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Summary
The article is devoted to the definition of the concept of justice and its essential char-

acteristics in criminal proceedings in Ukraine. Based on an analysis of scholarly research, it 
is concluded that justice in criminal proceedings constitutes the law‑application activity of a 
court, carried out in a procedural form established by law, in compliance with the principles 
of criminal proceedings, and aimed at resolving the accusation on the merits and adopting a 
lawful, well‑reasoned, and fair judicial decision. Justice is examined in correlation with the 
institutional and procedural elements of the right to a fair trial. It is determined that the insti-
tutional elements of the right to a fair trial ensuring the administration of justice include the 
principles of a tribunal established by law, judicial independence, impartiality, and access to 
justice. The procedural elements of the right to a fair trial, which ensure the implementation of 
fairness and provide guarantees of individual rights and the proper administration of justice, are 
identified as follows: reasonable time for trial, equality of arms, the right to legal assistance, 
publicity of of the trial, and the reasoned nature and binding force of judicial decisions. It is 
substantiated that a specific feature of the concept of justice is the interconnection of its formal 
and substantive essential characteristics, which allows it to be considered both as an activity 
and as a goal. The administration of justice i presupposes both a fair judicial process and a 
fair outcome. Justice, as the goal of judicial activity, is equivalent to fairness. It is established 
that the purpose of justice in criminal proceedings is realized through the adoption of a law-
ful, well‑reasoned, motivated, and fair judicial decision that resolves a socio‑legal conflict and 
ensures the protection of the rights, freedoms, and interests of individuals.
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1. Introduction

The administration of justice requires the proper organization of the judiciary, its imple-
mentation by the courts, and provision by specially authorized bodies and institutions, which in 
their entirety and interrelationships constitute the justice system. The fundamental provisions 
on the construction of the justice system in Ukraine are defined by the Constitution of Ukraine 
(Constitution of Ukraine, 1996) and established by the Law of Ukraine «On the Judiciary and 
the Status of Judges» (Law of Ukraine, 2016).

The norms of the Constitution of Ukraine proclaim the exclusive powers of courts to 
administer justice and extend their jurisdiction to any legal dispute and any criminal charge, as 
well as the foundations of the judicial system in Ukraine (Constitution of Ukraine, 1996). 

Judicial power in Ukraine, in accordance with the constitutional principles of the sepa-
ration of powers, is exercised by independent and impartial courts (Law of Ukraine, 2016) and 
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is provided by a justice system established by law, which includes institutional and functional 
elements. Therefore, the main link in the justice system are the courts, which exercise judicial 
power by administering justice within the framework of appropriate judicial procedures.

The above-mentioned regulatory provisions indicate the importance of the concept of 
«justice» for the legal sphere and the need for its clear definition.

In legal science, the concept of justice is conceptualized as one of the key categories that 
has formal and substantive essential features. The theoretical basis of this position is formed in 
works devoted to various aspects of justice: these are monographic studies on the philosophical 
and theoretical understanding of the problems of justice (Bihun et al, 2009), the problems of 
implementing criminal procedural functions (Hloviuk, 2015), as well as fundamental issues of 
criminal proceedings (Pohoretskyi, 2007; Shylo, 2011). Certain aspects of defining the con-
tent of the concept of justice are disclosed in specialized works on the problems of improv-
ing the legislation regulating criminal procedural activities and reforming criminal justice 
(Hroshevyi, 2003; Hroshevyi, 2009), the procedural functions of the court in criminal justice 
(Savenko, 2006; Shevchuk, 2014), the functions of the judiciary and the court in other branches 
of justice (Talykin, 2011; Nesterchuk, 2014; Tkachuk, 2016). 

The purpose of the study is to conceptually substantiate the concept of justice in the 
criminal process of Ukraine, taking into account the established formal and substantive essen-
tial features.

The tasks of the research are to determine the institutional elements of the right to a 
fair trial, which ensure the administration of justice; in the establishment of functional (proce-
dural) elements of the right to a fair trial, which determine the implementation of justice in the 
administration of justice; in distinguishing between formal and substantive essential features of 
justice; in clarifying the goal of justice in the criminal process of Ukraine.

2. Methodology

The research materials cover current constitutional and procedural norms defining jus-
tice, acts of the Constitutional Court of Ukraine on the interpretation of the concept of «justice», 
and international documents containing important provisions on the characteristics of justice. 
The source base includes doctrinal works devoted to defining the concept, characteristics, con-
tent, and purpose of justice in the criminal process. The selection of sources was carried out 
according to the criteria of regulatory relevance, representativeness for formulating criteria and 
testing them in practice.

The methodological basis is a combination of normative analysis to reconstruct the con-
tent of the concept of justice as a category of the judicial system, a comparative legal approach 
to correlate national standards with European benchmarks, historical and legal analysis to iden-
tify the genesis of key institutions, as well as systemic-structural and formal-logical methods to 
assess the internal consistency of formal and substantive features of justice. Doctrinal content 
analysis was applied to identify indicators of the «purpose of justice». The study is based on the 
principles of methodological triangulation, which ensures the consistent use of different types 
of sources and approaches, and on a reproducible procedure for selecting material and coding, 
which allows the proposed criteria to be applied in law enforcement and further empirical ver-
ifications.
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3. Research and results

3.1. Institutional elements of the right to a fair trial
The Constitution of Ukraine (Constitution of Ukraine, 1996) and the Law of Ukraine 

«On the Judiciary and the Status of Judges» (Law of Ukraine, 2016) enshrine fundamental 
norms on the administration of justice by courts, judges and juries, which determine the purpose 
and main content of their activities and, at the same time, its goal. At the same time, justice, as a 
key category of the judicial system and judicial proceedings, requires consideration taking into 
account its fundamentality and multifacetedness, social and legal nature, as well as in correla-
tion with the elements of the right to a fair trial (Convention, 1950).

In the historical process of the emergence and development of law, the state and its main 
institutions, justice and fairness were considered as integral categories, having a single social 
and legal nature. This is evidenced by numerous famous monuments of law and the expressed 
opinions of prominent thinkers of ancient times and the Middle Ages, the Renaissance, the 
Enlightenment and the Modern Age. 

The modern understanding of justice, formulated by the Constitutional Court of Ukraine 
in the Decision of January 30, 2003 (case on the court's consideration of certain resolutions of 
the investigator and prosecutor) also connects it with fairness: «Justice is inherently recognized 
as such only on condition that it meets the requirements of fairness and ensures effective resto-
ration of rights» (Constitutional Court of Ukraine, 2003, para. 6, item 9).

The normative definition of the tasks of the court in the Law of Ukraine «On the Judicial 
System and the Status of Judges» provides that the court, administering justice on the principles of 
the rule of law, ensures everyone the right to a fair trial (Law of Ukraine, 2016, Part 1, Article 2).

The institutional elements of the right to a fair trial determine the implementation of jus-
tice, primarily in the organization of the judiciary in accordance with the principles of legality 
of the tribunal (tribunal established by law), independence of the tribunal, impartiality of the 
tribunal, and access to justice.

In Ukraine, the administration of justice is declared exclusively by the courts and the 
prohibition of delegation of the functions of the courts, as well as the appropriation of these 
functions by other bodies or officials (Constitution of Ukraine, 1996; Law of Ukraine, 2016), 
which is aimed at ensuring the legality of the court. The bodies of legislative, executive and 
judicial power exercise their powers within the limits established by the Constitution and in 
accordance with the laws of Ukraine (Constitution of Ukraine, 1996, Part 2, Article 6). Judicial 
power in Ukraine, in accordance with the constitutional principles of the separation of powers, 
is exercised by independent and impartial courts established by law (Law of Ukraine, 2016, 
Part 1, Article 1).

The independence of the court in the organizational aspect implies the separation of the 
judiciary from the legislative and executive branches, which should not have the means to inter-
fere in the administration of justice in specific cases, as well as the prohibition of any unlawful 
influence and interference in the administration of justice; the functional aspect is ensured by 
the procedure for conducting judicial proceedings, determined by procedural law, which should 
guarantee the independence of judges.

The independence and inviolability of judges are guaranteed by the Constitution and 
laws of Ukraine (Constitution of Ukraine, 1996, Part 1, Article 126). The Law of Ukraine «On 
the Judiciary and the Status of Judges» in Article 6 defines the main content of the independ-
ence of courts, and in Article 48 it enshrines organizational and legal guarantees for ensuring 
the independence of judges (Law of Ukraine, 2016). 
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Closely related to the principle of judicial independence is the principle of judicial 
impartiality, which is defined by the European Court of Human Rights according to a subjec-
tive approach (personal conviction or interests of a particular judge in a particular situation), as 
well as according to an objective approach (it involves the provision by the judge of guarantees 
sufficient to eliminate any legitimate doubt in this regard) (Vysnovok, 2002). 

The right of access to justice, which is one of the integral components of the right to a 
fair trial, is ensured in organizational terms by building a judicial system in accordance with 
the principles of territoriality, specialization and jurisdiction, and in functional terms it provides 
for the protection of the rights, freedoms and legitimate interests of a person by the court in the 
manner determined by procedural law, which must meet the requirements of proportionality 
between the established means and the goal of justice.

3.2. Procedural elements of the right to a fair trial
In the Legal Encyclopedia, justice is defined as the law enforcement activity of the court 

to consider and resolve, in accordance with the process procedure established by law, civil, 
economic, criminal and administrative cases within its competence in order to protect the rights 
and freedoms of man and citizen, the rights and legitimate interests of legal entities and the 
interests of the state (Shemshuchenko (ed), 2003, 50).

Other scholars also emphasize the law enforcement nature of the court's activities, noting 
when defining the concept of justice that the court applies the norms of the relevant substantive law 
(Tymchenko, 2004), and implements the norms of law (Koval, 2004), in connection with which it 
is necessary to clarify the content of law enforcement as one of the forms of law implementation.

In legal theory, the process of law enforcement is defined as an activity that is imple-
mented in a certain sequence of actions, which are called the stages of law enforcement: 
1) establishing the factual circumstances of the case; 2) selecting and analyzing legal norms as 
the legal basis of the case; 3) resolving the legal case and formalizing the decision made (Zai-
chuk (ed.), Onishchenko, 2006). The above-mentioned elements are undoubtedly present in the 
court's activities in administering justice, which gives grounds for identifying the content of the 
law enforcement function, in a narrow sense, with justice (Nesterchuk, 2014).

In addition, legal literature also states that courts perform a law-making (normative) 
function, since, in administering justice, courts of general jurisdiction implement the norms of 
law and, through their activities, contribute to the creation of legal norms (Nesterchuk 2014).

However, the position of scholars who deny the exercise of a law-making (normative) 
function by courts is more acceptable. Thus, O. Tkachuk notes that courts, when considering 
cases, only analyze specific life circumstances, searching for a legal norm that can be applied 
to them, and, using it, indicate how personified persons should act in a specific situation 
(Tkachuk, 2016, 94). E. Talykin points out that the law-making function of the court is difficult 
to include in the concept of «justice», because it is not directly aimed at protecting rights, free-
doms and legitimate interests (Talykin, 2011, 167).

Agreeing with the above argument, one should also take into account the theoretical pro-
visions that the purpose of lawmaking is to create a single, internally consistent system of norms 
that regulates social relations that are diverse in content (Zaichuk (ed.), Onishchenko, 2006, 355), 
and with the help of law enforcement activities tasks are carried out to organize the implemen-
tation of legal norms and ensure a response from state bodies for violations of legal norms 
(Zaichuk (ed.), Onishchenko, 2006, 453). In this regard, it can be concluded that justice is law 
enforcement, but not law-making activity of the court. 

The substantive content of the court's activity in administering justice is revealed by 
S.  Tymchenko, noting that it takes place in procedural forms determined by law in court 
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sessions with the participation of the parties and other participants in the process and consists 
in establishing the factual circumstances of the case and clarifying the truth in the case under 
consideration by examining the evidence, which ends with the adoption of a decision in the case 
with the application of the norms of the relevant substantive law (Tymchenko, 2004, 25). It can 
be noted that in general this definition refers to the enforcement of law carried out by a court in 
a procedural form defined by law. It also indicates the subject, content, purpose and means of 
the court's activities. 

Taking into account the subject of criminal law regulation, the tasks and purpose of 
criminal procedural activity, the following stages of law enforcement carried out by the court 
in criminal proceedings can be identified: establishment of circumstances subject to proof and 
other circumstances that are important for criminal proceedings; criminal legal qualification of 
the act; adoption and execution of a court decision.

The Constitutional Court of Ukraine expressed the position that, in accordance with Arti-
cle 124 of the Constitution of Ukraine, justice is an independent branch of state activity, which 
courts carry out by considering and resolving civil, criminal and other cases in court sessions in 
a special procedural form established by law (Constitutional Court of Ukraine, 1997). 

Many scholars, when defining the concept of justice, also emphasize that this activity is 
carried out by the court in a special, legally established, procedural form (Hroshevyi, 2009), in 
a strictly defined procedural form (Savenko, 2006; Shevchuk, 2014). 

At the same time, the procedural form should be a guarantee of individual rights and 
justice, which some scholars rightly paid attention to when formulating the concept of justice.

Thus, Yu. Groshevy noted that justice involves legislative regulation of the entire order 
of court activities by establishing a process procedure that guarantees the rights and freedoms 
of the individual, the legality and fairness of court decisions (Hroshevyi, 2003, 688).

M. Savenko expressed the opinion that justice in criminal proceedings is only such activ-
ity of the court, the procedural form of which ensures the mandatory participation of interested 
participants in the process in court sessions, endowed with the necessary procedural guarantees 
that enable the correct resolution of the case on the merits (Savenko, 2006, 281). 

In the legal literature, when characterizing the activities of administering justice, it is 
also noted that justice is administered by the court in compliance with the principle of adversar-
ial proceedings and other principles of criminal justice (Savenko, 2006; Shevchuk, 2014), on the 
basis of the law and the principles of justice, equality, freedom and humanism (Malyshev, 2008).

Therefore, the administration of justice presupposes a fair judicial process, procedural 
fairness, in which the procedural form should be a guarantee of individual rights and justice. 
The functioning of the court must take place in accordance with the principles that determine 
the procedural guarantees for ensuring the fairness of justice: reasonable terms for considering 
the case, procedural equality of the parties, the right to legal aid, publicity (publicity and open-
ness) of the trial, motivation and bindingness of court decisions.

3.3. The purpose of justice in criminal proceedings
V.  Bihun notes the presence of formal and substantive essential features of justice. 

The formal sign of justice is its implementation in the form of judicial proceedings by courts as 
state bodies, and the substantive one is compliance with the requirements of justice and ensur-
ing effective restoration of rights. If the first emphasizes justice as a process carried out by the 
courts, the second focuses on the result by which it can be defined as a goal (Bihun et al, 2009).

O. Tkachuk believes that justice can be considered both as a goal (in this case, the con-
tent of justice is associated with the concept of fairness), and as the activity itself to achieve this 
goal (Tkachuk, 2016, 83).
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Thus, the peculiarity of the concept of justice is the interrelation of its formal and sub-
stantive essential features, which give grounds to consider it simultaneously as an activity and 
as a goal. The implementation of justice involves a fair judicial process and its fair result. Jus-
tice, as the goal of judicial activity, is identical with fairness.

Scientific sources express different views on the purpose of justice and the purpose of 
judicial activity in general. Thus, the purpose of justice as a law enforcement activity is defined 
as the protection of human and citizen rights and freedoms, the rights and legitimate interests 
of legal entities and the interests of the state (Shemshuchenko (ed), 2003, 50). However, this 
interpretation of the purpose of justice is quite broad, since the protection of rights and free-
doms is carried out not only by the court, but also by other state bodies, therefore it requires 
specification in accordance with the subject of the court's activity.

The goal of judicial activity in society and the state is quite reasonably considered to be 
judicial protection (Hloviuk, 2015). At the same time, judicial protection is defined as both an 
activity and a result of activity (Hloviuk, 2015; Shylo, 2011), and justice is considered as a form 
of its implementation (Shylo, 2011).

Undoubtedly, justice as a judicial activity is aimed at protecting the rights, freedoms and 
legitimate interests of individuals. However, the goal of justice in criminal proceedings has a 
special meaning, taking into account the specifics of the sectoral subject of regulation.

In the science of criminal procedure, the content of the court's activities in administering 
justice has traditionally been associated with the consideration and resolution of criminal cases 
(Hroshevyi, 2009; Savenko, 2006). 

Based on the analysis of existing points of view and provisions of the current Criminal 
Procedure Code of Ukraine, I. Glovyuk concludes that justice is such procedural activity, the 
final decision of which is to resolve the issue of the merits of the accusation/suspicion, the 
allegation that a person committed another socially dangerous act, provided for by the law of 
Ukraine on criminal liability (Hloviuk, 2015, 483–485).

In our opinion, the resolution of the accusation on the merits can be considered as the 
goal of justice in a criminal trial in the substantive sense. In the procedural (formal) sense, the 
goal of justice is the adoption of a lawful, well-founded and fair judicial decision.

M. Pohoretskyi reasonably defines the purpose of the criminal process as resolving the 
socio-legal conflict that arose in connection with the crime of harming a person, society, and 
the state (Pohoretskyi, 2007, 167). Since the administration of justice in criminal proceedings 
is aimed at achieving the goal of the criminal process, it can be agreed that justice is a means of 
resolving a socio-legal conflict.

The goal of justice in the judicial process is realized by adopting a lawful, well-founded, 
motivated and fair judicial decision that resolves a socio-legal conflict and ensures the protec-
tion of the rights, freedoms and interests of individuals.

A court decision is the embodiment of the court's position, based on the perception and 
analysis of a specific legal situation (factual circumstances), the study and evaluation of evi-
dence, and the application of substantive and procedural law. Compliance with the require-
ments of legality, reasonableness and fair of court decision gives reasons to affirm its justice and 
the realization of the goal of justice.

Therefore, justice as a multifaceted category should be considered in a close relationship 
with equity, institutional elements of the right to a fair trial, as well as a procedural activity 
carried out by the court in the established form with observance of the principles of judicial 
procedure, and as the goal of judicial activity, realized by the adoption of a judicial decision.
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4. Conclusions

In the procedural aspect, justice is defined as the law enforcement activity of the court, 
which is carried out in a procedural form established by law and includes: establishing the fac-
tual circumstances of the case, selecting and analyzing legal norms as the legal basis of the case, 
resolving the legal case, and formalizing the decision. Such activities take place in court ses-
sions with the participation of the parties and other participants in the process, and its content 
is the consideration and resolution in court sessions in a special, legally established procedural 
form of civil, commercial, administrative cases and criminal proceedings. 

Justice in criminal proceedings is the law enforcement activity of the court, which is car-
ried out in the procedural form established by law in compliance with the principles of criminal 
proceedings, aimed at resolving the charges on the merits and adopting a lawful, well-founded 
and fair judicial decision. 

The essential characteristics of justice in criminal proceedings are: 1) the administra-
tion of justice only by the court; 2) the law-enforcement nature of the court's activities, which 
includes: establishing circumstances subject to proof and other circumstances that are impor-
tant for criminal proceedings; criminal-legal qualification of the act; adoption and execution 
of a court decision; 3) the administration of justice in the procedural form established by law, 
which provides for the holding of a court session in compliance with the principles of criminal 
proceedings; 4) justice is a means of resolving a social and legal conflict; 5) justice is a form of 
implementing judicial protection in criminal proceedings; 6) the purpose of justice is to adopt a 
lawful, well-founded and fair court decision that resolves the charges on the merits.

Further research should focus on formulating a system of guarantees for ensuring the 
administration of justice in criminal proceedings, as well as developing criteria for assessing 
the achievement of the goal of justice. The procedural features of criminal proceedings related, 
in particular, to the administration of justice under martial law require separate consideration.

References

1. Bihun, V. S. (red.) et al. (2009). Pravosuddia: filosofske ta teoretychne osmyslennia: kolek-
tyvna monohrafiia [Justice: philosophical and theoretical reflection: collective monograph]. 
Kyiv. [in Ukrainian].
2. Hloviuk,  I.  V. (2015). Kryminalno-protsesualni funktsii: teoriia, metodolohiia ta prak-
tyka realizatsii na osnovi polozhen Kryminalnoho protsesualnoho kodeksu Ukrainy 2012 r.: 
monohrafiia [Criminal procedural functions: theory, methodology and practice of implemen-
tation based on the provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code of Ukraine 2012: monograph]. 
Odesa: Yurydychna literatura. [in Ukrainian].
3. Hroshevyi, Yu. (2009). Problemy reformuvannia kryminalnoho sudochynstva [Problems of 
criminal justice reform]. Pravo Ukrainy, 2, 4–10. [in Ukrainian].
4. Hroshevyi, Yu. M. (2003). Problemy udoskonalennia zakonodavstva, shcho rehuliuie krymi-
nalno-protsesualnu diialnist [Problems of improving legislation regulating criminal procedural 
activities]. Visnyk Akademii pravovykh nauk Ukrainy, 2/3 (33/34), 686–698. [in Ukrainian].
5. Konstytutsiia Ukrainy. (1996). [Constitution of Ukraine]. Zakon Ukrainy vid 28 chervnia 1996 
roku № 254k/96-VR. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/go/254к/96-вр (accessed: 08.06.2026).
6. Konstytutsiinyi Sud Ukrainy. (1997). Ukhvala vid 14 zhovtnia 1997 roku № 44-z pro vidm-
ovu u vidkrytti konstytutsiinoho provadzhennia u spravi za konstytutsiinym zvernenniam der-
zhavnoho zovnishnoekonomichnoho pidpryiemstva «Slavutych-Stal» shchodo tlumachennia 



428

SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL OF POLONIA UNIVERSITY  76 (2026) 3

statti 124 Konstytutsii Ukrainy i Zakonu Ukrainy «Pro mizhnarodnyi komertsiinyi arbitrazh» 
[Resolution of October 14, 1997 No. 44-z on the refusal to initiate constitutional proceedings 
in the case on the constitutional appeal of the State Foreign Economic Enterprise «Slavutych-
Stal» regarding the interpretation of Article 124 of the Constitution of Ukraine and the Law 
of Ukraine «On International Commercial Arbitration»]. URL: http://www.ccu.gov.ua/sites/
default/files/ndf/44-z.pdf (accessed: 08.06.2026).
7. Konstytutsiinyi Sud Ukrainy. (2003). Rishennia vid 30 sichnia 2003 roku № 3-rp/2003 u 
spravi za konstytutsiinym podanniam Verkhovnoho Sudu Ukrainy shchodo vidpovidnosti 
Konstytutsii Ukrainy (konstytutsiinosti) polozhen chastyny tretoi statti 120, chastyny shostoi 
statti 234, chastyny tretoi statti 236 Kryminalno-protsesualnoho kodeksu Ukrainy (sprava pro 
rozghliad sudom okremykh postanov slidchoho i prokurora) [Decision of January 30, 2003 No. 
3-rp/2003 in the case on the constitutional submission of the Supreme Court of Ukraine on the 
compliance with the Constitution of Ukraine (constitutionality) of the provisions of Part Three 
of Article 120, Part Six of Article 234, Part Three of Article 236 of the Criminal Procedure 
Code of Ukraine (case on the court's consideration of certain resolutions of the investigator and 
prosecutor). URL: http://zakon0.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/v003p710-03 (accessed: 08.06.2026).
8. Konventsiia pro zakhyst prav liudyny i osnovopolozhnykh svobod. (1950). [Convention for 
the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms] vid 04 lystopada 1950 roku. 
URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/995_004#Text (accessed: 08.06.2026). 
9. Koval, V. M. (2004). Apeliatsiini sudy v Ukraini: stanovlennia i rozvytok: avtoref. dys. … 
kand. yuryd. nauk: 12.00.10 [Courts of Appeal in Ukraine: Formation and Development: 
Abstract of Dissertation … Candidate of Law: 12.00.10]. Odesa. [in Ukrainian].
10. Kryminalnyi protsesualnyi kodeks Ukrainy. (2012) [Criminal Procedure Code of Ukraine]. 
Zakon Ukrainy vid 13 kvitnia 2012 roku № 4651-VI. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/
show/4651-17#Text (accessed: 08.06.2026).
11. Malyshev, B. V. (2008). Sudovyi pretsedent u pravovii systemi Anhlii [Judicial precedent in 
the legal system of England]. Kyiv: Praksis. [in Ukrainian].
12. Nesterchuk,  L.  P. (2014). Systema funktsii, shcho zdiisniuiut sudy zahalnoi yurysdyktsii 
Ukrainy [The system of functions performed by courts of general jurisdiction of Ukraine]. 
Aktualni problemy derzhavy i prava, 71, 396–402. [in Ukrainian].
13. Pohoretskyi, M. A. (2007). Funktsionalne pryznachennia operatyvno-rozshukovoi diialnosti 
u kryminalnomu protsesi: monohrafiia [Functional purpose of operational and investigative 
activities in criminal proceedings: monograph]. Kharkiv: Arsis, LTD. [in Ukrainian].
14. Pro sudoustrii i status suddiv. (2016). [On the judicial system and the status of judges]. 
Zakon Ukrainy vid 2 chervnia 2016 roku № 1402-VIII. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/
show/1402-19#Text (accessed: 08.06.2026).
15. Savenko, M. Ye. (2006). Protsesualni funktsii sudu u kryminalnomu sudochynstvi na stadi-
iakh dosudovoho slidstva ta sudovoho rozghliadu [Procedural functions of the court in criminal 
proceedings at the stages of pre-trial investigation and trial]. Universytetski naukovi zapysky, 
2 (18), 279–284. [in Ukrainian].
16. Shemshuchenko, Yu. S. (red.) et al. (2003). Yurydychna entsyklopediia: v 6 t. [Legal Ency-
clopedia: in 6 volumes]. T. 5: P–S. Kyiv: Vydavnytstvo «Ukrainska entsyklopediia» imeni 
M.P. Bazhana. [in Ukrainian].
17. Shevchuk, M. I. (2014). Funktsii sudu v suchasnomu kryminalnomu provadzhenni Ukrainy 
[Functions of the court in modern criminal proceedings in Ukraine]. Visnyk Lvivskoho univer-
sytetu, 59, 370–378. [in Ukrainian].



429

SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL OF POLONIA UNIVERSITY  76 (2026) 3

18. Shylo,  O.  H. (2011). Teoretyko-prykladni osnovy realizatsii konstytutsiinoho prava liu-
dyny i hromadianyna na sudovyi zakhystu dosudovomu provadzhenni v kryminalnomu prot-
sesi Ukrainy [Theoretical and practical foundations of the implementation of the constitutional 
right of a person and a citizen to judicial protection in pre-trial proceedings in the criminal 
process of Ukraine]. Kharkiv: Pravo. [in Ukrainian].
19. Talykin, Ye. A. (2011). Zmist poniattia «pravosuddia» u konteksti funktsii hospodarskoho 
sudu [The meaning of the concept of "justice" in the context of the functions of the commercial 
court]. Universytetski naukovi zapysky, 4 (40), 164–169. [in Ukrainian].
20. Tkachuk, O. S. (2016). Funktsii sudovoi vlady ta sfera tsyvilnoho sudochynstva. [Func-
tions of the judiciary and the sphere of civil proceedings]. Chasopys tsyvilnoho i kryminalnoho 
sudochynstva, 3(30), 77–96. [in Ukrainian].
21. Tymchenko, S. M. (2004). Sudovi ta pravookhoronni orhany Ukrainy: navch. posib. [Judi-
cial and law enforcement bodies of Ukraine: training manual]. Kyiv: Tsentr navchalnoi litera-
tury. [in Ukrainian].
22. Vysnovok № 3 (2002) Konsultatyvnoi rady yevropeiskykh suddiv do uvahy Komitetu Min-
istriv Rady Yevropy shchodo pryntsypiv ta pravyl, yaki rehuliuiut profesiinu povedinku sud-
div, zokrema, pytannia etyky, nesumisnoi povedinky ta bezstoronnosti vid 19 lystopada 2002 
r. [Opinion No. 3 (2002) of the Consultative Council of European Judges for the attention of 
the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe on the principles and rules governing 
the professional conduct of judges, in particular the issues of ethics, incompatible conduct 
and impartiality of 19 November 2002]. URL: https://court.gov.ua/userfiles/visn_3_2002.pdf 
(accessed: 08.06.2026).
23. Zaichuk, O. V. (red.), Onishchenko N. M. (2006). Teoriia derzhavy i prava. Akademichnyi 
kurs: pidruchnyk [Theory of State and Law. Academic Course: Textbook]. Kyiv: Yurinkom Inter. 
[in Ukrainian].


