.
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In her work on the multiple dimensions relevant to describe legal terms from the 
point of view of the so-called socio-cognitive approach to terminology, Kocbek pre-
sents the following dimensions as potentially relevant: text type, area of law, history, 
ideology, and metaphor [33]. These are sensible, but hardly sufficient in all cases. 
Through the perspectives and the approaches belonging to them, translators have 
access to many more dimensions that are potentially relevant to their decisions.6

4.3.1  Perspective of Law as Functional and Epistemic System

The following definition presents the basic characteristics of the traditional legal 
approach to comparative law, the functional approach:

It is possible on the general level to present a blueprint definition and say that 
comparative research of law aims at lining up different legal systems in order 
to generate information. Comparative law is aimed at the legal systems of dif-
ferent States (or State-like formations) or their segments that are significant for 
research problems [28, p. 19].

Focus here is on solving the problems of legal research. This focus governs the 
investigated object as well as the chosen methodology. Concerning the object, “(c)
omparative law aims at general legal knowledge that is not State-specific in nature 
as in national legal research” [28, p. 21]. Hence, much work has been concentrated 
upon describing legal families [49]. Apart from this type of macro-comparisons, 
functionally oriented comparative law studies may also take the form of micro-com-
parisons, taking legal rules, individual legal concepts or legal institutions as their 
object [28, p. 101]. Such comparisons are traditionally carried out between legal 
concepts of different national legal systems [horizontal comparison, [28, p. 111]. 
However, recent developments in the nature of legal systems following globaliza-
tion, the functional approach has widened its scope to include vertical comparisons, 
i.e., comparison between legal systems at national and at supra- or transnational 
level [28, p. 111]. Both aspects are potentially relevant to translators’ purposes, also 
due to the fact that translational practice and specific tasks is equally influenced 
by the processes of (legal) globalization.7 Especially for micro-comparisons, the 
ones most relevant for translational purposes, comparative law has developed the 
method of problem functionalism, meaning that the comparing researcher intends 
to describe the (socio-legal) problem (like dissolution of marriage) intended to be 
solved by, e.g., a legal rule and then investigate how the same problem is solved in 
a different legal system [28, p. 124]. In this way, the researcher gains insights into 
similarities and differences between rules, concepts or institutions of different legal 

7 Thanks to one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing out this idea.

6 From a practical point of view, Bestué [4] proposes to apply a so-called translation-oriented termi-
nological entry for storing and structuring the results of comparative studies of centrally relevant legal 
concepts. The idea is to collect broadly potentially relevant information from many perspectives, includ-
ing possible and non-preferred translations, definitions, textual context as well as features from the disci-
plinary knowledge.
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systems, generally with more focus on similarities than on differences. In transla-
tion-related work, this approach is often used in traditional terminology work [cf., 
e.g. the work by Sandrini [43]]. In this type of work, focus is on structuring central 
legal knowledge generated from the study of legal textbooks and similar discipline-
internal sources according to hierarchical relations in so-called conceptual systems. 
In terms of the dimensions from the Law-as-Culture approach, the aspects gathered 
here typically belong to the dimension of law as norm (if focus is, e.g., upon statutes 
and sections hereof) and of law as organization (if focus is, e.g., upon the judicial 
system).

Within the field of comparative law, Emerich [e.g., 12, p. 302] proposes an 
approach which takes as its point of departure the open-minded studies of legal con-
cepts like, e.g., ‘possession’ in common law and in civil law in order to find similari-
ties. The idea is to describe the concepts under scrutiny in the respective system and 
then in a second step establish a transsystemic concept that may be said to under-
lie the respective systemic approaches. Hence, the method presents central charac-
teristics of the concepts and produces dimensions, in which transsystemic overlaps 
are visible. This approach may be oriented towards the metadimension of law as 
norms and the idea from functionality of socio-legal problems as basic, but it may 
also include dimensions from the metadimension of law as an act-oriented ritual, 
when emphasizing, e.g., the dimension of communication in the legal concept of 
possession in the transsystemic description [12, p. 325]. It thus content wise takes a 
broader view than traditional functionalist approaches. The same may be said about 
another conceptual approach from within the discipline of Comparative Law, the 
idea of Conceptual Comparison presented by Brand [7], although it tends to con-
centrate on the metadimension of law as norm. This approach also investigates legal 
concepts from different systems thought to be comparable from the point of view of 
their conceptual dimensions and then in a second step establishes overarching con-
cepts containing dimensions and characteristics common for the investigated con-
cepts. Both approaches may naturally yield input to translational decisions in the 
form of concrete results from studies performed within them. However, they may 
also function as sources especially for conceptual dimensions beyond the tradition, 
which the translator needs when constructing the relevant conceptual frames.

Finally, another type of comparative work very widespread in translation-related 
branches is the comparative study of genres, i.e., of textual patterns traditionally 
used [e.g., 6, 13]. Such approaches generate knowledge on conventional or ritualized 
ways of performing similar legal-textual actions in different national legal settings. 
Input from such investigations may contribute to the dimension “law as an act-ori-
ented ritual” from the Law-as-Culture approach and thus help widen the scope of the 
generated knowledge from the focus on law as norm.

Common to all of these approaches, which naturally do not constitute any encom-
passing list, is that they are based upon the idea of legal concepts as parts of a 
functional system (in the terms of Luhmann) or epistemic systems (in the terms of 
Knorr-Cetina) which are not limited by the boundaries of national languages, but 
expand across national languages and national systems. This also means that they 
rely upon a basic concept of cultural characteristics as at least potentially universal 
[20, pp. 441–444]. This basic assumption is the main reason why these concepts 
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tend to focus upon similarities and compatibility. Furthermore, such conceptual 
systems must not be limited to functional dimensions (as they are in the traditional 
problem functional methodology) but may encompass all the dimensions from the 
Law-as-Culture approach presented above.

4.3.2  Perspective of National Legal Cultures and Contexts

Within the discipline of Comparative Law besides the traditional research field rely-
ing upon a universality-oriented conception there is a strong research field taking 
a different stance. Their take on cultural characteristics is more relativist than uni-
versalist [20, pp. 444–449]. Where work from the research field behind what was 
presented in Sect.  4.3.1 focuses upon overarching characteristics of socio-legal 
functionality, researchers working under the perspective of national legal cultures 
emphasize the importance of the unique socio-cultural context of each nation. 
According to Hendry we should actually talk about two different research fields, i.e., 
the universalistic and functional Comparative Law versus the contextually oriented 
Comparative Legal Studies [27, p. 88].

A central figure in Comparative Legal Studies is Pierre Legrand. His position on 
the context-dependence of legal meaning may be seen in the following quote:

The meanings that the interpreter brings to the act of interpretation were inter-
nalized by him as he was thrown into a tradition (linguistic, legal, and oth-
erwise) that constituted him as the individual he is (and as a member of the 
tradition). The basic point is that the individual’s sphere of understanding is, 
in important ways, inherited and that it arises irrespective of any subjective 
preferences [36, p. 220].

Within the discipline of Comparative Law, the differences between the principle 
assumptions of the two research fields are so deep that it is difficult to position one-
self as a researcher between the two. It is necessary to take a stance on where one 
belongs. On the other hand, translators have the advantage that they may be eclectic 
in this context: If work from a research field contributes relevant dimensions and 
concrete input to the conceptual knowledge that the translator needs in order to 
make relevant translational decisions, such work is relevant—no matter whether the 
assumption of the researcher on cultural characteristics is universalist or relativist. It 
is especially useful for a translator having the task of translating for the purposes of 
comparatists like Baaij in the situation described in Sect. 3 above to have input from 
a researcher with an emphasis upon specific context (national view) rather than upon 
overarching function or similar characteristics (functionalist view). From such work, 
the translator will receive a sharper focus upon the significant differences.

Naturally, it is hardly possible for a practicing translator to support fully the idea 
of incommensurability visible from quotes like the one above from Legrand, as it 
runs counter to the possibility of making translations. However, some approaches 
exist that do not buy in on the idea of incommensurability but which are mainly 
interested in describing legal systems and concepts from the point of view of the 
respective systems. Phrased differently, such approaches seek to know the deeper 
characteristics of each system, before they compare and find possible similarities.
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Following this approach and directly related to the needs of translators, Mon-
jean-Decaudin and Popineau-Lauvray [41] suggest a concept-based method for 
transferring legal meaning in translation which applies the method of inflexion 
de signifie as a tool of translators. Basically, the idea is that the translator broadly 
assesses the meaning of the source text concept and of potentially relevant tar-
get text concepts and then formulates goals for the intended relations between 
source and target concept which help create a bridge for target culture readers to 
approach source culture concepts. The idea is to look for overlaps between the 
source and target culture concepts in order to support bridge-building. But the 
bridges are not built at system level, only at the level of the concrete translation 
situation.

Another example of a translation relevant approach that belongs to this group 
is the parametric approach developed by Aleksandra Matulewska and her col-
leagues from Poznan [23, 37, 39]. The idea is to describe legal concepts from one 
legal system, e.g., that of Poland. As an example we here cite the first three levels 
of the parameters for property-related Polish terminology [39, pp. 35–37]:

1. Dimension of being property

1.1. Dimension of being goods

 1.1.1. Dimension of being a tangible good separated from the environment/
nature (constituting a thing)

   …
 1.1.2. Dimension of being a tangible good not separated from the environ-

ment/nature
   …
 1.1.3. Dimension of being a tangible not constituting a thing
   …
 1.1.4. Dimension of being intangible goods
   …

1.2 Dimension of being a right

1.2.1 Dimension of being a proprietary right
  ….
1.2.2 Dimension of being an intellectual property right

Concepts are described along specifically relevant parameters in order to get as 
precise a description as possible of the concept within its specific national con-
text. These parameters are then used as the basis for comparison with similar 
legal concepts in other systems. In this case, it is possible to calculate distances 
between the Polish and the foreign concept by assessing degree of similarity on 
the different parameters, because the Polish concept and its conceptual structure 
function as baseline.
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In a second comparative step relevant for concrete translations, the relative dis-
tance between possible translations of the source term is calculated:

The very first step of comparative analysis is focused on the meaning of the 
terms in the legal context. Then the analysis of the source-text unit compared 
with translandive text unit is performed regarding the relevant dimensions of 
the terms. The set of minimal dimensions used to calculate the similarities and 
differences between the compared terms are: genre, lect, branch of law, sub-
branch of law as well as various optional dimensions [23, p. 21].

On this basis, translators may decide which possible target-language term is most 
suitable in a specific translational situation. ‘Parameters’ are also called ‘dimen-
sions’, equivalating what I call conceptual dimensions in this contribution. The list 
of parameters used for describing legal terminology may thus function as a source 
for relevant dimensions in concepts from other legal systems than Polish.

4.3.3  Perspective of Law as Result of Interpersonal Knowledge Communication

Where the two perspectives described so far tend to work ‘outside-in’ in their analy-
sis, starting either in overarching epistemic systems or in a national cultural context, 
the last perspective to be treated here uses an ‘inside-out’ direction in the analysis. 
This is the equivalent of a constructivist approach to (the emergence of) cultural 
characteristics [20, pp. 449–451]. In this perspective, the dimensions and character-
istics are found by looking at legal communication and following the constructive 
meaning-making process represented here.

An important comparative dimension for legal translators is to know about col-
locations and phraseological units, in order to know the formulation traditions of 
a legal system. From the point of view of law as an act-oriented ritual, this linguis-
tic dimension is relevant for translators in its own right: What collocations exist in 
relevant legal systems, how are they related to each other?8 Another approach is to 
use studies of collocations and phraseology in order to describe aspects of the legal 
systems under scrutiny. Examples of such work are work by Dobrić Basaneže [11], 
Scarpa [46], and Goźdź-Roszkowski and Pontrandolfo [25]. The collocation and 
phraseology approaches are characterized by being based upon corpus methodology, 
i.e., on the quantitative study of language units in legal communication. Interest is 
in following the constructive meaning-making process that takes place in legal com-
munication by following the formulation patterns.

A different, more qualitative approach is developed by Meyer [40]. She works 
with a method for enabling readers from one (legal) culture to read and understand 
legal texts from a foreign culture in accordance with the cultural characteristics of 
this foreign culture by acquiring relevant (comparative) background knowledge of 
the foreign culture. The approach is based upon a performational approach to cul-
ture, i.e., the idea that cultural characteristics are not stable, but are (re-)created in 

8 Cf., e.g., work by Księżyk on German and Polish [34, 35] and by Goźdź-Roszkowski on collocational 
patterns of near-synonyms in American law [24].

Author's personal copy



1 3

Comparative Law for Legal Translation: Through Multiple…

the communicative interaction of participants in the culture. Hence, outsiders to a 
culture may gain access to the foreign culture by working open-mindedly with texts 
and other cultural signs of the foreign culture and assess through linguistic analysis, 
what linguistics means are typically used in communication to create which mean-
ings. The central idea is to offer a tool to people with an interest in foreign legal 
systems that gives them access to the specificities of these systems by following the 
process in which specific symbolic meanings like  for instance the meaning of the 
cross in Bavarian schools emerge in a specific context.

5  Concluding Remarks

The main interest in this paper has been to investigate the practical and disciplinary 
links between comparative law and legal translation. The two disciplines are united 
in the interest in similarities and differences of legal systems at the level of actual 
legal concepts. However, they are divided in their disciplinary interests: compara-
tive legal studies should render insights into the compared legal systems in order to 
fulfill the purposes and interests of legal experts in the way law is organized. Even 
when the traditional approach of conceptualizing Law-as-law is abandoned for a 
Law-as-Culture approach, the interest still mainly lies in the normative meta-dimen-
sion. Legal translators, on the other hand, need insights that can help them make the 
formulation decisions that they need in order to enable inter-systemic communica-
tion of the legal content for different readers. Comparative law and legal transla-
tion are bound together in the way that they need each other in order to carry out 
their studies. However, they only need parts of each other’s ‘services.’ Hence, it is 
necessary to be conscious about needs and possible expectations. In Sect. 3, I have 
presented some considerations about the possible (and not possible) role of trans-
lation as a service for comparative law. Subsequently, in Sect. 4, I have presented 
the outline of a methodological system that may enable translators to systematically 
access and categorize knowledge they need in order to make their formulation deci-
sions. The observations, suggestions and proposed systems are to be seen as input to 
a development which should be implemented.

References

 1. Baaij, Cornelis J.W. 2014. Translation and the ‘contamination’ of comparative legal research. In 
Comparative Law: Engaging Translation, ed. Simone Glanert, 104–122. London: Routledge.

 2. Barsalou, Lawrence. 1992. Frames, concepts, and conceptual fields. In Frames, Fields, and Con-
trasts. New Essays in Semantic and Lexical Organization, eds. Adrienne Lehrer, and Eva Feder Kit-
tay, 21–74. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

 3. Barsalou, Lawrence. 2007. Representation and knowledge in long-term memory. In Cognitive Psy-
chology: Mind and Brain, eds. Edward E. Smith, and Stephen Michael Kosslyn, 147–191. Upper 
Saddle River, N.J.: Pearson and Prentice Hall.

 4. Bestué, Carmen. 2019. A matter of justice: Integrating comparative law methods into the decision-
making process in legal translation. In Research Methods in Legal Translation and Interpreting. 
Crossing Methodological Boundaries, eds. Łucja Biel, Jan Engberg, M. Rosario Martín-Ruano, and 
Vilelmini Sosoni, 134–151. London: Routledge.

Author's personal copy



 J. Engberg 

1 3

 5. Boas, Hans C. 2013. Frame semantics and translation. In Cognitive Linguistics and Translation: 
Advances in some Theoretical Models and Applications, ed. Ana Rojo and Iraide Ibarretxe-Antu-
nano, 125–158. Berlin: de Gruyter.

 6. Anabel, Borja Albi. 2013. A genre analysis approach to the study of the translation of court docu-
ments. Linguistica Antverpiensia 12: 33–53.

 7. Brand, Oliver. 2007. Conceptual comparisons: Towards a coherent methodology of comparative 
legal studies. Brooklyn Journal of International Law 32(2): 405–466.

 8. Busse, Dietrich. 1987. Historische Semantik: Analyse eines Programms. Sprache und Geschichte, 
vol. 13. Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta.

 9. Busse, Dietrich. 2015. Juristische Semantik als Frame-Semantik. In Zugänge zur Rechtssemantik. 
Interdisziplinäre Ansätze im Zeitalter der Mediatisierung, ed. Friedemann Vogel, 39–68. Berlin: de 
Gruyter.

 10. Davenport, Thomas H., and Lawrence Prusak. 2000. Working Knowledge: How Organizations Man-
age what they Know. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

 11. Katja, Dobrić Basaneže. 2015. Investigating “concgrams” in the language of contracts and legal 
agreements. Fachsprache 32(3–4): 176–192.

 12. Emerich, Yaêll. 2011. De quelcues invariables de la possession: La possession transsystémique. 
Revue du Notariat 113(2): 299–333. https ://doi.org/10.7202/10447 78ar.

 13. Engberg, Jan. 1997. Konventionen von Fachtextsorten. Kontrastive Analysen zu deutschen und 
dänischen Gerichtsurteilen. Forum für Fachsprachenforschung, vol. 36. Tübingen: Narr.

 14. Engberg, Jan. 2009. Methodological aspects of the dynamic character of legal terms. Fachsprache 
31(3–4): 126–138.

 15. Engberg, Jan. 2009. Von der rolle des institutionellen verstehens für das professionelle kommu-
nizieren im recht. In Jahrbuch Deutsch als Fremdsprache 2008: Professionelle Kommunikation, 
97–111. München: IUDICIUM Verlag.

 16. Engberg, Jan. 2013. Why translators are not lawyers. On differences and similarities of interest 
and knowledge. In Translating the Law. Theoretical and Methodological Issues, eds. Icíar Alonso 
Araguás, Jesús Baigorri Jalón, and Helen J.L. Campbell, 23–32. Granada: Comares.

 17. Engberg, Jan. 2015. What does it mean to see legal translation as knowledge communication? Con-
ceptualisation and quality standards. Terminology Science and Research 25: 1–10.

 18. Engberg, Jan. 2016. Conceptualising corporate criminal liability: Legal linguistics and the combina-
tion of descriptive lenses. In Constructing Legal Discourses and Social Practices: Issues and Per-
spectives, ed. Girolamo Tessuto, Vijay K. Bhatia, Giuliana Garzone, Rita Salvi, and Christopher 
Williams, 28–56. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars.

 19. Engberg, Jan. 2017. Developing an integrative approach for accessing comparative legal knowledge 
for translation. Revista de Llengua i Dret 68: 5–18. https ://doi.org/10.2436/rld.i68.2017.3014.

 20. Evanoff, Richard J. 2004. Universalist, relativist, and constructivist approaches to intercultural eth-
ics. International Journal of Intercultural Relations 28: 439–458.

 21. Gephart, Werner. 2006. Recht als Kultur. Zur kultursoziologischen Analyse des Rechts. Frankfurt 
a.M.: Vittorio Klostermann.

 22. Glanert, Simone. 2014. Translation matters. In Comparative Law—Engaging Translation, ed. 
Simone Glanert, 1–19. London: Routledge.

 23. Gortych, Karolina. 2017. In Search of Equivalents in Legal Translation: A Parametric Approach 
to the Comparison of Legal Terminology in Polish and Greek. Poznan: Wydawnictwo Naukowe 
CONTACT.

 24. Goźdź-Roszkowski, Stanisław. 2013. Exploring near-synonymous terms in legal language. A cor-
pus-based, phraseological perspective. Linguistica Antverpiensia 12: 94–109.

 25. Goźdź-Roszkowski, Stanisław, and Gianluca Pontrandolfo. 2013. Evaluative patterns in judicial 
discourse: A corpus-based phraseological perspective on american and italian criminal judgments. 
International Journal for Law, Language and Discourse 3(2): 9–69.

 26. Gerard-René, De Groot. 2012. The influence of problems of legal translation on comparative law 
research. In The role of legal translation in legal harmonization, ed. Cornelis J.W. Baaij, 139–159. 
Aalphen aan den Rijn: Wolters Kluwer.

 27. Hendry, Jennifer. 2014. Legal comparison and the (im)possibility of legal translation. In Compara-
tive Law—Engaging Translation, ed. Simone Glanert, 87–103. London: Routledge.

 28. Husa, Jaakko. 2015. A New Introduction to Comparative Law. Oxford/Portland, Oregon: Hart.
 29. Husa, Jaakko. 2016. Translating legal language and Comparative Law. International Journal for the 

Semiotics of Law 30(2): 261–272. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1119 6-016-9490-9.

Author's personal copy

https://doi.org/10.7202/1044778ar
https://doi.org/10.2436/rld.i68.2017.3014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11196-016-9490-9


1 3

Comparative Law for Legal Translation: Through Multiple…

 30. Kastberg, Peter. 2019. Knowledge Communication. Contours of a Research Agenda. Forum für 
Fachsprachenforschung. Berlin: Frank & Timme.

 31. Kelsen, Hans. 1967. Pure Theory of Law. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.
 32. Kischel, Uwe. 2009. Legal cultures: Legal languages. In Translation Issues in Language and Law, 

ed. Frances Olsen, Alexander Lorz, and Dieter Stein, 7–17. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan.
 33. Kocbek, Alenka. 2013. Legal terminology at arm’s length—The multiple dimensions of legal terms. 

Linguistica 53(2): 25–37. https ://doi.org/10.4312/lingu istic a.53.2.25-37.
 34. Księżyk, Felicja. 2013. Rechtssprachliche Kollokationen im deutsch-polnischen Vergleich und deren 

Stellenwert im Auslandsgermanistikstudium. Linguistica 53(2): 127–139. https ://doi.org/10.4312/
lingu istic a.53.2.127-139.

 35. Księżyk, Felicja Maria. 2015. Kollokationen im Zivilrecht Polens in den Jahren 1918–1945 mit 
besonderer Berücksichtigung der deutschsprachigen Zivilgesetzbücher. Eine kontrastive Studie. 
Frankfurt a.M: Peter Lang.

 36. Legrand, Pierre. 2008. Word/world (of primordial issues for comparative legal studies). In Para-
doxes of European Legal Integration, eds. Hanne Petersen, Anne Lise Kjær, Helle Krunke, and 
Mikael Rask Madsen, 185-233. Aldershot: Ashgate.

 37. Matulewska, Aleksandra. 2013. Legilinguistic Translatology: A Parametric Approach to Legal 
Translation. Linguistic insights: Studies in language and communication, vol. 171. Bern: Peter 
Lang.

 38. Matulewska, Aleksandra. 2016. Walking on thin ice of translation of terminology in legal settings. 
International Journal of Legal Discourse. https ://doi.org/10.1515/ijld-2016-0001.

 39. Matulewska, Aleksandra. 2017. Contrastive Parametric Study of Legal Terminology in Polish and 
English. Dissertationes legilinguisticae. Poznan: Wydawnictwo Naukowe CONTACT.

 40. Meyer, Almut. 2016. On the integration of culture into comparative law. In Language and Law in 
Social Practice Research, ed. Girolamo Tessuto and Rita Salvi, 268–289. Mantova: Universitas 
Studiorum.

 41. Monjean-Decaudin, Sylvie, and Joëlle Popineau-Lauvray. 2019. How to apply comparative law to 
legal translation: A new juritraductological appraoch to the translation of legal texts. In Research 
Methods in Legal Translation and Interpreting: Crossing Methodological Boundaries, eds. Łucja 
Biel, Jan Engberg, M. Rosario Martín Ruano, and Vilelmini Sosoni, 115–129. London: Routledge.

 42. Nord, Christiane. 1989. Loyalität statt Treue. Vorschläge zu einer funktionalen Übersetzungs typol-
ogie. Lebende Sprachen. https ://doi.org/10.1515/les.1989.34.3.100.

 43. Sandrini, Peter. 1996. Comparative analysis of legal terms: Equivalence revisited. In Tke 96, eds. 
Christian Galinski, and Klaus-Dirk Schmitz, 342–350. Frankfurt a.M.: Indeks Verlag.

 44. Šarčevič, Susan. 1997. New Approach to Legal Translation. The Hague: Kluwer Law International.
 45. Šarčevič, Susan. 2000. Legal translation and translation theory: A receiver-oriented approach. In 

La Traduction Juridique. Histoire, théorie(s) et pratique/Legal Translation. History, Theory/ies and 
Practice, ed. GREJUT, 329–347. Geneva: Université de Genève.

 46. Scarpa, Federica. 2013. Investigating legal information in commercial websites: The terms and con-
ditions of use in different varieties of English. Linguistica Antverpiensia 12: 71–93.

 47. Thomasen, Ulf Porup. 2015. Exploring the Communicative Dimensions of Knowledge-Intensive 
Innovation: An Ethnographic Insight into the Innovation Culture Initiative of Novo Nordisk. Aarhus, 
DK: Department of Business Communication, Aarhus University.

 48. Vermeer, Hans J. 1986. Voraussetzungen für eine Translationstheorie—einige Kapitel Kultur- und 
Sprachtheorie. Heidelberg: Selbstverlag.

 49. Zweigert, Konrad, and Hein Kötz. 1996. Einführung in die Rechtsvergleichung, 3rd ed. Tübingen: 
J.C.B. Mohr.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published 
maps and institutional affiliations.

Author's personal copy

https://doi.org/10.4312/linguistica.53.2.25-37
https://doi.org/10.4312/linguistica.53.2.127-139
https://doi.org/10.4312/linguistica.53.2.127-139
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijld-2016-0001
https://doi.org/10.1515/les.1989.34.3.100


 J. Engberg 

1 3

Affiliations

Jan Engberg1 

 * Jan Engberg 
 je@cc.au.dk

1 German Business Communication, School of Communication and Culture, Aarhus University, 
Jens Chr. Skous Vej 4, 8000 Aarhus C, Denmark

Author's personal copy

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0660-7260

	Comparative Law for Legal Translation: Through Multiple Perspectives to Multidimensional Knowledge
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Knowledge Communication Approach to Legal Translation
	3 Translation in Comparative Law
	4 Comparative Law for Translators: Combining Perspectives and Dimensions
	4.1 Conceptual Frames as Organizers of Conceptual Knowledge
	4.2 Law-as-Culture Approach
	4.3 A Multiperspectivist and Multidimensional Approach to Comparative Law
	4.3.1 Perspective of Law as Functional and Epistemic System
	4.3.2 Perspective of National Legal Cultures and Contexts
	4.3.3 Perspective of Law as Result of Interpersonal Knowledge Communication


	5 Concluding Remarks
	References




