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The purposes and tasks of defense in criminal case

On the basis of general laws of activity, the goals and tasks of the lawyer are formulated in the criminal pro-
cess. Participants in the criminal process, in accordance with their sense of justice, interpret the legislative ob-
jectives in relation to a specific legal situation. The initial scientific data on these problems, the criminal pro-
cedure code are analyzed. Attention is focused on the importance of protection goals, on the delineation of
goals and objectives. The objectives of defense determine the structure of protective activity, reflect its objec-
tive legal and factual capabilities. Some classification of goals and tasks are given, its content is disclosed.
The hierarchical decomposition method is used in the analysis of goals and tasks. By the time of the onset, the
goals are immediate and final and form its strategy. By degree of generality, the objectives of protection are
classified into perspective, final, intermediate and immediate. The long-term and ultimate goals of protection
are dialectical unity.
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A special, substantive study of advocacy is a new scientific direction [1]. Protection in criminal cases is
a certain system of actions or activities. Activities should be appropriate, where the purpose is the ideal mod-
el of future results. The purpose, achieving it is one of the main criteria of efficiency of activity [2; 16]. The
purpose of protection directs it, gives it a meaningful and deliberation. It provides the basis for a kind of pro-
gramming activities. Sophisticated protection activities can not be planned, carried out, if it does not have a
specific purpose. It not casually mentioned in the literature, that the planning of the investigation and trial by
nature invariably embodies the realization of common objectives of criminal justice in relation to the charac-
teristics of each individual criminal case [3; 36]. The first thing that takes the subject, starts operations - the
definition of objectives, without which the activity itself loses its meaning and purpose. It's not always possi-
ble to objectify or externally to determine the motive, but the purpose is concentrating a motive in the form
of the desired result. In other words, the purpose (or objective) determines the result in the broadest sense, is
the first concept in the decision-making processes. Criminal procedure activity is subject to the general laws
as a whole, taking into account additional laws of enforcement process. Members by virtue of their proce-
dural status are forced to define the purposes and objectives of activities for themselves; sometimes these
purposes have already been defined in the law, and participants need only to choose the means to achieve
them, without regard for the simulation of the desired result, a general model which has already been built by
the legislator. The participants of the criminal proceedings in accordance with their sense of justice clarify
the purpose of the law and interpret in relation to a specific situation, in accordance with this they choose the
means of achieving objectives, evaluate the results, take interim and final decision on the case [4; 219].

In our opinion, with respect to the specificity of the activities of the lawyer-defender we should elabo-
rate on the procedural aspect of the purposes and objectives of protection, to focus on the relationship of pur-
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poses and objectives of protection with the objectives of the criminal process. Another approach would cor-
rectly interpret the purposes and objectives of protection to the detriment of achieving the truth in a criminal
case. In the criminal procedure and forensic science purposes issues were the subject of the research. These
issues were considered in terms of the effectiveness of criminal procedural law [3], Criminal Procedural Law
[5; 249-259] criminal procedure [5; 259-269] in relation to the objectives [6], in relation to the activities of
participants of the process [7; 117, 8; 73-77, 9, 10; 66, 67]. So, L.Ya. Drapkin emphasizes situational rela-
tions between purposes and means, the specificity of educational objectives of the investigator, setting pur-
poses in both simple and complex investigative situations, the multiplicity of purposes, organic connection
with the formation of new purposes. E.G. Martynchik introduces operational definition of the objectives of
activities of lawyers in criminal proceedings as a whole and its individual stages, displays quantitative per-
formance indicators of activity of lawyers [11]. At first glance, the definition of the purposes and objectives
of defense is not difficult, as they are enshrined in law. But we have in mind the purposes and objectives not
only enshrined in law, as well as established during protection of the accused, depending on conditions. Pro-
tection activities, with its purposes, is itself a means of achieving the purposes enshrined in the law, as well
as application of the rules of criminal procedure will be available in a way of the implementation of these
purposes say P. Elkind [3; 20-24]. At the same time, the unity of the perspective purposes creates a single
focus of criminal procedure and forensic means. Purposes in the area of criminal procedure have a hierar-
chical and diversified structure, headed by the target of general nature. In criminal proceedings, it is believed
that the general purpose consists of several components [4; 226, 227, 3; 20]. It was opined that the law en-
forcement knowledge is a function of time and purposes [11; 9]. The meaning of purposes of protection is in
the following. The purpose motivates defense lawyer, as the subject of activity, to action at the time of its
decision on imposing the defense of the accused. Protection purposes serve as a guide, regulate and safe-
guard activities of important factors. They relate to the means and ways of protection used constantly by
lawyer. Protection purposes significantly affect the structure of the protective activity, making stability and
commitment. Purposes and objectives of protection reflect the objective legal and factual abilities of protec-
tion, allow to take them into account. The purpose setting includes planning and forecasting results of the
elements that is beneficial to the organization of protective activity. The clarity in the definition of purposes
and objectives allows to determine the legality or illegality of the purposes and the means of its implementa-
tion accordingly [12; 55]

Since we emphasize the need to distinguish between. the purposes and objectives of protection, we con-
sider it necessary to consider this issue. The question was raised on the delimitation of the objectives and
objectives in criminal proceedings. So, prof. I.V. Tyrichev does not use the term «the purpose of criminal
proceedings» and is talking only about the objectives [13; 5-8], prof. K.F. Gutsenko equates both concepts
[14; 14, 15], prof. A.S. Koblikov distinguishes between general social objectives and specific, but does not
mention the problem of the first type of purposes [15; 8, 9]. Other authors (B.Kh. Toleubekova, V.T. Tomin
and others.) distinguish between the concept of «objective» and «objectives». V.T. Tomin says the purpose
of criminal proceedings «exposes the person (s) who committed the crime, and the definition of measures
(their) guilt and responsibility» [16; 56] that, in our opinion, is rather the objective of the criminal process,
than purpose, because the purpose is over the system, organizing it. B.Kh. Toleubekova rightly distinguishes
between the purposes and objectives of the criminal procedural law [17; 54]. At the same purpose of criminal
procedure activity she considers as part of the objectives of criminal procedural law [17; 52]. Methodologi-
cally justified indication of the multidimensionality of purposes [17; 57]. E.V. Mizulina considers pointless a
dispute about the delimitation of the concepts of «purpose» and «objective» [6; 140]. Not entirely agree with
this statement, but surely it correctly points at two sides of the definition of the purpose of criminal proceed-
ings: protection from the prosecution of an innocent and just punishment of perpetrator [6; 148].

As we believe, the distinction between the concepts of «purpose» and «objective» in the field of crimi-
nal proceedings has a fundamental importance for the theme of our research, as it is required to make a dis-
tinction between the objectives and objectives of protection. Firstly, it is necessary to distinguish between
purposes of criminal procedure and criminal procedure law. The purposes of criminal procedural law have a
general, abstract nature, reflecting its essence, nature, and purpose in society. We believe that the compo-
nents of the right branch target (it is obvious that criminal procedural law - this branch of law) is expressed
in the internal and external functions (regulatory and enforcement including) of the right [18; 124-126]. The
purpose of the criminal procedure law is the optimal settlement of public relations in the sphere of criminal
proceedings. In this - the purpose of the criminal procedural law, it is - the result of set of rules of law. Crim-
inal procedure includes regulated by law criminal procedure activity and legal relationships (arising in this
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case), aimed at implementing the purposes and objectives set out in the Criminal Procedure Act . As you can
see, the purpose of criminal proceedings is primarily the purpose of criminal procedure activity, formulated
by the criminal procedural law. Therefore we can say that the overall purpose of criminal procedural law is
beyond the scope of criminal proceedings, it is part of a set of components of system of law purposes. Pur-
poses of the criminal proceedings are enshrined in the Criminal Procedure Act in art. 8 of Code of Criminal
Procedure. It is puzzling only fact: why the legislator refers them to objectives? This article traditionally con-
sists of two parts. Part 1 of Article 8 of the of Code of Criminal Procedure refers to the problems, and part
2 of the same article formulates none other than the purposes of criminal proceedings. Unfortunately, the
legislator did not include a recognized position in the theory of objective truth as the purposes of criminal
proceedings, which is achievement of national criminal procedure school. The purpose is the subject of activ-
ity, that is necessary to exercise, and the problem - it is something that requires execution permission::Obvi-
ously, such provisions as providing protection against unreasonable accusations and conviction, illegal re-
strictions of the rights and freedoms of man and citizen, in the case of fraudulent charges or conviction of an
innocent person - immediate and complete its rehabilitation, as well as to contribute to the strengthening of
law and order, crime prevention, formation respect for the law (art. 8), are nothing more‘than the purposes of
criminal procedure activity. The purpose is an anticipation in the mind (in our case, as enshrined in the regu-
latory model - R.Zh.) result, which is achieved by the actions [19; 534]. Since the‘achievement of the objec-
tives enshrined in Part. 2 of Art. 8 of Code of Criminal Procedure is not a/momentary act, but a process de-
ployed in time, to rationalize criminal procedure activity in Part 1 of Art. 8 of Code of Criminal Procedure
there are provided criminal procedure objectives. The ratio of purposes and objectives everywhere, not just
in the criminal process, is very dialectical. The fact that there is a purpose in relation to the components of
the system, subordinate, is a challenge with respect to the components of the system, subordinating it. In oth-
er words, the purpose - the purpose and essence of the problem at the same time depending on the conditions
and the level of system activity. The aim is specified in a objective, that is, «the problem - this is the purpose
under certain conditions» [20; 107]. The objective becomes'a means in relation to the target. Purposes and
objectives do not only form a hierarchy, but are in dialectical unity and move one to another. The purpose
determines objectives which require the latest formulation of other objectives at the same time turning into a
purpose, and so up to the objective of particular unit of activity. A unit or component of the defensive activi-
ty is an action. The activity can be described as.a system of successive actions [20; 105, 21; 256]. With re-
gard to the criminal procedure activity its unit is the procedural action to the defensive activity - procedural
action (participation in it) and non-procedural action. The objective in conditions of particular action be-
comes its purpose. As the action here can be a part of procedural and non-procedural action. For example,
during the interrogation, each question asked by the lawyer, pursues a specific purpose (or objective), subor-
dinated to the common purpose of participation in the interrogation, interrogation conditions are changing -
changing objectives of certain issues, but a common purpose of interrogation is invariable, subordinated to
the purposes of the protection in .a particular criminal case.. The purpose with each such «step» transforms,
being every time a specific objective [22; 209].1t should be noted that our attempt to differentiate goals and
objectives in the criminal process, presented earlier[23; 106-110], was questioned by scientists. Reason: the
inability to evaluate the criminal process by psychological categories [24; 130]. We believe that the method-
ology of system analysis isused.

In criminal proceedings there are different approaches to the necessity and the bases of differentiation
of objectives and purposes. For example, V.M. Tsarev believes that if the activity is investigated only in the
intentional aspect, i.e., when the result of interested activity is important and its content is indifferent, the
above concept is no need to distinguish. And if there is a need to trace the path of achieving a particular re-
sult, the purposes and objectives should be distinguished [25; 89]. It seems the author in some extent is not
entirely fair. Purpose and means to achieve it are related categories, the concept of activity is unthinkable
outside practical, content part of activity. We can not explore any of one of the components (purpose-result)
in isolation (motive, planning activity, methods and tools). The final result always leads to the analysis of
other elements, especially the means and methods of activity. Objectives, as mentioned above, are a kind of a
means or way to achieve the purpose. As in setting purposes as a result of analysis of the conditions its speci-
fication occurs in objectives, and in the final results of the analysis, when we investigate the effectiveness of
activity, the entire path of the process of making and implementing decisions is analyzed: the definition of
the target to achieve a result. Division to purposes for the objectives is the link between abstract purposes
and specific conditions of activity of defense attorney. Moreover, the author, referring to the purpose of the
activity in general, himself identifies perspective target [25; 94].
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P.S. Elkind distinguishes prospective and immediate purposes, both general and specific, she allocates a
separate functional, she also divides the purposes into formal and informal [3; 39-58]. Indeed, the general
purpose of criminal procedural law for the improved management of relevant social relations is transformed
in criminal proceedings in a complex of more specific purposes (objectives), defining the direction of the
practical activities of the competent state bodies (officials) at initiation of an investigation, consideration and
resolution of cases of crimes [3; 29]. It is interesting the classification of purposes, given by B.Kh.
Toleubekova, where in addition to the general purposes, the purposes are distinguished between special and
private. Special purposes are inherent to activity of subjects, and private are inherent to a certain stage, the
procedural act [17; 56]. But at the same time I would like to note that the allocation of special or functional
purposes based on the classification should be based on a common feature, rather than the direction of the
competent authorities. Especially because the author distinguishes a common purpose of thecriminal pro-
ceedings from the essence of the rules governing the basic functions [17; 53], and in the list of subjects
which perform one of the basic functions - protection, includes not only the subjects of criminal procedure
relations, authorized to carry out criminal legal proceedings [17; 56]. We see that the activity of the subjects
of protection must be taken into account in the classification of the criminal justice/purposes mentioned
above. Such an approach would take into account the variety of activities in the area of criminal procedure
and the existing classifications would cover a greater number of objectives and purposes.

V.M. Tsarev believes that «the purpose of the participation of the defender is to assist the protection of
rights and legal interests of citizens rather than to ensure» [25; 92]. We agree with the author in relation to
such component of the purpose of protecting as the ensuring the rights and interests of persons who are sus-
pected of committing a crime. Firstly, there is the question of the same provision of the rights and interests of
the person accused in committing a crime. The legislator in relation to accused speaks only about the denial
of charges or its mitigation. Secondly, security or the protection of rights and interests - it is rather a function
of authorities conducting the criminal proceedings, the principles of criminal process (eg Article 26 of Crim-
inal Procedure Code - to ensure rights of the accused, a suspect for the defense or Article 15 of the Criminal
Procedure Code - protection of the rights and freedoms of citizens.in criminal proceedings), but not the pur-
pose of protection. The purpose has to be determined-as:a result that should be achieved; while in an opera-
tional sense it must have a generalized form - a common purpose of protection. Every purpose, before be-
coming particular, passes the necessary way of defining [26; 59]. To formulate a common purpose of protec-
tion is very difficult, because its formulation for each criminal case is original. We see that the defensive ac-
tivity, which is part of criminal procedure activity, «a deliberate motive performs the role of general purpose,
turning in the motive-purpose due to its consciousness» [20; 105]. That is the purpose of the protection can
not be precisely defined in the law. Greatly influenced by subjective factors (interest of the defendant). But
considering that «the motive and purpose constitute a sort of «vector» activity, defining its direction, as well
as the amount of force exerted by the subject when it is executed» [22; 205, 206], we must determine the mo-
tive-purpose, which is a system-forming factor for all protection activities.

We have already considered the problem of the relation of interest, motive and purpose. It is noted that
the content of interest/was organized with the help of purposes, identified this content as achieving a favora-
ble outcome. In this case, if the achievement of a favorable outcome of the case - it is the motive, the interest,
the purpose of protection, as the ideal result is a model case of a favorable outcome for the accused. In each
criminal case, this model is filled with content that takes into account the conditions of protective activity.
Until recently'in the literature, clarifying the relevant circumstances and to provide the necessary legal assis-
tance formed the purpose of the protection [7; 72], assisting the protection of rights and legal interests of citi-
zens /203, 92/, ‘establishment of objective truth [28], nomination and verification of justifying or mitigating
version aimed at the search and discovery of new sources of evidence, by which they could confirm [27; 22].
In opinion of A.Kh. Davletshin, finding justificatory and mitigating circumstances and causing other (not
affecting liability) improving the situation of the accused are the components of protection as an activity
[28; 9]. Direction of protection to justification, exemption from criminal liability, liability mitigating and
other (not affecting liability) improving position of the accused is the purpose of protection [28; 10].

Thus, the purposes of protection form functional purpose of the criminal proceedings as an activity.
They are based on the provisions of Part 2 of Art. 8 of Code of Criminal Procedure - protection from unlaw-
ful prosecution and conviction of illegal restrictions of the rights and freedoms of man and citizen. This part
of the common purpose relates to any other participant of the process, but especially for professional defend-
er. Further the law specifies an element of the common purpose to purpose of the form, direction of proce-
dural activities. Paragraph 19 of Art. 7 Code of Criminal Procedure formulates the following purposes of
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protection - protection of rights and interests of persons who are suspected in committing a crime, denial or
mitigation of the charges, as well as the rehabilitation of persons unlawfully subjected to criminal prosecu-
tion. We see that these components of protection's purpose may be divided into separate purposes. Formula-
tion of a purpose depends on the particular criminal case.

The purposes of protection can be classified as long-term, close and immediate, general and particular,
intermediate and final [19; 539]. The long-term purposes of protection mean favorable outcome of the case,
close - it's purposes that are set for a particular criminal case (for example, the purpose - the termination of a
criminal case), the immediate purpose - purpose is the participation of the defender in particular stage or pro-
cedural action. Long-term purposes may be the same with the general, partial with immediate and immediate
and can end at the same time can be private. By the volume purposes of protection can be classified into gen-
eral and particular. General purposes and objectives are primarily strategic, particular - these are aims and
objectives of a separate phase of the activities - mainly tactical objectives in this group. Common purposes
include purpose formulated by us above - a favorable outcome of the criminal case for the accused, aswell
as the purposes of protection contained in Code of Criminal Procedure. By the time the of occurrence of the
purpose there are immediate and final purposes. Both purposes make protection strategy. Defender deter-
mines the final purpose - the termination of the criminal case. In accordance with it he formulates the next
objectives that are implemented before, without which it is impossible to realize the final purpose. For ex-
ample, the final purpose is the termination of the criminal case (lack of crime). This purposeis achieved by
defining a number of immediate objectives: the destruction of evidence of the prosecution system in the
presence of bases; collection and presentation of evidence to justify the defendant or reinforcing arguments
against prosecution evidence; detection of violations in connection between the subject and evidence of
prosecution. Achieving the purpose is the destruction of prosecution.evidence in the presence of bases is pos-
sible by identifying and addressing the following series of intermediate purposes (objectives): a study of the
evidence for each of its relevance, admissibility, reliability; elimination of not relevant to the requirements
evidence; revealing the contradictions in the system of the remaining evidence; determination of the suffi-
ciency of the evidence to support a guilty system output on the case; correlation with the results of completed
objectives in parallel. According to the degree of community protection purposes are classified as long-term,
final, intermediate and immediate. The objectives:enshrined in Code of Criminal Procedure are the final,
they can be combined by a single concept - a favorable outcome for the accused, the suspect. They are sub-
ordinated to perspective protection objectives enshrined in Part 2 of Art. 8 of the Code of Criminal Proce-
dure. As a permanent purpose of activity regardless the outcome — ensuring the rights and interests of the
suspect, the accused and the provision of legal assistance. With regard to the activity of the lawyer-defender
of these objectives are perspective which always are meant in setting of the final purpose. At the same time,
the perspective and the final purposes, by analogy with the purposes and objectives in Part 1 and 2 of Art. 8
also constitute a dialectical unity: providing protection from unreasonable charges is possible under a favor-
able outcome for the accused, and the latter is permissible in protecting against unlawful charges. We can say
that these two kinds of purposes become one: the most favorable outcome for the case to the defendant and
contribution to protection of rights and interests. We do not see the possibility of inclusion in the content of
the purpose the protection of rights and interests of all participants in the process. It is impossible to put the
contribution to the protection of the rights of all participants in the process as purpose of protection, even if
against them or that the rights granted to them had been violated. For example, in case of violation of wit-
ness immunity; this fact will not be left without attention of the defense counsel only if it affects identifica-
tion.of purposesiand solution of problems of protection, for example, to confirm the presence of inadmissi-
bility or relevance of this type of evidence. Criminal Procedure Law formalizes protection purposes which
can stand in front of a professional defender, depending on the circumstances of the case. In accordance with
the Code of Criminal Procedure there can be distinguished following types of ideal models of protection re-
sults:

* Denial of the charges;

 Mitigation of charges;

* Rehabilitation of persons wrongly subjected to criminal prosecution.

The purposes defined in the Code of Criminal Procedure can be called final purposes, which are
achieved by defense lawyer as a result of proposed protective activity. These purposes are achieved not at
once but by setting new purposes, subordinated to them, by defining objectives, depending on the protection
conditions in a particular criminal case. All subpurposes form a hierarchical system, which is constructed in
accordance with the method of vertical decomposition [29]. When it is used «the problem is divided into a
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number of subproblems and each of them is solved independently from the other. Decomposition and coor-
dination can be carried out in time, or in space» [30; 169]. Some subpurposes can be formulated. For exam-
ple, the following subpurposes are subordinated to purpose of refutation of charges: proving the absence of
elements of a crime or other circumstances excluding involvement in criminal liability. Proving the absence
of criminal event subjugates the following subpurposes: proving the actual mistakes of prosecution, proof of
legal error of prosecution. The collection of information about actual events which took place, analysis of
actual data of prosecution contribute to proving the actual errors of prosecution. Legal errors of prosecution
are set by analyzing the substantive law, the analysis of the logical connection between the rule of law and
which took place the facts established by the lack of legally relevant facts. Proving the absence of a crime is
divided into subpurposes on the elements of crime: the subjective side, objective side of the act, the object
and the subject. General scheme of subpurposes, regardless the element: the lack of proof for the factual ba-
sis of the application of the rule of law, lack of proof of legal standards for the qualification, proof of incor-
rect application of the law to the facts. Proving lack of factual basis has its own subpurposes: establishing the
circumstances that occurred in fact, a denial of circumstances established by the prosecution. The establish-
ment of circumstances occurring in fact: collecting information from new sources, additional data collection
from existing sources, the analysis of information gathered from available sources, comparing the newly ob-
tained and available information among them. Denial of the circumstances established by the‘investigation is
conducted by excluding facts established by the prosecution, the identification of new evidence, contradict-
ing to evidence of prosecution, proving an alibi. Excluding the facts established by the investigation is con-
ducted mainly through the establishment of the invalidity of the evidence proving the fact, to establishing
absence of connection between the fact and the evidence. The entire hierarchy of objectives and sub-
objectives can be expressed in a single graph- Tree of Purposes. The tree of protection purposes, there are
several levels of purposes and sub-purposes. On the ground level there are the objectives enshrined in the
law: denial of the charges, mitigation of charges, rehabilitation. The second level includes such purposes as
proving the lack of evidence, lack of criminal event, proving circumstances mitigating liability, exclusion
charges episodes, exception of circumstances aggravate ‘the liability and others. The third level is proof of
actual prosecution errors, lack of proof of a crime, the factual and legal basis. The fourth level: the estab-
lishment of the actual prosecution information, an indication of inadmissibility, the unreliability of evidence,
etc. Tree of purposes branches as the specification applied to a separate action. Using this graph with ex-
pressed therein hierarchical purposes and subspurposes can clearly organize the defense on the case, resulting
in a system of all available means. In view of the implementation of the conditions for this purpose with re-
spect to the specific situation turn into tactical objectives.
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P.M. JKomuena, b.A. XKakgsios, b. 'anueBcku

KbIIMBICTBIK icTep 00MBbIHIIA KOPFAYABIH MAaKCATTApbl MEH MiHIeTTepi

KBI3METTIH KaiIbl 3aHABUIBIKTAPbIHBIH HEri3iH/Ae aJBOKATTBIH KbUIMBICTBIK MPOLECTEri MaKcaTTapbl MEH
MiHZETTepi TYXKbIpbIMIaIAbl. KBUIMBICTHIK HPOLECKE KATHICYIIbUIAD ©37EPiHiH KYKBIKTBIK CaHajapblHA
CcoliKec 3aHHaMaJIbIK MaKcaTTap/bl HAKThl KYKBIKTHIK JKar[aiiFa Kapai e3jepiHme TyciHin koigaHasl. Ockl
MoceJsienepre OaiIaHbICTBL. OACTANKbl FHUIBIMH JIEPEKTEep, aTall alWTcak, KbIIMBICTBIK-TIPOLECTIK KOAEKC
TangaHael. Kopray[blH MaKCaTTapbIHBIH MaHBI3IBUIBIFBIHA, COHBIMEH KaTap MakcarTap MEH MiHAeTTepi
@KbIpaTyFa epeKlle Has3ap ayaapbuiabl. KoprayIblH MakcarTapbl KOpFay KbI3METiHIH KYPbUIBIMBIH
AHBIKTaHIbI )KOHE JIC OHBIH 00BCKTHBTI KYKBIKTHIK JKOHE HAKTBI MyMKIHJITH KepceTeai. MakcaTTap/pIH KoHe
MIHIETTEp/iH | KeHOip = JKikTemynepi KenTipiiai, OJapablH Ma3MyHbI ambuiabl. MakcaTtapbl JKoHe
MiHIETTepAl Tajaay Ke3iHae HepapXHsIblK ASKOMIO3ULKS dMiCi maiaananasl. YakpIThIHA Kapail MakcaTTap
JKAKBIH OKOHE TYMKUTIKTI OOJIBIN KOPFay[blH CTpPaTerdsiChblH Kypaiinsl. TYTacTBIKTBIH ASpEXeCciHe Kapai
KOpFayJblH MaKCaThl KeJCHICKTIK, TYMKUTIKTI, apabIK jKoHe Tikenei Ooibin capananabpl. KesenekTik sxoHe
TYHKIHKT] KOPFayAblH MaKcaTTaphl TUATEKTHKAIBIK OipIIiKTi Kypanisl.

Kinm cesc)ep: KBUIMBICTBIK IIPOLECC MiH[IeTTepi, aﬁbIHTayZ[aH KOpray MaKcaTTapbl, KOpray MaKCaTTapbIHbIH
)KiKTe.]'Iyi, aIBOKaTThIH MaKcaTTap-MiHI(eTTepi, KOoprayJlblH «MaKcaTTap aralibl», )KYerJIey TEOPUACHL.

P.M. Xamuena, b.A. XKakynos, b.I'anHueBcku

Iesan u 3agaum 3aUTHI 0 YTOJOBHBIM JleJIaM

Ha ocHoBe 00ImuX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH JIeATENbHOCTH HOPMYIUPYIOTCS LIENH U 33/1a4 a[JBOKaTa B YTOJIOBHOM
npouecce. Y4acTHHKH yroJ0BHOIO IIPOLECCa B COOTBETCTBUM CO CBOUM IIPaBOCO3HAHUEM HHTEPIPETUPYIOT
3aKOHOJATEINIbHBIC LIEJIM IPUMEHUTEIBHO K KOHKPETHOH NPaBOBOM CUTyalud. AHAIM3HPYIOTCS HCXOIHBIC
Hay4YHbIe JaHHEIE TI0 STHM IIPo0IeMaM, YroJOBHO-TIPOIECCYaTbHBIH KOeKC. AKIEHTHPYETCSl BHUMAHKE HA
3HA4YCHUM LieJIe 3aIlUThl, HAa pa3sTpaHUYeHHN Liened U 3aaad. Llenau 3amuTsl OnpenessoT CTPYKTypy 3alliy-
THTEIBHOH IeATEbHOCTH, OTPaXKaloT e¢ 0ObEKTUBHBIC NPABOBbIE U (AKTHUECKHE BOZMOXKHOCTH. [IpuBOISAT-
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Csl HEKOTOpbIE KIIacCH(HKAIMU IeJiel U 3a/1a4, PaCKphIBAaeTCsA UX coepxanue. Mcnons3yercss MeTos uepap-
XUYECKOH IEKOMIIO3HUIMY TIPU aHaIM3e Lenei u 3anad. [Io BpeMeHn HacTyIUIeHHs e 3aluThl Kiaccudu-
IUPYIOTCSl HA Onmkaifliiie ¥ KOHEYHBbIE, MO CTEMeHH OOIIHOCTH — MEPCIEKTUBHbIE, KOHEUHBIE, TPOMEKY-
TOYHBIE M HENOCPE/CTBCHHBIC. [lepcreKTHBHBIC M KOHEUYHBIE IIETH 3alUTHl COCTABILIIOT IHATIEKTHYECKOEe
€/IUHCTBO.

Knrouegvie cnosa: 3amaumn YroJIOBHOI'O Impomnecca, nejan 3aliuTbl OT 06BI/IHCHI/I$I, K.IIaCCI/I(bI/IKaIII/DI menei
3allUThI, HEJIU-3aJa4U a/IBOKaTa, «1€PEBO memnen» 3allUThI, TCOPUA CUCTEM.
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