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THEORETICAL AND LEGAL FOUNDATIONS OF INDEPENDENT EVIDENCE
GATHERING BY THE DEFENCE IN CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS

Problem Statement. In the context of the
dynamic development of criminal procedural
legislation and the strengthening of human rights
guarantees, the independent gathering of evi-
dence by the defense acquires crucial importance
as an integral element of the adversarial princi-
ple and in ensuring equality of arms in criminal
proceedings. Despite this right being enshrined
at the legislative level and recognized in inter-
national standards, Ukrainian law enforcement
practice faces a series of systemic challenges and
unresolved issues that hinder its effective imple-
mentation.

The existing legal framework, while granting
the defense certain powers, exhibits fragmenta-
tion and gaps in detailing the mechanisms for
gathering, verifying, and using evidence obtained
outside the scope of official pre-trial investiga-
tions. Specifically, the lack of clear procedures
for the defense to interact with state bodies, eco-
nomic entities, and individuals to obtain nec-
essary information and documents often leads
to artificial restrictions on access to potentially
vital defense data. This creates an imbalance in
the procedural capabilities of the parties, as the
prosecution possesses a wide arsenal of tools
for compulsory evidence gathering, whereas the
defense largely depends on the goodwill of other
entities.

Moreover, the issue of admissibility and rel-
evance of evidence collected by the defense
becomes particularly acute in the absence of uni-
form judicial practice and criteria for its evalua-
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tion. This creates legal uncertainty and the risk
of the court unjustifiably rejecting important
defense evidence merely due to procedural short-
comings or subjective interpretation of norms.
Thus, a paradoxical situation arises where the
right to independent evidence gathering exists de
jure, but its effectiveness de facto remains ques-
tionable.

Insufficient attention to the theoretical concep-
tualization of parity in evidence gathering and the
lack of a comprehensive analysis of international
experience in this area also complicate the devel-
opment of effective reforms. This necessitates an
urgent need for in-depth scientific research aimed
at identifying the roots of existing problems,
developing practical recommendations, and
substantiating legislative initiatives that would
ensure a real, and not merely declarative, right
for the defense to independently gather evidence
in criminal proceedings. Without resolving these
issues, there is a risk of nullifying the adversarial
principle and limiting an individual’s fundamen-
tal right to effective defense against accusations.

Analysis of Recent Research and Publica-
tions. In contemporary scholarly discourse, the
issue of independent evidence gathering by the
defense in criminal proceedings is a subject of
constant and intense research. Recent years have
seen a significant increase in publications reflect-
ing both theoretical developments and practical
aspects of realizing this fundamental right. A sub-
stantial portion of scholars focus on the concep-
tual foundations of adversarialism and equality
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of arms, viewing independent evidence gathering
as a key mechanism to neutralize the asymmetry
in procedural capabilities between the prosecu-
tion and the defense. In this context, the doctrine
of equality of arms, which is fundamental to a
fair trial, particularly in light of the practice of
the European Court of Human Rights, is actively
discussed. Researchers emphasize that an effec-
tive defense is impossible without the active role
of the defense counsel in forming the evidentiary
basis that counters the prosecution’s position.

At the same time, despite significant progress
in research, many aspects remain debatable and
require further scholarly substantiation. These
include: the necessity for clear procedures for
documenting evidence collected by the defense
to ensure its reliability and admissibility; the
development of mechanisms for accountability
for obstructing defense counsel in evidence gath-
ering; further study of the psychological and eth-
ical aspects of defense counsel’s interaction with
individuals providing information.

Thus, the analysis of recent research indi-
cates a deep interest in the issue of independent
evidence gathering by the defense. However,
despite significant achievements, there remains
a need for comprehensive, interdisciplinary
research that will allow for the development of
effective recommendations to improve both leg-
islation and law enforcement practice. These
works include, but are not limited to, those by
Y.P. Alenina, O.R. Balalatska, Yu.M. Hroshevoy,
I.V. Hloviuk, Ye.H. Kovalenko, O.P. Kuchynska,
L.M. Loboyko, V.P. Shybilko, and others.

Aim of the Article. The aim of this article is a
comprehensive scientific analysis and systemati-
zation of the theoretical and legal foundations of
independent evidence gathering by the defense in
criminal proceedings, as well as the development
of concrete recommendations based on these
foundations for improving the current legislation
and law enforcement practices in Ukraine.

Presentation of the Main Material. The
implementation of the adversarial principle
in criminal proceedings is a key condition for
ensuring the right to a fair trial and the effective
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defense of an individual accused of a criminal
offense. One of the most important elements of
this principle is providing the defense with a
real opportunity to gather, present, and examine
evidence on par with state prosecution bodies.
However, in practice, there is an observed asym-
metry in the procedural capabilities of the par-
ties, which calls into question not only equality
in access to evidentiary information but also the
overall effectiveness of the defense function.

The issue of independent evidence gathering
by defense counsel gains particular relevance
in the context of modern law enforcement prac-
tice, where a significant portion of the eviden-
tiary mass is formed by the prosecution. The
defense’s limited tools for initiating procedural
actions through an investigating judge, as well
as the absence of a clear procedural mechanism
for independently collecting evidence, leads
to significant difficulties in practically ensur-
ing the principle of equality of arms. Further-
more, domestic legislation lacks sufficient detail
regarding the legal status of the defense counsel
as a subject of proof, which results in ambiguous
interpretations of their powers.

In this context, particular attention should be
paid to the analysis of the current procedural leg-
islation of Ukraine regarding the powers of the
defence to initiate and independently carry out
actions related to evidence collection. Specifi-
cally, Part 3 of Article 93 of the Criminal Proce-
dure Code of Ukraine [1] provides the defence
with the ability to request the conduct of cer-
tain procedural actions through an investigating
judge. However, this model does not ensure the
actual autonomy of the defence in gathering evi-
dentiary information. The absence of adequate
guarantees for access to sources of evidence, as
well as the lack of legislative regulation of meth-
ods for documenting the results of such activities,
significantly limits the possibility of fully exer-
cising the right to defence. The issue of judicial
evaluation of evidence collected by the defence
also requires in-depth examination, particularly
in light of the criteria of admissibility, reliabil-
ity, relevance, and sufficiency. Case law demon-
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strates a tendency toward a formalistic approach,
whereby evidence obtained by the defence with-
out the involvement of investigative authorities
is often deemed to be procedurally deficient. This
results in legal uncertainty and hinders the devel-
opment of a full-fledged adversarial model of
criminal proceedings in which both parties have
equal opportunities to build their evidentiary
positions.

All of the above indicates the necessity of for-
mulating a new, more balanced concept of proof
in criminal proceedings — one that incorporates
both international standards and the needs of
national law enforcement practice. In particular,
it is appropriate to consider the legislative rec-
ognition of the defence counsel’s right to inde-
pendently collect evidence, provided that such
activities comply with specific guarantees of
authenticity, respect for the rights of others, and
adherence to ethical and procedural safeguards.

Fundamental principles of criminal justice,
such as adversariality, equality of arms, and the
presumption of innocence, constitute the theo-
retical foundation of the right of the defence to
gather evidence. The principle of adversariality
and equality of the parties is enshrined in the
Criminal Procedure Code of Ukraine, particu-
larly in Article 22, and provides for the indepen-
dent advocacy by each party of its legal position
[1]. This principle is vital for ensuring fairness
and democracy within the judicial system, as
it facilitates the establishment of truth and the
adoption of well-founded decisions based on the
arguments presented by all parties [2].

T.V. Lukashkina expresses the view that inde-
pendent evidence gathering by the defence may
also include filing a motion with the investigating
judge requesting the interrogation of a witness or
a victim in a court hearing already at the stage of
pre-trial investigation [3, p. 263].

According to D.B. Serhiieva, the provisions
of the Criminal Procedure Code of Ukraine that
grant the defence the right to independently gather
evidence — particularly through obtaining tempo-
rary access to items and documents or engaging
an expert on a contractual basis-serve as a tool for
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acquiring evidentiary information within a pro-
cedurally regulated framework [4, p. 703]. While
this position rightly highlights the legal instru-
ments formally available to the defence, it may
risk overstating their practical efficacy. In real-
ity, the exercise of these rights is often limited by
procedural barriers, delayed judicial responses,
or the reluctance of third parties to cooperate
without formal compulsion. Moreover, the need
to operate strictly within the procedural frame-
work established for investigative authorities
places the defence at a structural disadvantage
compared to the prosecution, which possesses
broader investigatory powers and institutional
resources. In our view, although these mecha-
nisms represent an important legal foundation
for defence-led evidence gathering, their effec-
tiveness depends not only on the letter of the law
but also on its practical implementation. There-
fore, we argue that true equality of arms requires
not just declarative procedural rights, but also the
removal of structural and institutional constraints
that hinder the defence’s ability to realise them in
practice.

T.M. Miroshnychenko takes a critical stance
regarding the empowerment of the defence to
gather evidence, asserting that such activity
cannot be equated with evidence collection by
the prosecution. She argues that the prosecuting
authority not only discovers, seizes, records,
and stores factual data, but also carries out its
procedural formalisation, legal evaluation, and
incorporation into the case file. In contrast,
according to her position, the defence and the
victim are not vested with the legal authority
to make procedural decisions on the legal
status of the collected information. Therefore,
from her perspective, no evidence gathering in
the legal sense is conducted by the defence [5,
pp. 135-136]. While this viewpoint reflects a
traditional and formalistic understanding of
evidentiary powers, it arguably underestimates
the evolving role of the defence in adversarial
proceedings. The essence of adversarial
justice lies precisely in enabling each party to
independently develop and substantiate their
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legal position. The absence of procedural powers
to officially “recognise” evidence should not
invalidate the defence’s role in discovering,
documenting, and presenting information
relevant to the case. Indeed, modern comparative
practice acknowledges that evidence obtained by
the defence — if verified, reliable, and submitted
in accordance with procedural safeguards —
may possess full evidentiary value and be duly
assessed by the court. In our view, the assertion
that only the prosecution performs “legal”
evidence gathering reinforces a hierarchical and
accusatory bias inconsistent with the principles
of equality of arms and fair trial. The defence
may not have the same coercive tools, but this
does not preclude it from engaging in lawful and
meaningful evidence-building. Therefore, the
legal doctrine should recognise the functional
equivalence of defence-collected materials when
they meet criteria of admissibility, relevance, and
credibility.

As D.V. Davydova rightly points out,
the modern model of criminal procedure in
Ukraine entails not only the formal expansion
of the defence’s powers to initiate and collect
evidence but also fundamentally transforms
the logic of procedural balance, wherein the
court — acting as an impartial arbiter — assumes
a central role in the evaluation of evidence
[6,p.55].This observationunderscores a pivotal
shift from an investigative model dominated by
prosecutorial discretion toward amore balanced
adversarial system, where the legitimacy and
value of evidence are determined not by its
source but by its compliance with procedural
standards and substantive credibility. In
such a system, the emphasis moves from the
monopoly of state investigative bodies toward
the principle of procedural parity, allowing
the defence to contribute meaningfully to the
formation of the evidentiary base. In our view,
this approach should be further reinforced in
both doctrine and practice, as it strengthens
judicial impartiality and protects the accused
from potential abuses of investigatory power.
Recognising the court as the primary evaluator
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of evidence — regardless of which party
collected it — enhances the integrity of the
criminal process and promotes adherence to
the principles of fairness and the rule of law.

Despite the valuable contributions of certain
scholars to the study of evidence in criminal pro-
ceedings, their approaches predominantly reflect
a traditional conception of the state’s dominant
role in the formation of the evidentiary base. Spe-
cifically, the reduction of the defence’s activity
to merely initiating procedural actions through
the investigating judge — rather than engaging
in autonomous evidence gathering or the denial
of the legal nature of defence-obtained materials
due to the absence of official procedural authority,
exemplifies a formalistic and legalistic paradigm.
In our view, such interpretations require doctrinal
reconsideration. The modern adversarial model
of criminal justice is grounded in the principle of
procedural equality, which necessitates recogni-
tion of the defence as a full-fledged evidentiary
actor. The defence’s evidentiary activity should
not depend on requests to state authorities for
permission, but rather on professional autonomy
and the effective use of legal and factual tools
available in a democratic justice system.

Importantly, the evidentiary value of informa-
tion should not derive from the status of the party
that obtained it, but from its compliance with
the criteria of admissibility, relevance, credibil-
ity, and sufficiency as evaluated by an impartial
court. In this context, it is essential to establish a
normative framework that affirms the procedural
standing of the defence counsel as an active and
independent participant in the evidentiary pro-
cess.

It should be emphasized that the right to
defence, within the context of the 1950 European
Convention on Human Rights [7], constitutes
an integral part of the right to a fair trial.
Subparagraph (c) of paragraph 3 of Article 6
of the Convention states that everyone charged
with a criminal offence has the right to defend
themselves in person and/or through legal
assistance of their own choosing. This right
can be meaningfully exercised only if there is
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an effective mechanism in place to ensure the
proper functioning of all necessary components.
The right to defence encompasses, among other
things, the freedom to choose legal counsel,
timely access to legal aid, the effectiveness of
representation, proper notification of the right
to legal assistance, restrictions on waiving legal
counsel, attorney-client privilege, and the ability
to communicate privately with one’s lawyer
[8, pp. 9—11]. Adherence to these guarantees is
critically important for ensuring fair trial standards
and safeguarding the rights of the accused. The
existence of an effective legal defence mechanism
helps to prevent abuses by law enforcement
and judicial authorities and ensures equality of
arms between the parties. The right to defence
covers multiple dimensions, including access
to a lawyer, equality of procedural rights, and
guarantees for a fair adjudicative process. One of
its key components is access to professional legal
assistance. In many countries, including Ukraine,
a system of free legal aid exists for those unable
to afford private counsel. However, in practice,
this system frequently encounters financial and
organizational difficulties, which diminish its
effectiveness. A shortage of qualified defence
attorneys, delays in legal appointments, and
limited access to consultations pose substantial
obstacles to the realisation of the right to
defence [9].

Failure to acknowledge this trend within
procedural theory and practice perpetuates
an imbalance between the parties, in direct
contradiction to both the Constitution of
Ukraine and international standards of fair trial.
Moreover, it creates conditions for procedural
discrimination against the defence, significantly
limiting its ability to influence the outcome of the
case through active evidentiary engagement.

Accordingly, the issue lies not only in
expanding the formal procedural rights of
the defence but also in rethinking the very
concept of proof as a comprehensive process
in which each party enjoys equal opportunities
to construct, submit, and substantiate evidence.
The legislature must recognise that the defence’s
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role is not auxiliary but equal in the pursuit of
truth, including the capacity to gather evidence
independently of state prosecutorial institutions.
Equally important is the creation of institutional
and technical conditions to realise this right
such as access to public registers, the ability to
commission independent expert assessments,
the use of OSINT technologies, and judicial
safeguards for defence-led initiatives. Only
under these conditions can the adversarial model
of criminal justice function not merely as a
declarative framework but as a living mechanism
for the protection of individual rights.
Conclusions. This study confirms that the
right of the defence to independently gather evi-
dence is a fundamental component of the adver-
sarial model of criminal justice and a necessary
condition for ensuring fairness, equality of arms,
and the effective protection of human rights in
criminal proceedings. While the Criminal Pro-
cedure Code of Ukraine provides formal mech-
anisms for the defence to initiate procedural
actions, it does not ensure sufficient autonomy
or practical effectiveness in collecting evidence
independently. The research highlights a signifi-
cant discrepancy between the declarative proce-
dural rights of the defence and their real-world
implementation. The current legal framework
imposes structural limitations that prevent the
defence from functioning as a fully empowered
evidentiary actor. These constraints are com-
pounded by ambiguous legislation, institutional
dependency on state authorities, and limited
access to practical tools of evidence gathering.
Doctrinal positions that downplay the eviden-
tiary role of the defence by equating its func-
tion to passive participation or excluding it from
legal qualification of materials fail to reflect
modern standards of adversarial justice. Such
views contradict the European Convention on
Human Rights, comparative jurisprudence, and
the principles of fairness and procedural parity.
In practice, evidence obtained by the defence if
collected lawfully, verified, and submitted with
due procedural safeguards should be treated with
equal probative value to that of the prosecution.
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The role of the court as an impartial evalua-
tor must be further emphasized. The evidentiary
process should not be monopolized by the pros-
ecution; rather, it must be a balanced system in
which both parties are equally capable of influ-
encing the outcome through their own initiative,
argumentation, and proof. Therefore, the reform
of the Ukrainian criminal procedure system
should be directed toward: legislatively affirming
the defence counsel’s status as an autonomous
evidentiary subject; expanding the practical tools
for defence-led investigations (including digi-

tal methods, open-source intelligence (OSINT),
and independent expert assessments); ensuring
access to institutional and informational infra-
structure, including public registries and expert
databases; safeguarding the admissibility and
credibility of defence-collected evidence in judi-
cial practice. Only through such a transformation
can the adversarial model become a fully func-
tioning mechanism of justice one that guarantees
the real, not merely formal, equality of parties
and upholds the right to defence in accordance
with European and constitutional standards.

Summary

In contemporary criminal proceedings, the defense’s role in ensuring a fair trial is crucial. One key
aspect of effective defense is the independent gathering of evidence, which helps balance the proce-
dural capabilities of the prosecution and the defense. This article provides a comprehensive analysis
of the theoretical and legal foundations of such evidence gathering, highlighting its significance,
mechanisms, and the challenges encountered in practical implementation.

The research begins by examining the concepts underlying the right to defense, particularly the
principles of adversarialism, equality of arms, and the presumption of innocence. It analyzes the evo-
lution of perspectives on the defense attorney’s role in criminal proceedings, from a passive observer
to an active participant endowed with broad powers. Special attention is given to the concept of par-
ity in evidence gathering, which entails providing the defense with tools commensurate with those
available to the prosecution, ensuring the completeness and objectivity of the investigation into the
case’s circumstances.

The legal regulation of independent evidence gathering by the defense is central to this article.
A detailed analysis is conducted on national legislative norms that enshrine the defense attorney’s
rights to gather and present evidence, specifically through interviewing individuals, requesting doc-
uments, conducting their own investigations, and engaging specialists. The forms and methods of
evidence gathering available to the defense are identified and systematized, taking into account their
admissibility and relevance from the perspective of criminal procedural law.

Significant attention is paid to the problematic aspects of exercising the right to independent evi-
dence gathering. Issues related to limitations on access to information, the difficulty of obtaining data
from state bodies and private individuals, and the uncertainty of the legal status of certain types of
information collected by the defense are discussed. The article analyzes conflicts of norms that may
arise when the defense’s interests clash with those of other participants in the process, particularly
concerning the non-disclosure of investigative secrets or private life. It also explores the evaluation
of evidence collected by the defense by the court and pre-trial investigation bodies, as well as the
mechanisms for their legitimization and use in judicial proceedings.

Key words: criminal proceedings, defense side, evidence gathering, theoretical foundations, legal
bases, adversarial principle, equality of arms, right to defense, admissibility of evidence, procedural
powers, implementation challenges, comparative legal analysis, legislative improvement, criminal
procedural law.
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Anzapee LII. Teoperuxko-nmpaBoBi 3acaad CcaMOCTIHHOTO 30MpaHHSA J0Ka3iB CTOPOHOIO
3aXMCTYy Y KPUMIHAJIbHOMY NPOBAIKEHHI

AHoTauin

VY cydacHOMY KpHUMIHJIBHOMY IPOIIECI POJIb CTOPOHU 3aXUCTy B 3a0€3IMEUYCHHI CIIPaBEIJIMBOTO
CYZIOBOTO PO3TIISTY € BU3HAUATHHOIW. OIHUM 13 KITFOYOBHX ACTIEKTIB €()EKTUBHOTO 3[IHCHEHHS 3aXH-
CTYy € caMOCTii{He 30UpaHHs 10Ka3iB, 110 103BOJISIE 3pPIBHOBAXHUTHU MPOLIECYaTIbHI MOXKIUBOCTI CTOPIH
0OBUHYBaueHHs Ta 3aXUCTy. L[5 cTarTs mpucBsYeHa KOMIIJIEKCHOMY aHalli3y TEOPETUYHUX 1 IPaBOBUX
3acajl Takoro 30MpaHHs J0Ka3iB, BUCBITIIIOIOYM HOT0 3HaYeHHs, MEXaHI3MH Ta MPOOJIEMH, 1110 BUHU-
KalOTh y MPAaKTHUYHINA peaizarii.

JlocTiKeHHS TOYMHAETHCS 3 PO3IIISIY KOHIICTIIIIH, 1110 JIE)KAaTh B OCHOBI ITPaBa Ha 3aXKCT, 30KpeMa
MPUHIIMIIB 3MarajbHOCTI, PIBHOCTI CTOpPIH Ta IPE3YyMIILIi HEBUHYBATOCTI. AHaJI3yeThCS €BOJIIO-
ISl TOTJISAIB HA POJIb 3aXMCHUKA B KPUMIHAIBHOMY MPOBA/KEHHI, BiJl ITACHBHOTO CIIOCTEpirada 1o
aKTHUBHOTO YYaCHUKA, HAIUIEHOTO HIMPOKMMH MOBHOBaXeHHsAMH. OcoOnuBa yBara MpUALISETHCS
KOHLEMII1 MapuTeTHOro 30upaHHs J10Ka3iB, sKa nepeadayae HaJaHHSA CTOPOHI 3aXMUCTY 1HCTpYMEH-
TiB, 1110 € CITIBMIPHUMH 3 TUMH, 10 JOCTYITHI CTOPOHI OOBHHYBaYEHHS, JIJIsl 3a0€3MEYCHHS TOBHOTH
Ta 00’ €KTUBHOCTI JIOCIIIKEHHSI 00CTaBUH CIIPaBH.

IlenTpanpHe Miclie B CTaTTl 3aiiMae MpaBOBa pPETJIAMEHTAIllsl CAaMOCTIMHOTO 30MpaHHS JOKa-
3iB CTOPOHOIO 3aXUCTy. [IpOBOMUTHCS METaNbHUI aHAi3 HOPM HAlliOHAJILHOTO 3aKOHOJABCTBA, SIKI
3aKpIIUIIOIOTH TpaBa 3aXMCHHUKA Ha 30MpaHHS Ta MOAAHHS JOKAa3iB, 30KpeMa HUIIXOM OMHUTYBAaHHS
oci0, BUTpeOyBaHHS JIOKYMEHTIB, IPOBEIEHHS BIACHOTO PO3CIiAyBaHHS Ta 3aJly4EHHS CIICLiaNiCTiB.
BuokpeMiIroloTbCsl Ta CHCTEMATU3YIOThCS (POPMU Ta METOIM 30UpaHHs J0Ka3iB, JOCTYIHI CTOPOHI
3axXHCTY, 3 yPaXxyBaHHAM X JOITyCTUMOCTI Ta HAJIEXKHOCTI 3 TOUKH 30pY KPUMIHAJIBHOTO MPOLIECyab-
HOTO TpaBa.

3Ha4yHa yBara NpUIUISIETbCS MPOOJIEMHUM acleKTaM peai3alii npaBa Ha caMOCTiliHEe 30MpaHHs
noKa3iB. Po3misgaroTbes MUTaHHS, OB’ A3aHi 3 OOMEKEHHAMH JOCTYITy 10 1H(pOpMAIlii, CKIaJHICTIO
OTpPHUMaHHS JTaHUX BiJ JepKaBHUX OPraHiB Ta MPUBATHUX OCi0, a TAKOK HEBU3HAYEHICTIO MTPABOBOTO
CTaTycy JAesKHMX BUIIB iH(popMarii, 310paHoi 3aXUCTOM. AHAJI3yIOThCS KOJi3ii HOPM, II0 MOXYTh
BUHUKATH TPU 31TKHEHHI 1HTEpEeCiB 3aXUCTy Ta IHIIUX YYACHHKIB MPOLECY, 30KpeMa IIOA0 HEpO3-
TOJIOMIEHHS TAEMHHUIII CITIICTBA a00 MPUBATHOTO KUTTS. JOCHIIKYIOThCS TMTAHHS OIIHKH JTOKa3iB,
310paHUX CTOPOHOIO 3aXHUCTY, CYJIOM Ta OpraHaMH JIOCYJJOBOTO PO3CIIi{yBaHHSs, a TAKO)K MEXaHI3MH 1X
JeTiTUMI3allli Ta BUKOPUCTAHHS B CYI0BOMY MPOBa/I’KEHHI.

KirouoBi ciioBa: kpumiHanbHe MPOBAKCHHS, CTOPOHA 3aXKCTY, 30MpaHHs JI0Ka3iB, TECOPETUUHI
3acajiy, MPaBOBi OCHOBHU, IPUHIIMII 3MarajlbHOCTI, PIBHICTh CTOPiH, IPaBO Ha 3aXUCT, JOIMYCTHUMICTh
JI0Ka3iB, MpolieCyaabHi TOBHOBAXKEHHS, MPOOJIEMH peaiszallii, MopiBHAIbHO-IIPAaBOBUN aHai3, BIO-
CKOHAJICHHSI 3aKOHO/IaBCTBA, KPUMIHAJIBHO-IPOLIECYaIbHE MTPABO.
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