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I(pammm aAHHOmMauusn.: epa6ome paccmampueaemcs npoucxomcdenue U paseumue Konyenyuu 6J1a20npu;zmcm60—
6AHUsA 3aujume 6 y20Jl06HOM npoyecce. B nepeyro 0‘l€p€0b AHANUSUPYIOMCA UCMOYHUKU IMO020 NOHAMUA. 3amem
npocieacusaemcs 260J1I0YUsl Moco CO@@]JD#CCIHM}I, Komopoe BKIAOBIBANIOCH 8 HE20 UCCIe008ameNIMU HA pasiudHblx
omanax paseumus npoyeccyanrucmuKku. ,ZZeMOHcmpupyemc;z, umo 6ﬂazonpuﬂmcm606anue sawume uepaem cyujecm-
6EHHYI0 POJlb 6 ypecyluposaHuu cmamyca 008UHACMO20 8 COBPEMEHHOM Y20J106HOM npoyecce.

Annotation: this article reviews the origin and development of favor defensionis (“in favour of the accused”)
concept in the frames of criminal procedure. Firstly the sources of this notion are analyzed. Further the article
examines contents of favor defensionis concept at different stages of criminal procedure studies. It concludes
that the considered notion plays an important role in arranging the state of accused in contemporary criminal

proceedings.

Kniouessvie cnosa: onazonpuamemeosanue 3awume, favor defensionis, yeonoenwiii npoyecc, cmamyc 068UHAEM0O20.
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B CcOBpeMEHHBIX pealnsx YroJIOBHBIM IIpoLecc CTaHO-
BUTCS Bce Ooyiee CIOKHOW M TPOMO3AKOH MHpOLEAypOH, B
CBSI3U C YeM BO MHOTHX CTpaHax, B TOM 4duciiec u B Poccuu,
BECbMa OCTPO CTOST MPOOIEeMBI MOBHIIICHUS €ro 3(dexTun-
HOCTM M CKOPOCTH?, KOTOPBIE YCYryOIsIOTCS HEOOXOAMMO-
CTBIO IIPOTUBOACHCTBMA TEPPOPU3MY U JPYTHM BHIAM MEXK-
IyHapoxHoW npectynHocTh®. [lapannenbHo B pamMkax oOueH
MapagurMbl 3alIUTHl NpaB 4YeloBeKa TpeOyeTcs IOBBINICHHE
rapaHTHd IpaB Takux (TpeXJe BecbMa B HHX OTpPaHHYCH-
HBIX) YYaCTHHKOB YTOJIOBHOTO IIpOIlecca, KaKk MOTEPIEBIINHA 1

cBHUmeTe H?.

Bcenencteue 3tux HakTOPOB COXPAaHECHHE CIIOKHBILIEHCS BO
BTOpO# mojioBUHE XX CTOJIETHSI CUCTEMBbl YTrOJOBHO-IIPOLIEC-
CyaJIbHBIX TapaHTHUll paB OOBUHAEMOTO CTAHOBUTCS BCce Oolee
CIIOKHOM 3ajjaueii, a B HayKe BCe HacTOWYMBeEe 3By4aT IPHU3bIBHI
obecrnieunBaTh OajaHC Pa3UYHBIX YTOJIOBHO-NPOIECCYaTbHBIX

! AcniupanT kadeapbl YroloBHOTO MPOLECCa, NPABOCYAHs U IPOKYpPOp-
CKOT0 Ha/130pa ropuandeckoro dakyiasrera MI'Y um. M.B. JlomoHOCOBa
(E-mail: mmiheen@mail.ru).

2 Otcroma pedopma “o pasyMHBIX CPOKaxX CyAONpPOM3BOACTBA” B P®

(DenepanbHble 3akoHbl OT 30 anmpens 2010 . “O koMmmeHcauuu 3a

HapyLIeHHe IPpaBa Ha CyAOIPOU3BOJCTBO B Pa3yMHBII CPOK HIH IpaBa

Ha HCIIOJHEHHE CyneOHOro akTa B pa3yMHbIH cpok” U «O BHECEHUH

H3MEHEHHUN B OTAENBbHBIE 3aKOHOJAATEIbHEIE aKThl Poccuiickoii dene-

pauuu B cBsi3u ¢ npuHATHEM PenepanpHoro 3akoHa “O KOMIEHCAlUU

3a HapylleHHE IIpaBa Ha CYAONPOU3BOACTBO B PasyMHBII CPOK HIH

IpaBa Ha MCIOJHEHHE CyAeOHOro akTa B pasyMHbIi cpok”») // Cobpa-

Hue 3akoHomarensctBa PD. 2010. Ne 18. Ct. 2144, 2145. Cm. Takxke

pewenus EBporneiickoro Cyna mo mpaBaM uesnoBeka, Hanpumep: Eu-

ropean Court of Human Rights (ECHR), Scordino v. Italy, judgment
of 29 March 2006, § 138-227; ECHR, Riccardi Pizzati v Italy, judg-
ment of 29 March 2006; ECHR, Cocchiarella v. Italy, judgment of

29 March 2006.

CMm.: Shah S. The UK’s Anti-Terror Legislation and the House of

Lords: The Battle Continues / Human Rights Law Review. 2006. Ne 2.

P. 418-422.

Cwm., nHanpumep: Cossins A. Restorative Justice and Child Sex Offences.

The Theory and Practice // British Journal of Criminology. 2008

(Vol. 48), Ne 3. P. 361; Fastie F. Opferschutz im Strafverfahren. Le-

verkusen Opladen (Deutschland), 2008. S. 69-70, 109.
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uennocteir’. C 0QHOM CTOPOHBI, MOSBWIUCH JTOKTPUHBI THIIA
“ympaBieHus npoueccoM” (case-management), OpUEHTHPOBAH-
HbIe Ha COKpAIlleHWe BPEMEHHBIX M MaTepPHaJbHBIX 3aTpaTr Ha
YIOJOBHOE CYyIONPOM3BOACTBO®; ¢ Apyroll — B IOPHAMYECKOl
JUTepaType BCe dalle 3BydYaT HPH3BIBEI PAaclIpOCTPaHHUTh Ha
MOTEPIIEBIIETO TPAKTHYECKH BCE OCHOBHBIE YTOJIOBHO-TIPO-
HeccyanbHble TapanTuu o6BHHAEMOTO’. B pesynsrare MHOTHE
UCCIIEIOBATENN KPUTHKYIOT CYIIECTBYIOIIHE CHCTEMBI yTOJIOB-
HOTO CYIONPOHU3BOACTBA B CHIy “HepeKkoca” B CTOPOHY IpaB
0OBHHAEMOTO®, 4TO BBI3BIBAET GECTOKOWCTBO APYTOif TPYTIEI
y4ensix’. B 11e110M B 3TOM BOIpoce MpeobiagaeT HEONpe/eTeH-
HOCTb.

Mexay TeM pa3oOparTbCcs B MpoOieMe M CAENaTh BBIBOIBI
0 HajJexaieM o0beMe W COOTHOUIEHWH MpaB OOBHHSEMOTO

5 Cm.: Muxaiinoe H.I'. TIpMHIIMII 3aKOHHOCTH B TOJIKOBaHHMH Cy/eil Mesk-
nyHapopHoro TpuOyHana mo OwiBuieir lOrocmasum // Toc. um mpaso.
2010. Ne 4. C. 63; Zavaglia F. La prova dichiarativa nel giusto proces-
so. Padova, 2007. P. 123-131; ECHR, Gdfgen v. Germany, judgment of
1 June 2010, § 175.

8 Cwm.: Elliott C., Quinn F. English Legal System. Harlow (UK), 2008.
P. 367-369, 382; Skinns L. ‘I’'m a Detainee; Get Me out of Here’.
Predictors of Access to Custodial Legal Advice in Public and Privatized
Police Custody Areas in England and Wales // British Journal of
Criminology. 2009 (Vol. 49). Ne 3. P. 412, 413.

7 Cm.: Staiger I. Recht in Zeiten des Terrors. Restorative Justice als nor-
mative Reaktion auf den Terrorismus unter besonderer Beriicksichti-
gung der Opfer des Terrorismus // Humboldt Forum Recht. 2010. Ne 10.
S. 132-134; Rogall K. Zur Zuldssigkeit einer heimlichen akustischen
Uberwachung von Ehegattengesprichen in der Untersuchungshaft //
Onlinezeitschrift fiir Hochstrichterliche Rechtsprechung im Strafrecht.
2010. Ne 6. S. 289.

8 Cm.: Panaxwun B.C. “AcuMMeTpUs” TMPABHI OUEHKH TOIyCTUMOCTH
JloKa3aTenbeTB // 3akoHHOCTB. 2007. Ne 3. C 3.

9 Cm.: Roberts P, Saunders C. Piloting PTWI — A Socio-Legal Window
on Prosecutors’ Assessments of Evidence and Witness Credibility //
Oxford Journal of Legal Studies. 2010 (Vol. 30). Ne 1. P. 101, 102;
Cammiss S., Stride Ch. Modelling Mode of Trial // British Journal
of Criminology. 2008 (Vol. 48). Ne 4. P. 484; Adler M. Fairness
in Context// Journal of Law and Society. 2006 (Vol.33). Ne 4.
P. 1469.
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C MHBIMH YTOJIOBHO-IIPOLECCYaJbHBIMU LIEHHOCTSIMH MOXHO,
OTBETHB Ha BOIPOC 00 OCHOBaHHX 3THX HpaB. OTMEUCHHBIN
“mepexoc” yroJIOBHOIO IIpolecca B CTOPOHY 3alllUThl IIpaB
OOBHHSIEMOT0 [CHCTBUTEIBHO CYIIECTBYET, OAHAKO MPEICTAaB-
nsieT co0oil OTHIOB HE ClIy4ailHOCTh WiM ymymieHue. C naB-
HUX TI0p B HayKe YrOJIOBHOTO Mpolecca i ero 0003HauYCHUs
HCIIONIB3YETCS OHIATHE O1a20npusmcmeosanus 3awume (favor
defensionis). OHO IOCTaTOYHO YacTO yHOTpeOJSIeTCs U cero-
JIHSI, B TOM YHUCJIE POCCUHCKAMH yYeHBIME'’, 0JHAKO CKOJIBKO-
HUOYIb €AMHOE €ro MOHMMAaHUEe WM Aa)e MOIpoOHBI aHAIU3
B HayKe OTCyTCTByeT. Ero ymoMHHAIOT, Kak HE4TO camo coboi
pasymerolieecs, BKIaapiBas B HEro MPU 3TOM pa3HbIil CMBICI,
XOTSl €ro MpPOMCXOXKICHHE M COJCPKAHHE BIOJHE MOXKHO
POCIICUTD.

Hepenxo yreepxnaerca'! (a eme yaime — MOIYAIMBO HOMI-
pasymeBaercs)'?, uro nomstue “favor defensionis” mpumwuio
B COBPEMEHHYI0 HAayKy YTOIOBHOTO TPOLECCA U3 PUMCKO20
npasa. TIOMAMO IaTHHCKOTO MPOUCXOXKAEHHUS TEPMHHA TaKOE
MHEHHE UMEET M JPYTHE OCHOBAHMS: KOHCTPYKIHMH THMa “favor
defensionis” momydniau B pUMCKOM MpPaBe AOCTATOYHO MIMPOKOE
pactpocTpaHeHue. Pa3iUdYHBIM €ro OTPAcisAM OBLIH W3BECTHBI
MOCTPOEHHBIE AHATOTHYHBEIM 006pa3oM “GIaronpuATCTBOBAHHE
cBobone” (favor libertatis)'®, “GmaronpusaTcTBOBaHME 3aBElla-
Huio” (favor testamenti)', “GmaronpusaTcTBOBaHME NOTOBOPY”
(favor contractus)'> u np. TepMUHBI TAKOTO POJIA YIIOTPEOIAIUCH
pu HEOOXOIUMOCTH MPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATH KAKHE-THOO0 MPHUBH-
JIeTHH, GONBIIYIO TOJIEPKKY YETO-TO OTHOTO B MPOTHBOTIOIOK-
HOCTb 4eMy-IH00 apyromy'.

JIt060MBITHO, OMHAKO, YTO COOCTBEHHO HMHTEpPECYyIOIIee Hac
nonsitue “favor defensionis” HM B caMuX JAPEBHEPHUMCKHX HC-
TouHukax'’, Hu B HanboIee ABTOPUTETHBIX KOMMEHTAPUAX K HUM
He BcTpevaetcs. [1o kpaliHel Mepe B BawHEHIINX KJIACCHUECKUX

10Cwm., manpumep: Muxaiinosckas U.B. TIpaBuno “6naronpusTcTBOBA-
HHA” 3allIMTE U €ro BIMSHUE Ha Npolecc Jgoka3biBaHus // 'oc. u npasgo.
2007. Ne 9; Mypaowean O.M. VictiHa kak npobiemMa cyneOHOTO mpasa.
M., 2002. C. 60-64.
Hanpuwmep: «IIpuHuun “OnaronpusTcTBOBaHHA 3amute” (M3BECTHBIH
ele apeBHepuMckomy npasy — “favor defensionis”)» (Ilempyxun H.JI.
OnpaBaarenbHbId NPUTOBOP M NpaBo Ha peabunutauuoo. M., 2009.
C. 98, 118); «co BpeMeH PUMCKOTO TpaBa H3BECTHO MpaBuiIo — “favor
defensionis”» (Kapsakun E.A. ®opMUpOBaHNE HCTUHHOCTH IIPUTOBOPA
B COCTS3aTEJILHOM CYHONPON3BOJICTBE: BONPOCHI TEOPUH M IMPAKTHKH.
M., 2007. C. 170); “...des romischen favor defensionis” (Durand B.
Staatsanwaltschaft: europdische und amerikanische Gescichten.
Frankfurt am Main, 2005. S. 319).
Cwm., Hanpumep: Fenocchio M.A. 11 momento genetico e 1’evoluzione
del concetto di furtum in diritto romano. ‘Detrahere alteri aliquid’. Per
una ricostruzione storica del delitto di furto: genesi, sviluppi, vicen-
de // Tesi di dottorato. Padova, 2008. P. 20.
Cwm.: Hoocoes /[{.B. Pumckoe yactHoe npaBo. M., 1996. C. 230, 234;
Heinemann H. Ansprache Papst Johannes Paul II. vom 28. Janu-
ar 2002 vor der romischen Rota // De processibus matrimonialibus,
Fachzeitschrift zu Fragen des Kanonischen Ehe — und Prozessrechtes.
2003. Ne 10. S. 120.
CMm.:Overbeck A.E. von. L’unification des régles de conflits de lois en
matiere de forme de testaments // Revue internationale de droit com-
paré. 1963 (Vol. 15). Ne 1. P. 226.
15 Cm.: Bonell M.J. An International Restatement of Contract Law: The
Unidroit Principles of International Commercial Contracts, third edi-
tion incorporating the Unidroit principles 2004 // Revue internationale
de droit comparé. 2006. Vol. 58. Ne 3. P. 994.
Tak, “OnaronpusrcTBoBaHNE cBOOO/E” O03HAYAIO, YTO NPH PEIICHHN
BOIPOCA O IPakJaHCKOM CTaTyCe JIMIA IPHOPUTET BCErAA OTAABAJICS
HPH3HAHUIO €ro CBOOOIHBIM, a He PaboM, €CIIH K TOMY OBUTH XOTs ObI
KaKHe-TO OCHOBAHUSL.
17 Tak, uu pasy He ynomunaercs favor defensionis B Corpus juris civilis
(cm.: http://www.thelatinlibrary.com/justinian.html)
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MUXEEHKOBA

TpyAax MO0 PUMCKOMY YTOJIOBHOMY HPOLECCY 3TOT TEPMHH OT-
CYTCTBYeT: Tak, y T. MomM3eHa B ero pyHIaMeHTalIbHOU paboTe
“Pumckoe yronoHoe npaso”'® momsrue “favor defensionis”
Jlae He yIOMUHAETCA'?, HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO aBTOP ONHUCHIBAET
pan npeumymiects 3amuTh?’; T0 ke y M.A. Ilokposckoro?! u
JPYTUX KIIACCHYECKUX Hccienosareneii’?. Bemymme coBpeMeH-
HbIE TEOPETUKH PUMCKOTO YTOJIOBHOTO IPOLecca IPU ero aHaju-
3€ Takxke He 00paIlaloTCs K PacCMaTpPUBaeMON KOHCTPYKIMUZ,
Jaxe B TeX CIy4YasX, KOIZa OMHCHIBAIOT MMEHHO OJarompusT-

CTBOBaHHE 3amuTe>*.

bonee TOro, HEKOTOpBIE MCCIIEAOBATENIN MOJOKHUTEIBEHO
YTBEPKIAIT, 4To TepMuH “favor defensionis” B puMckoM mpa-
Be OTCYTCTBOBaN>’., KOHEUHO, MOJHOCTHI0 UCKIIOUHMTH BCIKYIO
BEPOATHOCTb TOTO, YTO IAe-TH00 B TPyAaX PUMCKUX IOPUCTOB
OH MOT YIIOMHHAThCS, JOCTATOYHO CIOXHO B CHIIy HX OOIIMp-
HoctH. OJHAKO MOXHO C JOCTaTOYHOH OOOCHOBAHHOCTBIO
YTBEpXKIaTh, YTO TEPMHUH ‘‘OJIarONMPHUSATCTBOBAHHE 3amuTe”
He NONY4uUn 8 PUMCKOM Y20106HOM Npoyecce CKOAbKO-HUOYOb
Cyuwjecmeenno20 pacnpocmpanenus W NOTOMYy HE MOr ObITh
HOYEPIHYT COBPEMEHHBIMH IOPHCTAMH  HEIOCPEICTBEHHO
oTTyzA.

Tem He MeHee ObUTO ObI OMIMOOYHBIM CYMTATH OOIIEPACIPO-
CTpaHEeHHOE MHEHHE O €r0 PUMCKOM IPOUCXOXKICHHHU 3a0myKIe-
HUEM, a €ro JAaTHHCKYI (HopMy — CIIly4aifHOCTBIO. Jlero B ToM,
YTO pacCMaTpPUBaEMbIil TEPMUH ObLI 6vipaboman 6 xooe peyen-
Yuu pUMCKO20 NPaga. mo NOHIMuUE 68eiu HemMeyKue KOMMeHma-
mopul YTOJIOBHOTO Cy0onpon3BoicTBa J[peBHero Puma, onmpasicey
Ha IyX puMckoro npasa. OHM e B OCHOBHOM pa3BHBaJIM €ro Ha
MPOTSHKEHUH JOITOro BpeMeHu, u co CpeHnX BEKOB 0 BTOPO
nonoBuHbl XX B. favor defensionis ocTaBanock KOHCTPyKIUEH
MOYTH HUCKIIOYUTEFHO HEMELKOW YTOJIOBHO-NPOLECCYalbHON
MBICIIH.

Qopmymupyst TepmuH “favor defensionis”, Hemenkmue ¥uc-
CIIEZIOBATENIN, BEPOSITHO, BOCIOJIB30BAINCH BBIIICYITOMSHYTON
HIMPOKO YMOTPEOUTENBbHON KOHCTpyKIued “favor +” — 310 Tem
Oosee mpaBaonogo0HO, 4To emie B CpeqHie Beka OHA aKTUBHO
HCIIONIb30BANACh KAHOHHYECKMM MPABOM>® M Tak HAa3bIBAEMBIM
“mpaBoM BOWHBEI M MHpa” (IpeaTedeii COBPEMEHHOTO MEXKIyHa-

18 Tlox yronoBHBIM MPaBOM 3/1€Ch MO TPAJAUIMH TOTO BPEMEHHM TIO/[Pa3y-
MEBAETCsl COBOKYITHOCTh KaK MaTE€PHAJIbHBIX, TAK U MPOLECCYaTbHBIX
HOPM, T.€. U YTOJIOBHBIN NPOLECC B TOM YHCIIE.

1 Cm.: Mommsen T. Roémisches Strafrecht. In: Systematisches Hand-
buch der Deutschen Rechtswissenschaft. Hrsg. K. Binding. Leipzig,
1899. Pasnensl, mocesmennsie 3amure, — S. 149, 188, 189, 376-378,
435-438, 446.

20 Cwm.: ibid. S. 153, 154 (06 0COOBIX TapaHTHUSAX 3AIIUTHI).

21 Cm.: Ioxposckuii U.A. Wcropus pumckoro mnpasa. CIT6., 1999.
C. 168-171 (§ 27 “YronoBHOe NpaBO U yroJIOBHBIN Cya”).

22 CMm.: Filangieri G. La scienza della legislazione. T. 3. Venezia, 1783.
P. 9-24, 98, 347-354.

23 Cwm.: JJoacoes JI.B. Yxas. cou. C. 183-250; Hosuyxuii U.5. Pumckoe
npaBo. M., 1993. C. 177-181; Omenvuenko O.A. Pumckoe npaso. M.,
2000. C. 43-47; boiixo A.H1. PumMckoe 1 COBpEMEHHOE YroJIOBHOE Ipa-
Bo. CII6., 2003. C. 97-105.

24 Hanipumep, paBUiIo, COMIACHO KOTOPOMY B IO3THEM PHUMCKOM YTOJIOB-
HOM IIporiecce 0OBHHSIEMOMY [UIsL €T0 PEYH JaBaloCh BpeMsi Ha TPETh
Gonbinee, 4eM auuiack pedb oOBuUHHTENS (cM.:. Omenvuenxo O.A.
Vkas. cou. C. 37).

25 Cwm.: Pitombo S. M. de M. Pronuncia in dubio pro societate / Revista
da Escola Paulista da magistratura. 2003. Ne 1. P. 10.

26 Tak, MPUMEHUTENBHO K OPauYHO-CEMEWHOMY TIPaBy MOSBHMIIMCH CKOH-
CTPYUpPOBAaHHBIE aHAJIOTMYHBIM 00Opa3om “favor matrimonii”, “favor
personae”, “favor indissulubilitatis” (cm. 06 atom: Heinemann H. Op.
cit. S. 120).
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BIIATOINPUATCTBOBAHUE 3AIIWUTE B YT'OJIOBHOM ITPOLIECCE

poaHoro npasa)®’,a Takke HEKOTOPHIMH UAESIMH CBOMX HTAJIbSH-
cKux xosuter?®,

Tak WM MHAa4Ye HEMEIKHE KOMMEHTATOPbI PUMCKOTO YTrOJOB-
Horo nporecca yxe XVII-XVIII BB. cTanu ynorpeOnsits TepMHUH
“favor defensionis” MpUMEHHUTEIHHO K pacIIU(PPOBKE HOHATHS “in
dubio pro reo”. [locnenHee MOHATHE, B CBOKO 0YEpPE/lb, TAKKE Ha-
MPSIMYIO B pUMCKHX UCTOYHHMKAX HE BCTPEUAETCs M IPEIIOIOKH-
TenbHO ObITI0 chopmyaupoBano okoso XIII B. mpeacTaBuTeNIMU
IIKOJIBI [JIOCCATOPOB B X0j€ ToikoBanus Jurect IOcTunnana®.
Cyzas o BceMy, aHAJOTMYHO M NPOUCXOXKJIEHHUE “‘Onarompusr-
cTBOBaHME 3amuTe”’. OQHUM U3 MEPBBIX, CCHUIASACH HA IPEBHUE
UCTOYHHKH, HAa HEOOXOAMMOCTh NPHU3HAHUS JaHHOH KOHCTPYK-
I[MM B TPOTHBOBEC MEXaHHYECKOMY paBHOINPABHIO CTOPOH, a
TaKKe Ha HAIMYUE y CTOPOHBI 3alIUTHl 3HAYUTEIHHOTO YHCIIA
MPOIECCYANBHEIX TPeuMyiecTB, ykasbiBaeT C. [Typdenmopd.

Bonee moppo6GHo monsaTue “favor defensionis” paccmorpe-
HO B KOMMeHTapuu K TeM xe urectam IOctunnana (B yactu
yrosioBHoro npouecca) A. Marreyca. 31ech 3TOT TEPMHH YIIO-
TpeOisieTcsl NPUMEHUTETIBHO K IPE3yMIIIHH HEBUHOBHOCTHU
(praesumtio innocentiae) 1 pacupeaeIeHn0 OpeMeHH J0Ka3bIBa-
HUS. ABTOp yKa3bIBaeT, YTO B CHIIYy IPE3yMIIIINH HEBHHOBHOCTH
U C y4eToM paclpezeieHHs OpeMeHH JOoKa3blBaHHs J0Ka3aTb
HEBUHOBHOCTH BCET/ia IPOIIE, YeM BHHY: JUIS 3TOTO JOCTaTOYHO
npocTo oTpulaTh o6BuHeHne’!. OGBUHUTENIO BCEra HYKHO 10-
Ka3aTh BCE DJIEMEHTHI COCTaBa NPECTYIUICHHS, 3aIIUTE JKe J0CTa-
TOYHO MHOIZAA JIOKa3bIBaHMS ONHOrO (hakTa A yCTaHOBJIEHHS
HEBHHOBHOCTH (Ipumep — anubdu). [lanee Marteyc nepexomaur K
PAacCMOTPEHUIO COOTHOIICHHSI OOBHHMTEIBHBIX U OINPaBATEIb-
HBIX JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTB, OTMEYasi, YTO P JOKA3aTeNIbCTB JOIyCKa-
€TCs TOJIBKO B Ka4eCTBE J0KA3aTeIbCTB HEBHHOBHOCTH, Oyay4n

27V eBpeeB ONArONpPUATCTBOBAHUE 3AlIUTE KU3HU M YECTH MO3BOJISIO
HE TOJBKO 3alIMIATHCS CAMHUM, HO W 3alIMIIATh APYTHX MOCTPaIaB-
IIUX OT HamajaeHus’; “WHOrxa OaroNpUSATCTBOBAHUE 3aIIUTE HAXO-
JIUTCSl HA CTOPOHE, MepBoil moaussiueil opyxue” — “Apud Ebraeos...
tantus comitabatur favor defensionem corporis & pudoris, ut non so-
lum is, qui invadebatur, per se invasorem cum caede repellere, sed...
alter innocenter oppressum cum caede invasores defendere posset”;
“quanquam et aliquando favor defensionis ab illius partibus fiat, qui
prior arma insert” (Puffendorff S. De jure naturae et gentium. London,
1672. P. 261, 1161).

Cwm. 06 sTom ¢. 7.

T'ne monsitue “in dubio pro reo” MPUCYTCTBOBAIO KOHLENTYalbHO, HO
He B OykBanpHO# (opmynuposke (cMm.: Dominicis A. de. Tema di re-
forma della formula dubitativa: Brev. Pauli sententiarum IV, 12, § Se
I’origine Romano-Cristiana del principio in dubiis pro reo // Archivio
penale. 1962. Vol. 18. P. 3-9; Pitombo S.M. de M. Loc. cit.; Accur-
sius (Accorso di Bagnolo). Corpus iuris civilis Iustinianei, cum com-
mentariis Accursii, scholiis Contii et D. Gothofredi lucubiationibus
ad Accursium, in quibis Glossae obscuriores explicantur, similes &
contrariae asseruntur, vitiosae notantur (“Glossa ordinaria magna”).
Lugdunum (Lyon), 1627. P. 140, 307, 33, 630; Moser K. “In dubio pro
reo”. Die geschichtliche Entwicklung dieses Satzes und seine Bedeu-
tung im heutigen deutschen Strafrecht. Miinchen, 1933. S. 18-21.
CwMm.: Puffendorff'S. Op. cit. P. 217; P. 1003: “Quin aut amant, si, qui
patrocinium alicui debet, nulla aut iniqua de causa hostilem adversus
ipsum animum induat <...> saltem hactenus, ut abs vi praesidium contra
atrocissimas ipsius injurias mutuari liceat. Quae defensio hoc favorabi-
lior habetur, quo major est eorum numerus...” — “Ho eciu kro-1160 x0-
YeT OCYIIECTBISATh 3aIIUTY [II0 YTOJIOBHOMY JAENy|, HUYTO U3 HAYLIEro
Ha [0JIB3Y 3aIUTE HE CIEAYeT CYUTATh HECIIPABE/UIUBBIM B OTHOIICHHN
HPOTUBHOIN CTOPOHBI <...> OTCIO[a CIEIYET, YTO B MOPSAKE 3aIIUTHI
MOJKHO MpHOErath K CaMbIM HECIIPABEUTHBBIM CPEACTBAM. 3aIllUTE OKa-
3bIBAaeTCsl ONAroNpHATCTBOBAHME, €l NMPEZOCTaBlIeHO Oolblle Mpas”.
Jocrarouno“‘simpliciter negat factum” — “npocroe orpunianue [BMeHse-
Mmoro] ¢pakra” (Matthdus A. Commentarius de criminibus ad Lib. XLVII.
et XLVIII. Dig., adiecta est brevis & succincta Iuris Municipalis inter-
pretatio, cum indice triplici; Titulorum, Rerum & Verborum, nec non
Legum, qua strictius, qua fusius explicatarum. Utrecht, 1644. P. 767).

w
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HEOIMYCTUMBIMU KaK J0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa BHUHOBHOCTH. HepBax, B
OTJIMYHUE OT BTOpOﬁ, Moriia ObITh JO0Ka3aHa U HECOBEPUICHHBIM

(HETIONHBIM) JJ0KA3aTeNbCTBOM 2.

B Takom Bune «meopus “‘acummempuu” hopmanbHuix 0OKA-
3amenbcmey MOJTy4Yuiia LIMPOKOE PACIPOCTPAHEHHE B CPEIHEBE-
KOBOH HeMeLKOH IpoleccyanucTuke. XoTs U Marreyc, U Bcieq
3a HUM JpYyTHe HCCIeoBaTeNd oOpalajld BHUMAaHUE U Ha PsiJ
JIpYTUX TIPOSBICHUH PHMCKOTO OJarompHsTCTBOBAHUS 3allUTe:
IpEeIOCTaBICHUE OOJIBIIEro CpoKa JAJs PeYd 3allUTHUKA, YeM
OOBHMHUTENS, OTCYTCTBUE KAKUX-THOO0 CPOKOB JUIS PECTABIIE-
HUSI JIOKa3aTeJIbCTB 3aIUTHI, KOTOPOE OBIJIO BOBMOXHO U IIOCIHIE
MOCTAHOBJIEHUS IPUIOBOPA U OOPALIEHHUS €T0 K UCTIONHEHH O, —
MMEHHO B IOAOOHOHU “acHMMeTpHH’” YYEHBIM BHJEICS OCHOBHOM
cmeicn favor defensionis.

B ob6ocnosanue oSTOlf KOHUIENIMM yKa3bIBAINACH OOIIHE
INPUHLMIBL PUMCKOTO IIpaBa W MpaBa BooOuie: “‘cripaBein-
BOCTh TpeOyeT pa3iaHYHBIX MOIXONOB”, “mpaBo 0oJiee CKIOHHO
omnpaBJaTh, HEXXEIH OCYIUThb, W JIyYlle ONpaBIaTh BHHOBHOTO,
HEXEIH OCYIUTh HEBUHOBHOTO”, B CBS3M C 4YeM 3allMTe U Ipe-
JOCTABIIEHO OOINBINE MPABOBBIX CPEICTB, 9€M OOBHHEHHIO.
B pannux tpynax (Ilybdennopda, Marreyca u np.) npu 3ToM
HNPOCMaTPUBACTCS BIUSHUE UMANbAHCKUX TIPABOBEIIOB, KOTOPEIE,
B CBOIO Oyepelb, TaKKe MepepabaThiBalld 1 KOMMEHTHPOBAIU
pumckue uctounuku>®. B nenom favor defensionis BeiBogunach

32 “Ecyin uT0-1u60 crocoOHO JI0Ka3aTh NPECTYIUIEHHE, TO TeM Gonee [OHO
CIIOCOOHO JI0Ka3aTh] HEBHHOBHOCTB. 3alluTe OIaronpHUsATCTBYIOT IO
cpaBHEHHIO ¢ 0OBHHCHHEM. <...> HeKoTopble MpeCTyIICHUsS Helb3s
JI0Ka3aTh IIPUCSTOM, @ HEBHHOBHOCTB — BCETa MOXHO. <...> B koMMeH-
TapusaxX [PUMCKOTO MpaBa] Mbl HAXOAMM TPHU PA3JIHUMs JOKA3aTeIbCTB
BUHBI M HEBHHOBHOCTH. Bo-mepBbiX, OOBHHHTEIb, J0Ka3bIBasi CBOIO
HO3HIHI0, HE MOXET MPHBOAUTH JOKA3aTEIbCTBA 10 OCCKOHEYHOCTH,
a 3amuTa MOXeT. BO-BTOPBIX, 0JHO-€IMHCTBEHHOE JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO HE
MOXET /J0Ka3aTh BHHOBHOCTb, HO MOXET — HEBHHOBHOCTb. B-TpeThux,
[peCTyIUICHHE HE JIOKa3bIBAeTCs HUYEM, KPOME Kak IIOJIHBIM JI0Ka3a-
TEIbCTBOM, HCBUHOBHOCTB )K€ MOXKET ObITh OKa3aHa U MEHEE CYIIEeCT-
BEHHBIMH Jl0Ka3arenbcTBaMu” — “Si crimen argumentis probari potest,
ergo multo magis innocentia. Favorabilior enim est defensio accusatione
<...> Hoc amplius crimen jurejurando non probari, innocentiam probari
nonnulli tradunt. <...> Quantum vero ad illam speciem probationis fit,
inter crimen & innocentiam tres apud interpretes differentias reperio.
Prima, quod accusator criminis probandi causa, testes non possit pro-
ducere ad perpetuam rei memoriam; reus possit probandae innocentiae
gratia. Secunda, quod crimen uno teste probari non possit; innocentia
possit. Tertia, quod crimen non probetur, nisi per testes exceptione
majores; innocentia etiam per testes minus idoneos” — Antonius Mat-
thdus. Op. cit. P. 768. NB: nox “HeBHHOBHOCTBIO” 371€Ch HOHHUMAETCS
Kak IO0JTHOE OTIPaBJaHue, TaK U OCTaBlIeHHE B To0o3peHuu (cm.: P. 769).
CrieflyeT Tak)Ke y4UTBIBATH CKIIOHHOCTH CPEJHEBEKOBBIX KOMMEHTATO-
POB CMEIINBATh PUMCKHUII IPABONOPSAOK C COBPEMEHHBIM MM — OTCIO-
Jla pacCykKJCHUs O “COBEpPLICHHBIX JOKa3aTelbCTBaX M T.II. B Pume.

3 Cm.: Omenvuenxo O.4. VYkas. cou. C. 37.

3 “Reus & post terminum dilationis, & post conclusionem in causa, &
post sententiam, uno verbo, quandocunq; ad demonstrandam inno-
centiam admittitur” — “/loka3zare/bcTBa HEBHHOBHOCTH JIOITYCKAIOTCS
1 TI0CJIe UCTEYEHMSI CPOKOB, 3aBEPIICHUS [eja, U MOCIE BBIHECEHHUS
npurosopa” (Matthdus A. Op. cit. P. 767).

35 Cwm.: ibid. P. 769: “Satis esse nocentem absolvi, quam innocentem con-
demnari. ...plus tribui reo ad defensionem, quam accusatori ad mon-
strandum crimen” — “YnoBieTBOpHUTENbHEE OIpPaBAaTh BHHOBHOTO,
HEXEeJIU OCYAWTh HEBUHOBHOIO... [00JbIIe CPEACTB] MPELOCTAaBICHO
3amuTe, YeM OOBUHEHHIO AT JOKa3aTeNIbCTBA PECTYILICHHS .

36 Cm.: Filangieri G. La scienza della legislazione. T. 1. Venezia, 1782.
P. XVI; T. 3. Venezia, 1783. P. 12-21; Constant B. Comento sulla
Scienza della legislazione di G. Filangeri. Capolago, 1838 (trad. dal
franc.). P. 3-7; Stuckenberg C.-F. Untersuchungen zur Unschuldsver-
mutung. Berlin-New York, 1997. S. 21, Anm. 64; Gilhausen L. Arbor
iudicaria criminalis: iuxta praecipuarum totius Germania curiarum, iu-
diciorum & iurisconsultorum practicam inprimis autem constitutionem
illam Carolinam planata & concinnata. Frankfurt, 1606. P. 398, 401.



114

n3 obmeil “npesymmiuu goOpomnopsgouHocti” (praesumptio
bonitatis/ praesumptio boni viri, uau Bonititsvermutung)®’ u
¢GmI0copCKUX yTBEPHKACHUH OTHOCHTEIIFHO HPEANIOYTUTEIILHO-
CTH OCBOOOMK/ICHHMSI BUHOBHOT'O OCY)XICHHIO HEBHHOBHOTO IPU
HEBO3MOXKHOCTH CO3/IaHUs MOJHOCTBHIO 06e30HO0YHON CHUCTEMBI

YTONIOBHOTO Cy/IOTIPOM3BOCTBAS.

Takum obOpazom, B Teuenne XVII croneTns BO3HUKIIMH
MPUMEHUTENbHO K AaHaJlu3y JPEBHEPHUMCKOTO YTOJIOBHOTO
nporecca TepmuH “favor defensionis” yTBepamics B HeMel-
KOW TpouecCyaqiCTHKe M IEepeKodeBal K KOHI[y CTOJIETHS B
JIOKTPUHY, TOCBSAIIECHHYIO YXK€ Y2006HOMY npoyeccy 600buje
U yrosoBHoMmy npoueccy I'epmanuun, B yactHoctu. Ilpu arom,
XOTs BKJIaJILIBAEMOE B HETO COJEPKAHKE B LIEJIOM OIHPANIOCh Ha
MpebIayInee TOJKOBAHME, MPOU3O0III0 HEKOTOPOE CMEIICHHE
aKIIEHTOB.

OnHUM M3 [epBBIX HacTauBajl Ha INpUMEHeHMH favor
defensionis x m0060My, B TOM YHCIIE HEMEIKOMY, YTOJIOBHOMY
npoueccy u3BecTHblil uccnenosarens XVII B. b. Kapmmos, 00-
OCHOBBIBABIIUI NPUHLIUI “HaHOOJBLICrO OJaronpHsITCTBOBA-
uus 3amute” (“hochsten Begiinstigung der Verteidigung”, niu
“summum favor defensionis”)*®. Yuenbiii BEOAMII 5TO TIOHSATHE B
IPOLIECC ¢ IEIbI0 FAPaHTHPOBATH NIPaBa OOBUHIEMOI0 B paMKax
MHKBU3UIMOHHOTO npoliecca®® B CBA3M ¢ mpuMeHeHneM neTku?!,
OH ke BHEC peIIalonnii BKJIaJ B OKOHUATeNIbHOE (hOPMUPOBaHUE
TPAaKTOBKH CaMOT'0 MOHSTHSI.

KapmioB u Bclien 3a HUM ApPYrHe HEMELKHE HCCIEI0BaTeIH
ycMmarpuBanu favor defensionis mpeskae BCero B JIOKa3aTelb-
CTBEHHOM IIpaBe, a MIMEHHO — B JIBYX €ro acmnekrax. B mepByio
ouepelb OH YKa3bIBaJ Ha JIOIYCTUMOCTD MPEACTABICHUS ONPaB-
[ATeIbHBIX [OKA3aTeNIbCTB Ha JIOOBIX CTAAUAX YTOJOBHOIO
mporecca, B TOM YHCIC W MOCJIC BBIHECCHHS OOBHHUTEIBHOTO
MPUTOBOPA, €ro BCTYIUICHHsI B CHIy M OOpalleHHs K HCIIOJHE-
Huto. bonee Toro, 3asBieHUE OCYXJICHHOTO O HAJTUYHUU Y HETO
JIOTIOJTHUTEBHBIX JI0KA3aTeIbCTB MOXET IOBJIE€Yb MPHOCTAHOB-
JICHUE MCTIOJIHCHHUSI IPUTOBOPA U HA3HAYCHHUE EMY CYJIOM CPOKOB
QIS UX TIPeCTaBIeHuA*?, DTOT MOMEHT, IBHO CBUJIETENLCTBYIO-
MU O CBA3M TEpPMUHA C PUMCKHM IpaBoM*’, ocraercs BaxHOM
COCTAaBJISIIOIICH MOHSATHSI ONArONpPHUSATCTBOBAHKS 3allUTEe H B

JaJbHERIIEM OTMEYAEeTCs BO MHOTUX Tpyaax™*,

37Cm.: Ludovici J.F. Dissertatio inauguralis iuridica De Praesumptio-
ne bonitatis. Halle, 1700. P. 12, 13. Iloromy-T0o Takoe Onarompust-
CTBOBaHUE ¥ HE BIICKJIO MOJIHOTO OMpPABJAaHHs, A JIUIIb OCTABICHUE B
MOJIO3PEHNH: BeJb B OCHOBE JIe)KaJa HMEHHO IPE3yMIIHs — TO €CTh
BEPOATHOCTb, — a HEe JoKa3areascTBO (cM.: ibid. P. 19). 3necs, onars
e, IPOCIICKHUBACTCA CBSA3b C PUMCKHUM IIPaBOM, IJIe TOXKE BCTPEYAETCs
nono6HOoe obocHoBanue (cM.: Matthdus A. Op. cit. P. 769).

38 Cwm.: Filangieri G. Op. cit. T. 3. P. 199-205.

Carpzov B. Practica nova imperialis Saxonicae rerum criminalium.

Wittenberg, 1635. V. 1. P. 186. Cm. Taxxe: Falk U. Zur Folter im

Deutschen Strafprozef. Das Regelungsmodell von Benedict Carpzov

(1595-1666) // Forum historiae iuris, 20 Juni 2001 // http://fhi.rg.mpg.

de/articles/pdf-files/0106falk-folter.pdf. S. 16.

TepMHH “MHKBU3ULMOHHBIN mporiecc” ynorpedisercs HaMu B HaCTOs-

el cTaTthe B TEXHUYECKOM CMBIC/IC OE30THOCHTENIBHO K KaKOH-THO0

UJICOJIOTUH.

B 4acTHOCTH, OH HacTaMBaJl Ha HEOOXOMMMOCTH B CHIIy yKa3aHHOTO

HpHHIHKIA obecriedeHnss 0OBUHAEMOMY (GOPMabHOI 3aIHUTHI 10 TIPHU-

MEHEHHS K HEMY NBITKH (cM. 00 atom: Feuerbach P.J.A.R. von. Lehr-

buch des gemeinen in Deutschland giiltigen peinlichen Rechts // Hrsg.

Dr. C.J.A. Mittermaier. Giefen, 1836. S. 512, 513).

42 Cwm.: Carpzov B. Op. cit. P.185; Falk U. Op. cit. S.17; Johann
Christoph Koch. Institutiones luris Criminalis. Iena, 1791 (ed. nona).
P. 434.

43 Cm.: Omenvuenxo O.A. Yxkas. cou. C. 37; Matthéius A. Op. cit. P. 767.

4 Cwm.: Stiibel C.P. Das Criminalverfahren in den deutschen Gerichten
mit besonderer Riicksicht auf das Koénigreich Sachsen. Leipzig, 1811.

MUXEEHKOBA

Opnako Hauboibllee 3HaYEHHE MMET BTOPOH acHeKT Jo-
Ka3bIBaHUSl — BBINICHAa3BaHHAs ‘“‘aCUMMETpHUs” IOKa3aTeIbCTB,
T.€. Pa3IUYHBIE MPAaBMWIA JIOMMyCTUMOCTH U HEJOITyCTUMOCTH, a
PaBHO OIIEHKH J0Ka3aTeIbCTBEHHOMN CUIIBI [l OOBHHUTEIBHBIX
U OIpaBIaTENBHBIX JIOKAa3aTeNbCTB. Yxke Kapmmo ormewaer:
“TakoBa cwyia ONarompusATCTBOBAHUS 3alllUTe, YTO MHOTHE JO-
Ka3aTeJabCTBa, JOMYCTHMBIC B IONBb3y OOBHHIEMOTO, ObLTH ObI
HETIpHEMIIEMBl TIPOTHB Hero ™. B 4acTHOCTH, JOMyCTHMO Kak
JI0Ka3aTeNIbCTBO HEBUHOBHOCTH TAaKOE€ HECOBEPIIEHHOE J0Ka3a-
TEIBCTBO, KaK MOKa3aHUs OMHOTO cBUAeTeNs. “OOBHHHUTEIBHBIN
IPUTOBOP MOXKET M JIOJDKEH OBITh OCHOBAH TOJBKO HA IOJHOM
(coBepIIEHHOM) JOKa3aTeIbCTBE; HOKA3aTEIbCTBO JKE 3AIIWTHI,
Jlake HECOBEPIICHHOE, €CJIN OHO JJOKa3bIBAeT XOTs OBl BEpOsT-
HOCTh HEBUHOBHOCTH WJIM BBI3BIBAET y CYJbH COMHEHHUE B BH-
HOBHOCTH, JJOJDKHO ITOBJIEYh IOCTAHOBJICHUE OINPAaBAATEILHOTO
npurosopa’™®,

[Ipu ananusze 3TOM TpPaIMLMOHHON HEMELKOW KOHIEHNLUU
favor defensionis ciemxyeT MOMHHTH O TOCIOACTBOBaBIICH BO
BpeMs ee (OPMHPOBAHMS U paclBeTa TeoprH (HOpPMabHBIX J10-
kazarenbcTB (Legalbeweistheorie). YueHsie gaBHO ycMaTpHUBaiu
B Heil OTHeNnbHbIE HEIOCTAaTKU. B dyacTHOCTH, MX Oecrokomnia
BO3MOXXHOCTh SIBHO OLIMOOYHOTO OCYXACHHS HEBHHOBHOTO
IpY HAJIMYAU COBEPUICHHBIX OOBHHUTEIBHBIX I0KA3aTEIbCTB M
HECOBEPILICHHBIX ONpaBJaTeNbHbIX. B ciyyasx, koraa moxasa-
TENBCTBO 3aIIUTH, XOTh ¥ HECOBEPIIEHHOE, JEIaeT OYEeBUIHOM
HEBMHOBHOCTb MOACYAMMOro (HampuMep, €Cly pedb HAeT 00
anubu), Teopus (GHOpMaIbHBIX JOKA3aTeJLCTB MOINIAa MPUBECTU
K abcypay, ecinu Obl HE NMPUMEHSUINCh OCOObIe IpaBmia Oia-
ronpuaTcTBOBaHMs 3amuTe?’. Kpome TOro, BO3MOXKHO ObLIO
BO3HHKHOBCHHME HEKOCH IaTOBOW CHUTyallnH, KOTZA JOKa3aTeib-
CTBa 3AIIUTHl XOTh M IOAPBIBAIOT JIOKA3aTENbCTBA OOBHHEHUS
(T.e. OTCYTCTBYET COBEpIICHHOE JOKA3aTeJIb,CTBO BHHOBHOCTH),
OJIHAKO CaMH HE SIBJISIOTCS MOJIHBIMU (T.€. OTCYTCTBYET COBEp-
IIEHHOE J0KA3aTeNbCTBO HEBUHOBHOCTH). T[09TOMY yueHBIMH,
HaunHas c¢ KapmioBa, W BBoAMJIAch HEKOTOpas ‘“‘acCUMMETpHs
JIOKa3bIBaHUs’, IPU3BAaHHAS YPABHOBECHUTB IIOJIOKEHHE CTOPOH U
n30eXkKaTh OCYXKICHUS HeBUHOBHBIXY. Ha npotsokenun X VIII B.
TaKo# MoAxoJ K GIaronpUsATCTBOBAHUIO 3alIMTE MPEBAINPOBAI

B I'epmanun®’,

Bd 2. S. 48, 213, 680, 1301; Henke E. Handbuch des Criminalrechts
und der Criminalpolitik. 4en Teil. Berlin-Stettin, 1838. S. 422, 423;
Schmoeckel M. Humanitdt und Staatsraison: die Abschaffung der
Folter in Europa und die Entwicklung des gemeinen Strafprozef-
und Beweisrechts seit dem hohen Mittelalter. Koln, 2000. S. 176
(Anm. 571).

4 “Tantus est favor defensionis, ut ob eam quandoque; a regulis juris,
quantum ad processum, recedere liceat, et multa specialia circa pro-
bationem defensionis contra jura communia introducta usuque recep-
ta sint, ut ex subsequentibus apparebit” (Carpzov B. Op. cit. P. 185;
cM. taoke: Falk U. Op. cit. S. 17).

46 “Ein verdammendes Urteil kann und darf nur auf vollstdndigen Schuld-
beweis gegriindet werden; dahingegen selbst ein unvollstdndiger Ver-
teidigungsbeweis, wenn er wenigstens Wahrscheinlichkeit gewihrt,
oder einen Zweifelszustand des Richters erzeugt, zum Vorteile des Un-
geschuldigten wirtl, und dessen Freisprechung begriindet” (Henke E.
Op. cit. S. 422, 423).

47 Cwm.: Stichweh R. Zur Subjektivierung der Entscheidungsfindung im
deutschen Strafprozess des 19. Jahrhunderts. Aspekte der Ausdifferen-
zierung des Rechtssystems // Gouron A. et al. (Hrsg.), Subjektivierung
des justiziellen Beweisverfahrens. Beitrige zum Zeugenbeweis in Eu-
ropa und den USA, 18-20. Jahrhundert. Frankfurt, 1994. S. 272, 276.

4 [IpaBna, Ha 3TOT cly4yaii CyIIECTBOBAJIO “OCTaBJIEHHE B MON03PEHHH”,
OJIHAKO MPABOBEIbI TOTO BPEMCHH H CaMy 3Ty KOHCTPYKIHIO TaKXKe
OTHOCHJIU K IPOSIBJICHUAM ONaronpHsaTCTBOBAHUS 3aIUUTE.

49 Cm.: Stuckenberg C.-F. Op. cit. S. 20.

S0 Cwm.: Stdnglin J.Z. Dissertatio Iuridica Inauguralis: De Innocentiae
Praesidio. Tiibingen, 1678. P. 306; Bohmer J.S.F. von. Elementa iuris-
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BIIATOITPUATCTBOBAHUE 3AIIUTE B YI'OJIOBHOM IIPOLIECCE

Kpome »TOrOo B KadecTBe 3jeMeHTa OJIaronpUsTCTBOBAHHS
3alIUTe paccMaTpUBalioCh M pachpeneieHne OpeMeHH JoKa-
3bIBaHUA, 4@ MMCHHO — IOCTAaTOYHOCTH JiI CTOPOHBI 3allUThI
JIUIIb TPOJEMOHCTPHPOBATh HECOCTOATENBHOCTD JJOKA3aTeIbCTB
0OBHHEHHUS, a HE MPEACTABIATH COOCTBEHHOE, IIOJHOE U COBEP-
IIEHHOE, J0KA3aTeNbCTBO HEBUHOBHOCTH . HeKoTOphIe ydueHbIe
BBUIENSUTA W JIPYTHE cocTaBnsomue’?. OIHAKO CBOUM pactyée-
TMOM U NPOYHBIM 3aKpenjienuem 6 HeMeykoll npoyeccyanucmuxe
XVII-XVIII 6. B KauecTBe OOMIETIPU3HAHHOTO IPABOBOTO MPHH-
nuna favor defensionis 00s3aH0 UMEHHO cHOCOOHOCTH “acum-
Mempuu” B JIOKa3bIBAHUYM YNAaYHO KOMIICHCHPOBATH OTIEJIEHBIC
CYLIECTBEHHBIC M OYCBHIHBIC MOPOKH CUCTEMBI (DOPMANbHbIX
dokazamenscme™. Ho, MOCKONBKY 5Ta CHCTEMA XapaKTepHa JUls
MHKBU3MLMOHHON (JOPMBI YrOJOBHOTO Mpoliecca, TO U MOHATHE
OIarompHUATCTBOBAHHS 3aIIUTHl PAa3BUBAJIOCH MMEHHO B €ro
paMKax; B CTpaHaX XK€ C COCTS3aTeIbHBIM YTOJIOBHBIM CYIOIPO-
H3BOJICTBOM JIaHHAS JOKTPHHATIbHAS KOHCTPYKIHS HE MOIy4niIa
pacmpocTpaHeHHs 3a HEHaJOOHOCTHIO.

Opnako k cepenmHe XIX B. mo Mepe pedopMUPOBAHHSI
YTOJIOBHOTO CYIONPOWM3BOACTBA M MOCTEIEHHOIO OTKa3a OT
cucTeMbl ()OpPMalbHBIX JT0KA3aTEIbCTB HEOOXOAMMOCTH B IIO-
HAMaeMOM TakuM oOpa3oMm favor defensionis Hadama oTmanath
u B camoit ['epmanuu. aes o pa3inuyuHBIX KPUTEPUAX OICHKH
JIOIYCTUMOCTH M J0Ka3aTeIbCTBEHHON CHIIBI J0Ka3aTeIbCTB 00-
BUHCHUA U 3allIMThI CTajla l'lOllBepl"aTbCS[ KpI/ITI/IKe. HeKOTOpre
y4eHbIe XOTS M IPHU3HABaJIl Ha3BaHHbIE MpaBHJa J0Ka3aTelb-
CTBEHHOTO MPaBa, HO CYUTAIU UX HEOTHEMIIEMOI YAaCThIO CaMOM
Teopuu (pOpMalbHBIX JOKA3aTEIbCTB H OTKA3BIBAIICH YCMATPH-
BaTh 37I€Ch MPOSABICHUS “BOOOpakaeMoro” OIarompusTCTBOBa-
Hus 3amuTe>®. MHOrHME e CTald JUCKYTHPOBAaTh O Mpeiesax
JIOIYCTUMOCTH JIOKAa3aTeJbCTB 3allUThl, HEAOMYyCTHUMBIX II0
001IeMy TIPaBIITY, 3aT€M BOBCE OTPHIIATH TAKYH BO3MOXKHOCTH.
B wurore ot mmenm o6 “acMMMETpHH’”’, COCTaBISABINCH CaMyo
CyTh IPHUHIIKINA OJaroNnpPUATCTBOBAHHUS 3aIIUTE HA MPOTHIKCHUU
XVII-XVIII BB., HeMeuKkHe MpoUecCYalucTbl MPaKTUYECKU
OTKa3aJIHCh>".

Tak, K. MutTtepmaiiep BbICKa3bIBajCs MPOTUB MHEHUS, YTO
“IIoKa3aTesbcTBa 3alUTHI JOJKHBI ObITH MPUHUMAEMBbl 0€3 co-

prudentiae criminalis. Halle, 1743. P. 166, 1096, 1097; Meister Ch.F.G.

Ausfiihrliche Abhandlung des Peinlichen Prozess in Deutschland. Got-

tingen, 1766. Bd. 2. S. 263; Béhmer J.S.F. von. Meditationes in Con-

stitutionem Criminalen Carolinam. Halle-Magdeburg, 1770. P. 138;

Meister Ch.F.G. Principia juris criminalis germaniae communis. Got-

tingen, 1789. P. 429; Klein E.F. Grundsétze des gemeinen, deutschen

und preussischen peinlichen Rechts. Halle, 1796. S. 74.

Cwm.: Engau G.R. Elementa iuris criminalis Germanico-Carolini. Ex

genuinis fontibus deducta variis observationibus et formulis illustrata

atque commoda auditoribus methodo adornata. Iena, 1753 (ed. quarta).

P. 420-422.

Tak, nanpumep, U. Kox Bkirouan B favor defensionis Taxxke cinenyro-

miee: “sine liquidissima causa etiam pluries non denegatur; contradic-

torem respuit; ad terminum peremtorium non est adstricta; reo, defen-
sorem sibi eligere cessanti; judex ex officio aliquem constituit, cui ex
aerario public, si rei bona deficient, honorarium” — “6e3 oueBHIHOTO
6eCcCIOpHOr0 OCHOBAHMS OHA [3amMTa) HE OTPHLAETCS; NPOTHBHOI

CTOPOHE OTKa3bIBAIOT; OHA HE CBA3aHA CPOKOM IIPCACTABICHUS

JIOKa3aTeNbCTB; MOXET BHIOMpaTh cebe 3alMTHUKA; Cyabsi 00s3aH

HHOTZa 00eCIeYnTh 3allUTHUKA 33 TocyaapcTBeHHbll cuetr” (Koch J.

Ch. Op. cit. P. 383).

33 KocBeHHOE MOATBEpkIEHUE CKazaHHOMY cM.: Cnacoeuu B.J]. O Teo-
PHHU YrOJOBHO-CYAEOHBIX JOKA3aTEeIbCTB B CBA3U C CYHAOYCTPOICTBOM
u cyponpousBoactsom. M., 2001. C. 63.

3% Cm.: Henke E. Op. cit. S. 423.

35 CM.: Pierer H.A., Lobe J. (Hrsg.). Universal-Lexikon der Gegenwart
und Vergangenheit, oder neuestes encyclopddisches Worterbuch der
Wissenschaften, Kiinste und Gewerbe oder kurz: Pierers Enzyklopadi-
sches Worterbuch. Altenburg, 1858. Bd. 1. S. 142.
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OirozieHHsl MIPaBUII, KOTOPHIMH OOYCIIOBJIEHA IOpUAUYECKAs JI0-
CTOBEPHOCTB; YTO JUIS 3aIUThl COBEPIIECHHO JOCTATOYHO CBHUIEC-
TeJIeH, He TOJIBKO JAIOIIUX OKa3aHue 0e3 NPUCATH, 110 JOBEPHIO
K IPYTHM WX IO CIIyXaM, HO Ja)ke MOJ03PUTENBHEIX H HE B TOM
YHuClle, KaKoe OMPEeICHO MO 3aKOHY , W YTBEp)KIal, 4TO MpHU
oInpeesieHNH AeHCTBUTEIBHOW CHIIBI M CTEIIEHU COBEPIICHCTBA
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTB 3aIUThI CICAYET PYKOBOJACTBOBATHCS TEMH KE
HpaBHJIaMH, KOTOPbIE CYIIECTBYIOT AJIS OLEHKH J0Ka3aTelIbCTB

0OBHHEHH®.

OpHAKO caM TEPMHH K TOMY BPEMEHH, KK Y)KE OTMEYAIIOCH,
cran B [epmanun o6uienpusnannbiM. Ero MoXHO ObUIO HaWTH
B CIOBAapsAX>/, B y4eOHUKA BKIOYAIUCH COOTBETCTBYIOIIUE
MIaBbI>Y, GNaronpUsTCTBOBAHHME 3ALUTE MEPEYUCIANIOCH CPEIH
OCHOBHBIX [PHHIUIOB YrOJOBHO-IIPOLECCYANbHOIO IIpaBa.
TTOHATHE 3TO HACTONBKO MPOYHO YKOPEHUIOCH B TOKTPUHE, UTO
XOTs1, Ka3aJI0Ch Obl, ¢ OTMUPAaHUEM T€OPUHU HOPMabHBIX JI0Ka3a-
TENBbCTB #YJHCOA 6 HeM Omnand, OTKa3BIBATHCS OT HETO HE CTallH,
a I MOOUGuUyUposanu e2o codepiicanue.

Bosnbliiee BHUMaHUE CTaJIM YACHATH Kak pa3 APYTUM €ro co-
CTaBJIAIOIINM, PaHEe BTOPOCTEIIEHHbBIM, M OHO HACTOJILKO PaCIIH-
puitock, uto K favor defensionis crtann oTHOCHTE Jt060e obnee-
yeHue nonodceHus 0068uHaeM020 u nomows emy (Erleichterungen
und Hiilfen) B yroinoBHOM mporiecce. DTO pa3in4yHbIe OT/ACIbHbIC
IpEenMyIIecTBa, NPUBWIECTHH WM HCKIIOUUTEIbHBIC MpaBa (B
TOM YMCJIC HE3HA4YMTEIbHbIC), TAKHUE, HAIPUMEpP, KaK BO3MOXK-
HOCTB 3aIIUINATHCS AaXKe NOCIe IPU3HAHMS BUHBI, IIPABO HA BEI-
60p 3aUMTHHUKA, 00S3aHHOCTD CY[bH B ONPEAEICHHBIX CIIydasx
obecIieynTh 3aIUTHUKA, PA3IMYHbIC OJOKEHHS O paclpeznese-
HUH U3epKeK, BOSMOXXHOCTH MPOJUICHUS ITPOIeCCyalbHBIX CPO-
KOB, IpaBuia 00 oOpaTHOI cuje yrolloBHOTO 3aKOHA, MPaBO Ha
nocieaHee coBo u T.11.%° KpoMe Toro, MHOTHE aBTOPbI OTHOCHIIH
croza xe mpaBuio “in dubio pro reo” — TOIKOBaHHE COMHEHHI B
nonb3y nofacyaumMoro® (B 4eM IpOCIIEKUBAETCS CBA3b C PUMCKHU-
MU HCTOYHUKAMH M C UJieeil 0 Pa3IMUHBIX CTEIEHIX JJOKa3aHHO-
CTH OOBHHEHHUS WM 3alIUTHI) — U BOOOIIE B CHIy CIOKHBIIEHCS
Tpamunuu paccmarpuBanu favor defensionis mpenmyniectTBeH-
HO NIPUMEHHTENBHO K JoKa3siBaHHIO. [IpuMepHO B TakoM BHUze
HOHATHE OIaroNpHATCTBOBAHUS 3allUTE MPOCYLIECTBOBAJIO 10
cepenunbl XX B.81, u Takoe ke €ro MOHMMaHUE MOYEPIIHYIH U3
HEMELKON TOKTPUHBI poccuiickue npoueccyanuctel XIX cTomne-

56 Cm.: Mummepmaiiep K.JO.A. PykoBoacTBO K CyneOHOH 3aIuTe MO
yronoBHbeIM aenam. M., 1863. C. 52, 53.

57CM.: Pierer H.A., Lobe J. (Hrsg.). Op. cit. S. 142; Meyer J. (Hrsg.).
GroBe Konversations-Lexikon fiir die gebildeten Stinde (“Mey-
ers Konversationslexikon”). Leipzig-Wien, 1885-1892. Bd. 6.
S. 80.

8 Cm.: Quistorp J.Ch.E. von. Grundsitze des deutschen Peinlichen
Rechtes. Leipzig-Rostock-Schwerin, 1821. Bd. 3. S.340; Feuer-
bach PJ.A.R. von. Op. cit. S. 513.

39 Cm.: Quistorp J.Ch.E. von. Op. cit. S. 341, 342, 414-415; Pierer H.A.,
Lébe J. (Hrsg.). Loc. cit.; Konversationslexikon M. Loc. cit.

80 Cm.: Mummepmaiiep K.JO.A. Yxa3. cou. C. 53; Zachariae H.A. Hand-

buch des deutschen Strafprocesses: systematische Darstellung des auf

den Quellen des gemeinen Rechts und neuern deutschen Gesetzgebung
beruhenden Criminal-Verfahrens, in wissenschaftlicher Begrundung
und Verbindung. Zweiter Band, welcher die das Strafverfahren selbst
betreffenden Lehren enthalt. Gottingen, 1868. S. 415; Koch J.Ch. Op.

cit. P. 401; Glaser J.A. Handbuch des Strafprozesses. Leipzig, 1883.

Vol. I. S. 15 (uut. mo: Glaser S. Quelques aspects d’une procédure

pénale européenne // Revue internationale de droit comparé., 1970

(Vol. 22). Ne 4. P. 693 (réf. 17)).

Cwm.: Exner F. Richter, Staatsanwalt und Beschuldigter im Straf-

prozefl des neuen Staates // Zeitschrift fiir die gesamte Strafrechts-

wissenschaft. 1935 (Vol. 54). Ne 1. S. 16; Vormbaum Th. Einfiih-

rung in die modern Strafrechtsgeschichte. Berlin-Heidelberg, 2011.

S. 97.
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A%, OHO cOXpaHsAeT AOCTATOYHO IPOYHYIO MO3UILHIO B HAYKE
u cerogHa®.

3aMeTHM, OJIHAKO, HAMETUBILYIOCS MEHOCHYUIO PACUUUDEHU.
BKJIa/IbIBAEMOTO B 3TO TMOHATHE COMAEPKAHUS COBPEMEHHBIMH
MCCIIE/IOBATENSMH: €0 BCE 4Yallle TOJKYIOT Kak HEKOTOpYIO Tia-
pajaurMy BCETO YroIOBHOTO MPOLECCa, BO3BPAlIAiCch K CTapoif
uaee “summum favor defensionis”, mpuyem nemaetr 3T0 He
TONBKO OKTpHHA®, HO maxe pasnMuHblEe CyneOHBIE OpraHb®.
TakuMm 06pa3zom, (aKTHYECKH HPOUCXOAMT BO3BpALIEHHE K

2 CMm.: Bnadumupos JI.E. Advocatus miles. IlocoGue 1151 yronoBHoi 3a-
mutsl. CII6., 1911. C. 77, 78; Cnyuesckuii B.K. Y4eOHUK PyCCKOTO yro-
JoBHoro npouecca. CynoycrpoiictBo — cynonpousBozactso. CII6., 1913.
C. 70; Jlvikowun A.C. YronoBHbIH mpouecc / DHUUKIONEIUIECKUN
cnoBapb bpoxkraysa u Edpona. T. 25-a. CII6., 1898. C. 584.

3« on lui [a I’inculpé] accorde certains priviléges de défense (favor de-

fensionis), notamment en matiére de preuves et avant la cloture des

débats (le droit du dernier mot) ” (“O0OBHHSIEMOMY IIPEAOCTABIAIOTCS
ompeJieJICHHBIC MPEUMYIIECTBA 3aIUThl (ONAaronpuATCTBOBAHUE 3a-

IIUTE), B YACTHOCTH B JOKA3bIBAHUHU U IEPe] OKOHYAHHEM CIIyIIAHUS

(mpaBo nocnensero ciosa)”) (Glaser S. Op. cit. P. 693). Ctonp npou-

Hoe 3aKkperuieHue in dubio pro reo B copepkaHUH MOHATUS OIaronpu-

ATCTBOBAHMS 3aIIUTE MOXXHO CUUTATh KOCBEHHBIM IOJTBEPIKACHUEM

MIPEUMYLIECTBEHHO HEMENKOTo mpoucxokaeHus favor defensionis.

Cwm., nampumep: Stavros S. The Guarantees for Accused Persons

under Article 6 of the European Convention of Human Rights: An

Analyses of the Application of the Convention and a Comparison

with the Other Instruments. Dordrecht/ Boston/ London, 1993. P. 53,

54, 221; Gaito A., Bargi A. Codice di procedura penale annotato con

la giurisprudenza. Milano, 2007. P. 338; 311; Santoriello C. Formu-

lario del processo penale. Milano, 2006. T. 1. P. 284, 285; Lowe E.,

Rief P. Die Strafprozessordnung und das Gerichtsverfassunsgesetz:

Grofkommentar. Berlin, 1987. S. 64; Hcaesa H.I1. Yuactue nuua, He

MMEIOLIEro CTaTyca ajBOKara, B Ka4eCTBE 3aLIUTHHUKA [0 yTOJOBHBIM

nenam // IlpaBo u monutuka. 2009. Ne 9 // CIIC “Koncynsrantllnioc”;

Coiuesa O.H. Tlpe3yMInys HCTHHHOCTH IIpUroBopa B koHTekcte YIIK

PO // Poce. cymps. 2007. Ne 9 // CIIC “Koucyasrantllotoc”; Cuup-

Ho6 A.B. PeopMbl yronoBHO# rocTHLMU KOHLA XX BEKa U UCKYp-

cuBHas cocTsa3arenbHocTh // Kypnan pocc. mpasa. 2001. Ne 12. C. 146.

Taxue xax Espomeiickuii Cyn mo mpaBam denoBeka (cM.: ECHR,

Jalloh v. Germany, judgment of 11 July 2006. Dissenting opinion

of J. Hajiyev); Koncrutrynuonnsiii cyg Yexun (cm.: Czech Republic

Constitutional Court, judgment of 26 April 2006 // http://www.con-

court.cz/clanek/pl-37-04. § 60); BepxoBHBIII KacCaMOHHBIH cCyx

Uranuu (cm.: Corte Suprema di Cassazione, Cassazione penale, sezio-

ne V, 6 novembre 1996, n. 9429 (ud. 17 maggio 1996), Lo Piano).

MUXEEHKOBA

TOMY CMBICITY, KOTOPBII H3HA4aJIbHO BKJIAJBIBAJIN B OTO MOHSTHE
chopMyIHpOBaBIINE €ro HeMeLKHe mpoueccyaanctsl CpexHux
BekoB 1 HoBoro Bpemenu. Benp oHUM (Kak BUAHO B TOM YHCIE U
U3 MOJIBOJIMMOTO MMH I10]] OJIaroNpHUATCTBOBaHHE 3aIIUTe Oa3u-
ca) TPaKTOBaJIH ONAaronpUATCTBOBAHKE 3alIUTE UMEHHO KaK He-
KOTOpPOE€ OCHOBHOE Ha4aJio IOCTPOSHHS YTOJIOBHOTO Ipolecca, a
HE Kak Habop KaKux-1100 KOHKPETHBIX MPaB 00BHHAEMOr0. JTH
NOCJICAHUE SABJISIIIMCH JIMIIB IPOSABJICHUSAMH, UJIH CICACTBUAMU,
favor defensionis. OmnpezneneHHas MOAMEHA MOHATHS MPOU30-
nuia, Kak Mbl yoemwiuck, nosanee — rae-to B XIX B. — B cuty
00BEKTUBHBIX UCTOPUIECKUX 0OCTOSATENBCTB.

TakuM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO yTBEp)KAaTh, YTO B OCHOBE CETro-
JHANIHETO MPEUMYIICCTBCHHOTO TOJ0XEHUS OOBHHIEMOTO B
yroyioBHOM mpoiiecce Jexut favor defensionis. DTa koHIenusa
chopmupoBanack B HEMEIKOH NOKTPUHE KaK UHKGU3UYUOHHAS
meopemuueckas koncmpykyus®, onHAKO C T€YEHHEM BPEMEHH
CTaJla TPaKTOBaThCs LIMPe — Kak obIee TpeboBaHHE K CyIOIPO-
M3BOJCTBY, COINIACHO KOTOPOMY Uil obecrieueHHss UCTHHHOTO
paBHOIpPABUSl CTOPOH IMpaBa M HHTEPECHl 3alIUTHI Kak Oojee
c1aboil CTOPOHBI JTOJKHBI OBITH JOTOJHUTEIBHO TapaHTUPOBA-
HBI CBEpX MEXaHMYECKOTO ypaBHUBAHUS MONHOMOYHH. IMEHHO
MOJTOMY, @ HE B CHJYy Kakoro-iubo ymylieHus OOBHUHIEMBIN
HaJelIeH TaKHM HCKJIIOYHUTENbHBIM KOJIMYECTBOM IIpaB, KaKOTo
HET, MOXXalyid, HU y OZHOTrO JAPYToro ‘‘4acTHOro” ydyacTHHKA
npoiecca. Mbl HE B KOEM Cllydae He OTPHIIaeM HeoOXOAMMOCTH
3alIMTHI MPaB, HAIPUMEp, MOTEPIECBIIETO, OJHAKO MPH €€ 0Cy-
[IECTBICHUH 1[eJeCO00pa3HO MOMHHUTE O OJIaronpusTCTBOBAHHN
3amuTe, kotopoe de facto sBisieTCsI OMHUM U3 OCHOBHBIX Hadall
COBPEMEHHOT0 YTOJIOBHOIO CYA0NpPOn3BOACTBa. Y mpoTHBOpeHns
MEXy MpaBaMu 0OBHHIEMOTO, C OMHOW CTOPOHBI, U HHTEPEeCaMU
3¢ GEeKTHBHOCTH MPABOCYIMS U 3AIMUTHI MPAB IPYyTUX y4acTHH-
KOB TIpOLIECCa — C IPYTOi, CIeIyeT pa3peliaTh, OMUPAsCh B Kade-
CTBE KPUTEPHUS B TOM YHUCIIE U HA MOHATHE OIarONpUsSTCTBOBAHUS
3aImTe.

% He ciy4aifHO M B COBETCKOH YrOJIOBHO-MPOLECCYaNbHOW MBICIH
6mM3Kas K CTapOHEMEIKOH TPaKTOBKE OIaronpHsATCTBOBAHHS 3aIUTE
KOHLENIMs “acuMMeTpuu” (IpaBUII OLIEHKH JIOIyCTUMOCTH) JlOKa3a-
TEJIBCTB BO3HHMKJIA KaK HEKUH NMPOTUBOBEC M3JIHIIHEH “MHKBHU3ULIMOH-
HocTu” npouecca (cM.: Cmeyosckuii FO.H., Jlapun A.M. Konctutyuu-
OHHBII NpHHIUI obOecreueHus] OOBHHAEMOMY IIpaBa Ha 3amuTy. M.,
1988. C. 117-122, 303; Ilempyxun HM.JI. OT UHKBU3ULUHU K COCTS3a-
tenbHOCTH // Toc. u mpaso. 2003. Ne 7. C. 28, 29, 35, 36).
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