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EXCUSES AND JUSTIFICATIONS IN THE
CRIMINAL LAW OF KAZAKHSTAN AND UZBEKISTAN:
A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

The principle of humanism is one of the key principles
of criminal law, the importance of which can hardly be over-
estimated. One of the practical expressions of this principle
is the concept of excuses and justifications in criminal law.
The application of this concept allows to achieve the fullest
assessment of the objective and subjective aspects of the
wrongful act. The topicality of this article is in that the con-
cept of excuses and justifications requires a comprehensive
study in order to develop it further. Especially, the availabil-
ity of doctrinal sources of legal interpretation in this field is
relevant for the countries whose criminal legislation and law
enforcement practice are still in the process of establishment.
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Introduction

The concept of excuses and justifications represents one of the most fascinating
issues in modern criminal law. That is so not only because this legal institution literal-
ly translated from Russian “obstoyatel’stva isklyuchayushhie prestupnost’ deyaniya”
as “circumstances excluding the criminality of the act”! serves as an efficient tool for
implementation of the principle of humanism in criminal law and legislation. The ex-
istence and variety of a range of such circumstances (or defenses) may also helpfully
illuminate the degree to which a particular criminal legal system has been liberalized.
Furthermore, a proper and sufficient realization of the substantive provisions of the
general part of criminal law dealing with excuses and justifications will also determine
the efficiency of interpretation and, even more importantly, application of substantive
norms of its special part when it comes to qualifying the human conduct as falling under
the ambit of criminal law.

While it is not the purpose of this article to analyze and compare the notion of ex-
cuses and justifications as it has been introduced in the Central Asian region and other
parts of the world, it makes sense to mention that unlike the situation with the criminal
legislation of Central Asian states criminal law in many other legal systems (both con-
tinental and common) usually distinguishes between the two major types of those de-
fenses. They are classified either as “excuses” or “justifications”. The first one negates
the culpability of the actor for wrongful conduct (for example, duress) while the second
one negates the very wrongfulness of the conduct itself (for example, self-defense).?
That distinction is explicit in such systems as, e.g., Germany. In Central Asian legisla-
tions, in particular, in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan all those circumstances are grouped
under one particular chapter or section in their respective criminal codes.? For the time
being, there is apparently no need to make such a distinction in these jurisdictions as no
different legal consequences could be attached to it: the perpetrator who has committed
an offence under duress will be fully exempted from criminal responsibility just like the
perpetrator who committed a crime as an act of self-defense.

After gaining independence from the Soviet Union at the start of the last decade of
the 20" century, both Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan have been trying to gradually de-
velop and crystalize their legal systems,* with criminal law being no exception in this
regard albeit to different degrees of pace and success. For the last thirty years these two
distinct systems have developed their own distinguishing characteristics, from both
doctrinal and practical perspectives, and depending on to what extent they have ab-

'Some of Central Asian authors denote this concept in a more exact and specific way as “circum-
stances that exclude public dangerousness and criminality of the act”. See Poros N.1., Banta6aes K.2K.
YronosHoe npaBo Pecny6mmkn Kazaxcran. O6mias yacts [Criminal Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
General Part]. A.: 2KeTi xaprbi, 2016. C. 197.

2Gur-Arye M. Should a Criminal Code Distinguish between Justification and Excuse? // Canadian
Journal of Law and Jurisprudence. 1992. Vol. 5. Ne 2. — P. 215-235.

*Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan,adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January 2015,
Part 5, full text in Russian is available at https://online.zakon.kz/document/?doc_id=31575252&pos=70;-
48#pos=70;-48 (last visited 13 April 2022); Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22
September 1994 and entered into force 1 April 1995, Part 3, Chapter IX, full text in Russian is available at
https://lex.uz/ru/docs/111457 (last visited 13 April 2022).

‘See Atadjanov R.B. Building the State of Law (Rechtsstaat) in the Countries of Central Asia: An Un-
achievable dream or realistic objective? // I[IpaBo u rocymapctBo. 2021. Ne 3 (92). — C. 52-70.

Mpago v rocyaapcTso, Ne 1(94), 2022 105



YTOJIOBHOE MPABO

sorbed principles and ideas from foreign systems and practices. It appears to be all the
more so justified to dig into the question of how exactly the excuses and justifications,
or circumstances exempting from criminal responsibility, have been implemented into
the criminal legal systems of two states of Central Asia. Doing so in a comparative
manner will allow the reader to track down the progress achieved so far in either one of
these states in terms of legal formulations and clarifications whereas it would also re-
veal those areas where more promising work could still be carried out. At the end of the
day, criminal law being a functional branch of law acts as the heaviest legal tool of the
state when it comes to imposing legal responsibility for the most serious violations of
law. Its proper realization and fair application can serve, inter alia, as yet another indi-
cator of whether or not the state in question is truly implementing its both international
and domestic legal duties before its society. Kazakhstan, with its regularly updated and
improved criminal legislation, and Uzbekistan, with its recent promise of probably the
most fundamental criminal legal reform yet to be undertaken, seem to be illustrative
case studies in this regard.

Basic Provisions

The article deals with the description of the critical notion of excuses and justifica-
tions, or as they are known in Central Asia, circumstances exempting from criminal
responsibility, in the criminal law of two states of the region: Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan. It explains the concept’s major elements and traces its connection to one of the
most fundamental principles of law, the principle of humanism. The article further con-
siders each of the types of excuses and justifications implemented in these two jurisdic-
tions as they have been formulated in their respective main criminal legal sources, i.e.,
criminal codes. That allows the article, in its discussion section, to pinpoint the possible
gaps and cross-cutting elements in the criminal law of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan as
concerns the implementation of the institution of excuses and justifications. The con-
cluding part summarizes the main conclusions of the article offering the author’s pro-
spective on how exactly this important concept of criminal law works in the context of
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan and proposing potentially useful solutions to make it more
efficient from the point of view of the main purposes of criminal law.

Materials and Methods

When drafting the article, this author used the publication materials written by
both foreign and Kazakhstani scholars. Existing definitions and notions proposed in
the available published materials written by leading criminal law scholars in Central
Asia have been analysed and compared. The critical approaches allowed the author
to review main concept of excuses and justifications, and to carry out a comparative
analysis of the two criminal legislations on the matter of level of implementation of this
concept in their respective codes. The comparative method was also useful in juxtapos-
ing certain gaps in the criminal law of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. In addition to the
major legal analytical method used throughout the main text, the article also employs
an interpretative approach when it comes to consideration of concrete types of excuses
and justifications.
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Main Part
1. The Notion of Excuses and Justifications

According to Professor Borchashvili, the absence of even one of the necessary
features of a criminal offence such as criminality (i.e., unlawfulness), public danger,
guiltiness (guilt) and punishability, means the absence of public dangerousness of the
offence.’ There are situations when human conduct formally, that is, externally, corre-
sponds to the description of the criminal offence but under certain circumstances that
conduct would be devoid of public danger,® i.e., would not be constituting a threat to
the societal interests. Based on this logic, one could arrive at the following definition
of excuses and justifications in criminal law: they are the circumstances excluding the
criminality of the offence, i.e. those circumstances under which the conduct of the
person inflicting harm formally corresponds to an offence’s description but is not rec-
ognized as a criminal offence and is socially acceptable.’

This also implies that criminal law provides for special situations or cases when the
individual subjects’ behavior formally similar to actus reus of a crime or a criminal mis-
demeanor will nevertheless be recognized as lawful. The person (subject) is entitled to
a right to inflict harm when there are certain specific grounds and some conditions pro-
vided in the criminal legislation are satisfied.® The norms in the respective chapters / sec-
tions of the criminal codes (general parts) of the two states in question differ from many
other so-called enabling (“upravomochivayushhie”) criminal norms because they entitle
with the said right to inflict harm ALL physical subjects, not only the special subjects
such as state officials including those working in the law enforcement and investigation
bodies and in the judicial system. At that, the types of harm inflicted as a result of human
conduct mentioned above are similar to those types of harm that are inflicted because of
the actions constituted by the criminal offences included in the special part of respective
criminal code. They may include physical harm against another person, harm to his/
her individual rights, damage or destruction of someone else’s property, i.e., proprietal
harm, material or financial harm (e.g., due to tax non-payment) and so on.

It goes without saying that when the legislator formulates the norms that exclude
criminality of the acts it must do so being guided by and having in mind the protection
of constitutional norms providing for the fundamental individual rights and freedoms as

See Poros N.1., Banra6aes K.2K. Yronoernoe npaBo Pecny6imku Kaszaxcran. O6uas yacts [Crimi-
nal Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: 2Keri xaprs1, 2016. C. 197.

*Ibid.

’A very similar definition may be found in the works of scholars from other jurisdictions beyond
Central Asia. See, for example, Uyuae A .M. YronosHoe npaBo. O6mast 4acThb. Y YeOHNK 7151 6aKaIaBpoB
[Criminal Law. General Part: Textbook for Undergraduates]. M.: ITpocnekT, 2016. C. 232. Ko3auenko 1.51.
YronosHoe npaso. O6wmas yacts. [Ipaktukym [Criminal Law. General Part. Practicum]. M.: IOpaiit, 2014.
— 454 c.; Bekmaram6eToB A.B., Pesun B.I1. Yromnosrnoe mpaBo Pecny6muku Kazaxcran. O6mast gacTb
[Criminal Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: 2KeTi >kaprbl, 2015. — 504 c. A detailed
description of excuses and justifications based on article-by-article review may be found in Bopuatsunu
N.II. KommenTapmii K YrosoBHOMY Kofiekcy Pecry6mmku Kazaxcran. O6mas yacts (Tom 1) [Commentary
to the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part. Volume 1]. A.: 2XKeri xaprb1, 2015. —
504 c.

8yuaeB A.M. YronosHoe mpaBo. O6mas yactb. Y ueOHUK 1iist 6akanaBpos [Criminal Law. General
Part: Textbook for Undergraduates]. M: I[Ipocmekt 2016. C. 232-233.
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inherent and belonging to everyone; those rights would include, inter alia, right to life,
right to human dignity, personal freedom and inviolability, rlght to property, and so on.

The following types of excuses and justifications have been incorporated so far in
the criminal law of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in total, meaning, between the two tak-
en together: necessary defense (self-defense); extreme necessity; causing harm while
apprehending a person who has committed a criminal offence; carrying out operative
measures or covert investigative actions; obeying an order or instruction; justifiable
risk; physical or psychological compulsron (duress); and insignificance of the act. The
respective sections in the criminal codes have been titled as “Criminal offences” (Ka-
zakhstan)'* and “Circumstances Excluding the Criminality of the Act” (Uzbekistan).!!
All of these types are considered further below in the text.

In general, if one takes into consideration the criminal legislation of Central Asian
states, several common elements or features of excuses and justifications may be found.
First of all, the human conduct which amounts to the action that is qualified as a circum-
stance excluding the criminality of the act (i.e., as an excuse or justification) is always
conscious and volitional except for cases of insurmountable compulsion (duress). The
volitional element here is expressed in the objective action. Often that conduct con-
stitutes a purposeful behavior. Second, the human conduct is lawful and not criminal,
and it may even be considered as socially useful or at least acceptable. Although such
behavior inflicts harm in this or that form, it comes as a forced harm and it is notably
useful because it is aimed at the protection of interests of individuals, society at large
as well as the state. Third, the human conduct discussed here is carried out in a partic-
ular context when corresponding grounds for infliction of harm are present. Fourth, the
harmful conduct must satisfy certain criteria or conditions of lawfulness that are estab-
lished by criminal law and that are different for different circumstances. Only when all
of these conditions are met one may draw a conclusion to the effect that a particular
excuse or justification is present that excludes the criminality, and hence, the criminal
responsibility and corresponding punishment. In other words, all the criteria must be
satisfied in order to recognize the inflicted harm as lawful. If they are not met then the
human behavior may be qualified as criminal.

When compared with other national legal systems, the concept of excuses and justi-
fications in at least some European criminal legal jurisdictions such as United Kingdom
and Germany is described as a form of criminal law defense. Excuses and justifications
are understood there as two distinct categories of criminal law defenses. The said dis-
tinction between the two categories appears still to be important, as a minimum at the
doctrinal and theoretical level. What also deserves mentioning is that various underly-
ing theories have been developed and applied in supporting or justifying the excuses
and justifications in criminal law such as the so-called explanatory theory, public bene-

°PoroB N.U., Banradaes K.2K. Yronosnoe npaBo Pecny6nuku Kazaxcran. O6imast yacts [Criminal
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: XKerti >kaprb1, 2016. C. 197-198.

°Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan,adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January 2015,
Part 5, full text in Russian is available at https://online.zakon kz/document/?doc_id=31575252&pos=70;-
48#pos=70;-48 (last visited 13 April 2022).

"Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, Part 3, Chapter IX, full text in Russian is available at https://lex.uz/ru/docs/111457 (last visited
13 April 2022).
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fit theory, moral forfeiture theory, moral rights theory, lesser harm theory, deterrence,
causation and character theories as well as the free choice, or personhood theory.!?

It may be useful to review those theories for comparative purposes and juxtapose
them with the approaches in criminal law in Central Asian national legal systems but
that would be outside of the scope of this particular article. It suffices to say here that
the equivalent of excuses and justifications in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan’s criminal
law dubbed as circumstances that exclude criminality of the act have not been distin-
guished in the respective criminal legislation on the matter of whether each individual
defense qualifies as an excuse or a justification. There have been no observed practical
or judicial reason for that; for the sake of fairness, it also makes sense to note that ap-
parently this dichotomy in other jurisdictions have become more and more blurred over
time and nowadays the both excused and justified actors are treated in the same manner
in the criminal courts in those jurisdictions.?

2. Types of Excuses and Justifications implemented
both in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan

This section will briefly look at those types of excuses and justifications that have
been incorporated in the criminal law (in the sense of criminal /ex) of both Kazakh-
stan and Uzbekistan.!* They include the following ones: (1) necessary defense (self-de-
fense); (2) extreme necessity; (3) causing harm while apprehending a person who has
committed a criminal offence; (4) obeying an order or instruction; (5) justifiable risk,
and (6) physical or psychological compulsion (duress).

(1) Necessary defense, or self-defense

In Kazakhstan’s Criminal Code, the notion of necessary defense has been defined
as follows: “Lawful protection of the personality and rights of the defender and other
persons, as well as the interests of society and the state protected by law from socially
dangerous encroachment, including by causing harm to the encroaching person.”'* In
fact, this concept is considered so important that the legislator felt the need to include
a reference to necessary defense in the Constitution'® while the Supreme Court of the
Republic of Kazakhstan issued a normative resolution clarifying the concept of neces-
sary defense and its proper application in law.!” In its Resolution, the Court stated that
“Necessary defense is an inalienable constitutional right of everyone to be protected

2For an illustrative description of all those theories, see Dressler J. Understanding Criminal Law. 7"
ed. LexisNexis Law School Publishing, 2015. P. 187-191.

BDressler J. Understanding Criminal Law. 7" ed. LexisNexis Law School Publishing, 2015. P. 187.

“The main part has been structured in this way by the author so that to avoid fragmenting the article
into too many sections and hence to make the reading process easier and simpler for the readers, instead of
breaking the main part into sections each focusing on one particular type of the circumstances excluding
the criminality of the act.

15 Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 32, para. 1.

“Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted on 30 August 1995, full text in Russian is avail-
able at https://online.zakon.kz/document/?doc_id=1005029&pos=5;-88#pos=5;-88 (last visited 13 April
2022), art. 13, para. 1.

"Normative Resolution of the Supreme Court of the Republic of Kazakhstan #2 “On Application of
the Legislation on Necessary Defense”, issued on 11 May 2007, full text in Russian is available at https://
online.zakon kz/document/?doc_id=30105428 &pos=>5;-106#pos=5;-106 (last visited 13 April 2022).
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from socially dangerous encroachments on life, health, property, housing, property and
other human rights and interests protected by law.”!® Its objects of protection include
individual rights, as well as public and state interests.

According to Criminal Code, all persons equally have the right to necessary de-
fense, regardless of their professional or other special training and official position; this
right belongs to a person, regardless of the possibility of avoiding a socially dangerous
encroachment or seeking help from other persons or state bodies.!” As for the exact
criteria or conditions that the harmful conduct must satisfy in order to be considered
as an excuse / justification (as mentioned above in section 1), those encompass the
following: (1) the encroachment (infringement, attack) in question must be publicly
dangerous; (2) the encroachment must be imminent (real threat or already started);
(3) the encroachment must be real (“valid”); (4) the inflicted harm must be inflicted
only onto the encroaching person / attacker; and (5) the protection must not exceed the
limits of necessary defense.?” Some of these criteria have been partially clarified in the
said normative resolution of the Supreme Court while most of those are explained by
the criminal law experts and scholars.?!

In Uzbekistan, even if the concept of necessary defense has not been mentioned in the
constitutional law, it was well defined in criminal law: “Protection of the personality or
rights of the defender or another person, the interests of society or the state from unlawful
encroachment by causing harm to the offender, if the limits of necessary defense were not
exceeded.”? Interestingly enough, Uzbekistani criminal legislation clarifies that “delib-
erately provoking an attack with the intention to cause harm is not a necessary defense”.?
Similarly to Kazakhstan’s law, the Criminal Code of Uzbekistan has the following provi-
sion: “The right to necessary defense belongs to a person, regardless of the opportunity to
seek help from other persons or authorities or to avoid encroachment in any other way.”*
In light of the earlier announced planned reforms in the sphere of criminal law and crimi-
nal procedure, it appears only logical to suggest to keep tracing the developments in what
concerns the relevant principles of the general part of criminal law.

(2) Extreme necessity

Para. 1, art. 34 of the Criminal Code of Kazakhstan provides that “Causing harm to
the interests protected by this Code in a state of extreme necessity, that is, to eliminate
a danger that directly threatens the life, health, rights and legitimate interests of a given
person or other persons, the interests of society or the State”. This particular provision in-
volves a so-called balancing situation of “extreme necessity”, i.e., eliminating the danger
to the protected interests is possible only by inflicting lesser harm to other protected in-

¥]bid., para. 1.

Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 32, para. 1.

YPoros N.U., Banra6aes K.2K. YrososHoe npaso Pecny6iuku Kazaxcran. O6mas yacts [Criminal
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: XKeri xaprsl, 2016. C. 199-209.

2Ibid.; see also YyuaeB A.W. YronosHoe npaBo. O6iast yacth. Y 4eOHuK st 6akanappos [Criminal
Law. General Part: Textbook for Undergraduates]. M: I[IpocnekT, 2016. — C. 239-243.

ZCriminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 37, para. 1.

ZIbid., para. 4.
2Ibid., para. 3.
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terests. In other words, what is expected of the individual subject of the law here in order
to qualify his or her conduct as an excuse / justification is choosing the lesser of two evils.

As in case of the criteria for the necessary defense, there are also crucial conditions
of lawfulness pertaining to both the threat of danger and protection that need to be sat-
isfied for the situations of extreme necessity, too. Those include the following: (1) any
sources of danger including natural causes may qualify; (2) the danger must be real and
not imaginary; (3) the harm is inflicted onto the third persons and their property; (4)
inflicting the harm was the only way to eliminate the threat, and (5) the inflicted harm
was lesser than prevented harm.?

Uzbekistan’s law defines extreme necessity as causing harm to the rights and inter-
ests protected by law, committed in a state of emergency, that is, to eliminate the dan-
ger that threatened the person or rights of this person or other citizens, the interests of
society or the state.?® Similar to what Kazakhstan’s Code says, here the legislator also
describes the notion of exceeding the limits of extreme necessity by stating that it rep-
resents an infliction of harm to the rights and legally protected interests, if the danger
could be eliminated by other means, or if the harm caused is more significant than the
prevented one.?”” But unlike in Kazakhstan, the Criminal Code of Uzbekistan explicitly
states that when assessing the legitimacy of an act committed in extreme necessity, the
nature and degree of the preventable danger, the reality and proximity of its occurrence,
the actual ability of the person to prevent it, his state of mind in the current situation
and other circumstances of the case are taken into account.? In other words, it provides
a codified guidance for the process of qualification for the law appliers when they have
to deal with cases of this nature.

(3) Causing harm while apprehending a person who has committed a criminal
offence

Kazakhstan’s criminal law deals with this concept in the following manner: “It is not
a criminal offense to cause harm to a person who has committed a criminally punishable
act during his apprehension for delivery to state bodies and to prevent the possibility of
his committing new attacks (encroachments), if it was not possible to apprehend such a
person by other means and if, at the same time, the measures necessary for this were not
exceeded.”” It is curious to note that according to leading experts in the area of criminal
law in this country, detaining physical persons who have committed a criminal offence is
a moral duty of all nationals (i.e., citizens) while for certain special bodies of state power
this duty is professional.*® At that, causing the harm is justified by the motives and objec-

»See for more details Poros .1, Banrataes K.2K. Yrososaoe npaBo Pecny6smku Kazaxcran. O6mast
yacth [Criminal Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: XKeti >xaprsb1, 2016. C. 217-219.

%Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 38, para. 1.

Z"With the difference being that for Kazakhstani law exceeding those limits would occur only if the
infliction of harm is clearly inconsistent with the nature and degree of the threatened danger. See Criminal
Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January 2015, art. 34,
para. 2.

2Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 38, para. 4.

#Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 33, para. 1.

®Poros M.U., Barrataes K.2K. Yronosroe npaBo Pecry6nukn Kazaxcran. O61iast gacth [Criminal
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tives such as stopping the carrying out of unlawful activities in the future, punishing the
person who has committed the encroachment, as well as restoring justice.

Conditions to be satisfied in order to recognize causing such harm as lawful would
be: (1) actual commission of criminal offence by the person towards whom that harm is
inflicted; (2) the offender’s attempt to escape from those who wanted to detain him or
her; (3) the apprehension is carried out with a certain purpose (to deliver the offender
to state bodies and to prevent the offender from committing new criminal violations);
(4) inflicting the harm was the only way to suppress the offender’s attempts to escape,
and (5) the proportionality of the inflicted harm to the criminal offence.

Uzbekistani definition is more concise: “It is not a crime to inflict harm during the
apprehension of a person who has committed a socially dangerous act, with the aim
of transferring him to the authorities, if the measures necessary for detention were not
exceeded.”?! But the relevant provision here further specifies that under the “exceed-
ing the measures of apprehension” one should understand a clear [emphasis added]
discrepancy between the means and methods of apprehension, the danger of the act
and the person who committed it, as well as the situation of apprehension, as a result
of which harm is intentionally inflicted on the person that is not caused by the need for
apprehension.* Furthermore, when assessing the legitimacy of causing harm during
the apprehension of a person who has committed a publically dangerous act, his actions
to avoid apprehension, the strength and capabilities of the apprehended, his state of
mind and other circumstances related to the fact of apprehension must be taken into ac-
count.** Hence, here again we observe the effort on the side of the regulator to provide
the indicators for the evaluation of the lawfulness and the respective qualification of the
action in question in a codified manner.

(4) Obeying an order or instruction

Atrticle 38 of the Criminal Code of Kazakhstan stipulates that causing harm to the
interests protected by the Code by a person acting in pursuance of an order or instruc-
tion binding on him is not a criminal offense.** Thus, the defense of “I was following the
order(-s)” is established in the criminal law here. Burt then, who would be responsible
under criminal law for infliction of that harm? The Code provides that criminal liability
for causing such harm is to be borne by the person who actually issued the unlawful
order or instruction.*

One should, of course, distinguish also between the lawful execution vs. unlawful
execution of a command. It is important because the executors should not be fearing
responsibility for the harmful consequences brought by the proper execution of an or-
der. Moreover, one needs to make a distinction as to the differences between the order
and the instruction. The first one may be explained as an official command of the body
of power. The second one is to be understood as an expression of the superior’s will.

Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: 2Keri xaprsi, 2016. C. 210.

3ICriminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 39, para. 1.

2Ibid., para. 2.
3Ibid., para. 3.

*Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 38, para. 1.

»Tbid.
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In order to determine the lawfulness or unlawfulness of the order, the following re-
quirements are used: the issued command must be given in an established order of issu-
ing (giving out) the command; the order must be properly formalized, either in written
or in an oral form; the order must be legal — both by form and in content. The criminal
unlawfulness of the order can be determined by its non-correspondence to the aims and
purposes of the power body and by the violation of human rights and freedoms.

Criminal law of Uzbekistan says that it is not a crime to cause harm in the lawful
execution by a person of an order or other instruction, as well as official duties.*® It is
important to note that just as is the case with Kazakhstan’s law, in Uzbekistan a person
who has committed a crime on a knowingly criminal order or other instruction shall be
subject to liability on a general basis.’” Accordingly, it is important that the person ex-
ecuting the command / order / duties is not aware of their illegality, i.e., unlawfulness.
This is an important precondition since being aware of the order’s illegality and ensuing
ramifications of that changes the entire responsibility paradigm for the executor: he or
she would know what happens if and when they proceed with the performance of what
is unlawfully required, and he or she still go ahead with this.

(5) Justifiable risk

It is not a criminal offense to cause harm to the interests protected by Kazakhstan’s
criminal law at a reasonable risk in order to achieve a publically useful goal. This is
what article 36 of the Criminal Code states with respect to the category of human con-
duct that could be qualified as justifiable risk. This provision also defines what counts
as a justifiable risk: “The risk is recognized as justified if the specified goal could not be
achieved by actions (or inaction) not related to the risk and the person who allowed the
risk took sufficient measures to prevent harm to the interests protected by this Code.”?
Further, the risk is not recognized as justified if it was obviously associated with a
threat to life or health of people, an environmental disaster, a public disaster or other
grave consequences.®

Based on the applicable legal provisions, the following conditions serve as neces-
sary requirements in order to qualify the risk as justifiable: (1) there must be a publicly
useful purpose; (2) that purpose must be impossible to be achieved by other, safer
means; (3) the risk-taking individual must have taken all necessary precautionary mea-
sures in order to prevent possible harm to the interests protected by criminal law; (4)
there should be no threat to lives of many people or threat of ecological catastrophe or
public disaster; (5) taking the risk must be justifiable based on knowledge, experience,
sober judgment and real possibility of a favorable outcome.*

Compared to Kazakhstan’s criminal law and its rather brief provisions as concerns
the concept of justifiable risk, Uzbekistan’s Criminal code contains more exhaustive
elements which include not only the definitions of which human behavior may involve

%Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 40, para. 1.

¥bid., para. 2.

3¥Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 36, para. 2.

¥Ibid., para. 3.

“Poros N.1., Banrabaes K.2K. ¥YronoBHoe npaBo Pecny6miku Kazaxcran. O6mias yacth [Criminal
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: 2Keri xaprs1, 2016. C. 228.
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a justifiable risk, or the definitions of that risk — again, more encompassing definition
than the one in Kazahstan, but also certain exceptions from criminal responsibility
including when the desired purpose has not been reached and when the business / en-
trepreneurship and other commercial risks are implied.

More specifically, according to article 41, para. 2, of the Criminal Code, the risk
is recognized as justified if the committed action corresponds to modern scientific and
technical knowledge and experience, and the set goal could not be achieved by actions
not related to the risk and the person who allowed the risk took the necessary measures
to prevent harm to the rights and legally protected interests. This is a quite meticulous
description which takes into account such aspects as science and technics / technology
and their state of progress. This better corresponds to the principle of legal certainty
as does the following provision: “In case of a justified professional or economic risk,
liability for the harm caused does not arise even if the desired socially useful result was
not achieved and the harm turned out to be more significant than the pursued socially
useful goal.”*!

(6) Physical or psychological compulsion (duress)

Regarding this key category, even compared to other provisions in the criminal leg-
islation of Kazakhstan, the relevant stipulation in the Criminal Code represents perhaps
the most succinct one. It goes as follows: “It is not a criminal offense to cause harm
to the interests protected by this Code as a result of physical or mental coercion, if as
a result of such coercion the person could not control his actions (inaction).”* It goes
without saying that when it comes to physical compulsion criminal law here implies
the irresistible (i.e., insurmountable) physical compulsion, i.e., an impact on a person
that deprives him or her of the opportunity to act at his/her own discretion, namely, to
freely control their own actions. In other words, such a compulsion forces the person
to do something against his or her will without a real possibility to successfully resist
the duress.

The physical compulsion will be recognized as an applicable criminal legal defense
(an excuse or a justification) that excludes criminality of the act if it satisfies the follow-
ing requirements: (1) there must be an actual physical duress; (2) that duress must be
directed towards limiting the physical functionality of the duressed person; (3) reality
of physical coercion; (4) the compulsion must be of an insurmountable nature.*

As for the mental duress, it represents an impact on an individual by way of us-
ing verbal and/or visual means (words and gestures), symbolic communication, arms
demonstration, threats. As a result of such mental / psychological duress the person
may commit criminal offences. However, unlike physical compulsion, the person who
is finding himself or herself under mental duress, always has a possibility to choose
their line of action.

Regarding Uzbekistan’s criminal law, this type of excuses and justifications con-
stitutes a relatively new, at least, the most recent addition: article 41! of the Criminal
Code titled “Physical or mental coercion or threat” has only been introduced in 2018.

#Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 41, para. 2.

“Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 37, para. 1.

“Poros N.1., Bantabaes K.2K. ¥YronoBHoe npaBo Pecny6miku Kazaxcran. O6mias yacth [Criminal
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: 2Keri xaprs1, 2016. C. 230.
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In it, the definition of such a duress is formulated as follows: “It is not a crime to cause
harm to the rights and interests protected by this Code, caused as a result of physical or
mental coercion or the threat of such coercion, if, as a result of such coercion or threat,
the person could not control his actions (inaction).”** One difference from Kazakh-
stan’s criminal law needs to be mentioned here: the notion of the threat of compulsion
is expressly included in article 41! while in Kazakhstan that is not the case — although
it is implied and understood that a threat to mentally coerce may be recognized as qual-
ifying the conduct of the coerced as falling under the ambit of article 37 of the Criminal
Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

One thing must be kept in mind for an attentive reader: in Kazakhstan’s definitions
in the general part of its criminal law (lex) when it deals with excuses and justifications
the legislator always refers to a “criminal offence” whereas in Uzbekistan it is always
a “crime” (i.e., “it is not a crime”). The explanation is simple: after the latest major
criminal legal reforms in Kazahstan a new category of criminal offences has been in-
troduced, namely, a criminal misdemeanor (“ugolovnye prostupki”) in addition to a
crime. In Uzbekistan, no such reform has been conducted — at least, not yet, and the
only category of criminal offence in Uzbekistani criminal legislation is a crime.

3. Excuses and Justifications implemented only in Kazakhstan

Carrying out operative measures or covert investigative actions

This category of excuses and justifications represents the most recent addition to the
list of circumstances excluding the criminality of the act. It was formulated and added
by the legislator in 2016, not long after the latest major reforms involving the adoption
of the entirely new edition of the Criminal Code had taken place in 2014 and entered
into force in January 2015. According to Professor Borchashvili, introducing this signif-
icant category into the Code as a separate article has been conditioned by the necessity
to ensure clear and direct guarantees to the subjects of operative and searching activi-
ties in their fight against organized forms of criminality.*

There are two groups of such subjects. The first one includes the employees of the
authorized state bodies (interior bodies, national security bodies, exterior intelligence
bodies, military intelligence, anti-corruption service, state security service and econom-
ic investigations service), the second comprises other physical persons who cooperate
with those bodies, and act only on the instruction of the latter (any individual persons).
As for covert investigative actions, the following individuals are authorized to carry
those: the investigator, the interrogator, and the official of the body of inquiry autho-
rized to conduct pre-trial investigation.

According to para. 1, article 35 of the Criminal Code, an act that caused damage to
the interests protected by the Code, committed, in accordance with the law of the Re-
public of Kazakhstan, in the course of carrying out operational search and counterintel-
ligence activities or covert investigative actions by an employee of an authorized state
body or on behalf of such a body by another person cooperating with this body, is not
a criminal offense if that act is committed for the purpose of preventing, detecting, dis-
closing or investigating criminal offenses committed by a group of persons, a group of

#Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 41", para. 1.

“Poros N.1., Banrabaes K.2K. ¥YronoBHoe npaBo Pecny6mku Kazaxcran. O6mias yacth [Criminal
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: 2Keri xkaprs1, 2016. C. 221.
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persons by prior agreement, a criminal group, for preventing, opening and suppressing
intelligence and (or) subversive actions, and also if the harm caused to law-protected
interests is less significant, than the harm caused by the specified criminal offenses,
and if their prevention, disclosure or investigation, as well as the exposure of persons
guilty of committing criminal offenses could not be carried out in any other way. Group
element implied in this provision serves as an important qualifier because the criminal
law here allows for carrying out of operative measures or covert investigative actions
only in case of the group commission of criminal offences.

4. Excuses and Justifications implemented only in Uzbekistan

Insignificance of the act

The insignificance of the act has been explicitly formulated in the criminal law of
Uzbekistan — in Chapter IX of the Criminal Code, as the first type of circumstances
excluding the criminality of the offence: “An action or inaction is not a crime, even if
it falls under the definition of an act provided for by this Code as a crime, but does not
pose a public danger due to its insignificance.” This appears to be progressive concep-
tual provision that may cover minor actions such as for example, stealing a loaf of bread
—1.e., someone else’s property, from a store.

Curiously enough, a similar provision is established in the criminal legislation of
Kazakhstan: “An action or omission is not a criminal offense, although it may formal-
ly contain features of any act provided for by the Special Part of this Code, but due to
its insignificance does not pose a public danger.”* However, this provision does not
figure in the list of excuses and justifications (arts. 32-28 of the Criminal Code); it has
been formulated as part of the article that establishes definitions of crimes and criminal
misdemeanors. However, one may conclude that it can be important from scholarly
and doctrinal perspective of criminal law; from practical perspective, the effect of this
provision remains the same as of an excuse / justification: it does remove the criminal
element from human conduct.

Results of the research

1. The concept of excuses and justifications, or circumstances excluding the crim-
inality of an offence, is understood and implemented in both Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan with the use of generally similar logic and following the same principles of crimi-
nal law, albeit there are also important differences.

2. There are differences in the way this institution of criminal law is doctrinally ex-
plained and practically implemented in Central Asia (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan) and na-
tional legal systems outside of the post-Soviet space such as certain European systems.

3. A definite trend is observed towards the expansion of the number and types of
excuses and justifications in both Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan.

4. Some of the codified provisions in the applicable criminal legislation of Uzbeki-
stan with respect to excuses and justifications contain more conceptual and / or detailed
elements as compared to that of Kazakhstan.

5. The principle of humanism has been explicitly mentioned in the criminal law of
Uzbekistan while this is not the case for Kazakhstan’s criminal law; however, this in no
way implies that it has not been implemented in the latter.

“Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 10, para. 4.
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Discussion

The legal institution of excuses and justifications excluding the criminality of the act
has traditionally been perceived in many different legal systems as one of the crucial
categories serving the purposes of, first of all, the best possible and correct qualification
of criminal cases, as well as availing the system of a legal possibility to apply and fulfil
one of the most significant but, unfortunately, sometimes underestimated principles:
principle of humanism. The latter, by way of being implemented in different ways and
through various legal tools, allows, inter alia, for liberalization of criminal law.

The research undertaken for this article has shown that the concept of excuses and
justifications is perceived and implemented in both jurisdictions reviewed — Kazakh-
stan and Uzbekistan, with the use of generally similar logic and following the same
principles of criminal law. However, there are certain differences easily noticed when
looking at the structure of how this legal institution works in /ex in these two states.
Those differences become most apparent when one compares the two structures of
excuses and justifications under review at the conceptual level: in Kazakhstan, they
figure in that part of the Criminal Code that generally deals with all the key aspects of
the notion of criminal offence (a.k.a. criminal violation), that is, Part 2 titled “Criminal
Offences”, whereas in Uzbekistan the category of excuses and justifications “received”
their own separate part and chapter (!), namely, Part Three titled “Circumstances Ex-
cluding the Criminality of the Act” and Chapter IX titled “The Notion and Types of
Circumstances Excluding the Criminality of the Act”.

This shows a difference in approaches from the respective legislator. Kazakhstan’s
legislator opted for a comprehensive approach in its legal technique deciding to incor-
porate all the general key components and elements of what is called a criminal offence
including both crimes and misdemeanors. Uzbekistan’s legislator, instead, preferred to
include into the General Part of the Criminal Code all the crucial institutions and cate-
gories in a more specified manner as to the structure; in other words, specific criminal
legal categories such as excuses and justifications as well as other related institutions
(for example, the grounds for criminal responsibility) are formulated in separate specif-
ic parts and chapters on their own. Whether or not this approach will be preserved in
Uzbekistan is right now left to speculation since there are currently (i.e., at the time of
writing this article) ongoing reform of criminal law and procedure.

Another point to be noted is that if we track down the development and progress
of criminal legislation in both Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan we will notice an obvious
trend towards the expansion of the range of circumstances that exclude the criminality
of an offence: in the former jurisdiction, the category of carrying out operative measures
or covert investigative actions was incorporated in the Code in 2016; in the latter, the
most recent addition was the concept of physical or psychological compulsion (duress)
in 2018. Moreover, some of existing provisions are supplemented with further specific
additions.*’ The author of this article views this as a positive / progressive development
which permits a better and/or fuller realization of the principle of humanism in criminal

“For example, the provisions on the justifiable risk in the criminal law of Uzbekistan have also incor-
porated, in 2012, a specification that non-fulfillment of contractual obligations by business entities to banks
and other financial organizations for the services provided to them, including loans issued, associated with
entrepreneurial and other commercial risks, would not constitute a basis for criminal liability of employees
of banks and other financial organizations. Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 Sep-
tember 1994 and entered into force 1 April 1995, art. 41, para. 5.
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law. It is hoped that the trend remains and the upcoming reforms such as the one in
Uzbekistan will only reinforce that tendency.

Furthermore, the principle of humanism proper needs to be mentioned as well. First
of all, the Criminal Code of Kazakhstan does not contain any list of criminal law prin-
ciples although principles and norms of international law are referred to.*® The fact that
they are not normatively formulated in a codified legislative act definitively does not
mean that they entirely non-existent in the law. They are implemented but, according
to some criminal law experts, it is a task for the legal theory to formulate those princi-
ples and not for the lex.* Furthermore, inclusion of the exhaustive list of principles in a
normative act, albeit desirable as a matter of positive law, will probably not absolutely
guarantee their fullest / utmost fulfilment in practice.

Second, the principle of humanism which is inherently connected to the principles
of legality and justice is expressed in that the individual as the highest value is protected
by the entire system of criminal law.*® In Uzbekistani criminal legislation (i.e., Crim-
inal Code) it has been described in a rather detailed manner as follows: “Punishment
and other measures of legal influence are not intended to cause physical suffering or hu-
miliation of human dignity. A person who has committed a crime must be punished or
another measure of legal influence applied, which is necessary and sufficient to correct
him and prevent new crimes. Severe penalties may be imposed only if the objectives of
the penalty cannot be achieved through the application of milder measures provided for
by the relevant article of the Special Part of this Code.”! It appears important to sustain
here that, written or not, all the principles of criminal law — principles of legality, equal-
ity of all before the law, democracy, humanism, justice, culpable responsibility, and
inevitability of criminal responsibility have to be fully and unequivocally observed if
one is to successfully realize the main tasks of criminal law (protective, preventive and
educational). Legal institutions such as excuses and justifications, grounds for exemp-
tion from both criminal responsivity and criminal punishment, mitigating circumstanc-
es, and others, are all serving to contribute to the proper realization of those tasks and
full implementation of the above-said principles including the principle of humanism.

Conclusions

Based on the foregoing analysis, discussion and review, the following several con-
clusions are proposed. First of all, given certain common historical and general back-
ground in the early developments of the legal systems of Central Asian states, in par-
ticular, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, the inclusion of the same key legal institutions in
specific branches of law such as criminal law is unsurprising and makes sense. But this
is where the similarities end. After the criminal legal systems in each of the jurisdic-
tions considered in the article started crystallizing during the 90s of the last century,
they parted ways in terms of legal normative developments, codification and practice.

*Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, adopted 3 July 2014 and entered into force 1 January
2015, art. 1, para. 2.

“Poros N.1., Bantabaes K.2K. YronoeHoe npaBo Pecny6nuku Kazaxcran. O6uas yacts [Criminal
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan. General Part]. A.: XKeri >kaprbl, 2016. C. 197.

Ibid.

3!Criminal Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan, adopted 22 September 1994 and entered into force 1
April 1995, art. 7.
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Each one acquired their own unique and specific features. The conceptualization of
significant categories (such as the concept of criminal offence, criminal responsibility
and exemptions from it, etc.) went on in differing ways. Kazakhstan borrowed some of
the best practices from foreign systems, e.g., by dividing the all criminal offences into
two main classes: crimes and criminal misdemeanors, while Uzbekistan’s legislators
decided to keep — for the time being — one sole category of crime but opted, from the
very beginning, for a more conceptual method of normatively proscribing the applica-
ble criminal legal principles, and to formulate the concrete types of excuses and justi-
fications in a separate chapter in the relevant Code. This is a logical development and
may easily be explained by the unique contextual developments in both systems over
the last thirty years.

Secondly, criminal law is a dynamic phenomenon, there is no question about that.
Law itself, in a more general sense, is not static. Problems arise when public legal
norms and rules do not catch up with the ongoing developments and changes in the
situation in the life of the society which these rules serve. A timely introduction of
necessary adjustments or amendments to criminal norms may hugely help achieve the
eventual purposes of the law, be it an introduction of pertaining modifications in the
criminal legislation of Kazakhstan due to its recently undertaken obligations flowing
out of the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, aiming at the abolition of the death penalty, or the future or ongoing reforms in
the criminal law and procedure in Uzbekistan. If the progressive trends similar to the
one observed within this scholarly work are continued, then that is only to be lauded.

Thirdly, it is suggested that when legal categories similar to the one discussed in
this article are developed, or improved, or crystalized, the most advanced and progres-
sive legal techniques are employed. For example, public law branches especially such a
functional branch as criminal law relies heavily on the principle of legal certainty. And
this is rightly so because criminal law deals with the most serious violations of legal
rules. The more specific those rules are the better they can serve the purpose of profes-
sional qualification of criminal offences. That eventually increases the efficiency of the
work of professional law appliers and decreases the possibility of incorrect qualification
or judicial mistakes. The legislators need to be careful and exact in proposing new or
amended formulations; titles of the criminal provisions non-matching their content, or
incomprehensive and too general stipulations of the prohibited human conduct as well
as the criminal sanctions for that conduct will create obstacles and make it difficult to
properly interpret and apply the law.

Central Asian states are continuing to shape out their legal systems. That process
may be riddled with unsolved issues, unclarified gaps, slow application of legal rules,
insufficient practice on certain “dead” articles in the Codes, etc. No one is guaranteed
against occasional commission of mistakes including in the sphere of legislative de-
velopments but also their practical application. However, it seems that in general the
criminal legal systems of at least some states in the region as concerns such progressive
legal institutions as excuses and justifications are slowly moving, or starting to move,
in the right direction. Whether or not the observed positive trends will persist depends
on the principled stance and resolute will of the legislators and political systems in the
states concerned. Time will show.
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P.b.ATtagkaHoB, KYKBIKA0KTOpPbI (PhD),xapusi;koHe XanbIKapaibIK K YKBIKTHIH
aCCHCTEHT-NPOo(Peccopbl, XaIbIKAPAJIbIK KYKbIK 0aKaJIaBpUAThI 0aF1apiaMachIHbIH
aupekTopsl, KUM3JII YuuBepcuteriniy K yKkbIK MekTeoi (Anmarsl K., Kazakcran):
Ka3zakcTan MeH O30eKCTaHHbIH KbUIMBICTBIK 3aHHAMACBHIH/IAFbI OPEKEeTTiH K YKbIKKa
KalIIbLIBIFBIH XKOSITHIH MOH-XKAMJIaAP: CAbICTHIPMAJIbI IIOJIY.

['yMaHu3M KarufiaThl KbUIMBICTBIK, KYKBIKTBIH MaHbI3/Ibl KaFUIaTTAPbIHbIH Oipi 00JIbIN
TaObLIa]bl, OHbIH MaHBI3bIH acbipa Oaranay KubIH. OCbl KaruaTTbIH MPAKTUKAJbIK,
KepiHici KbUIMBICTBIK, KYKBIKTAFbI 1C-OPEKETTIH, KYKbIKKA KAAIbUIbIFbIH >KOSATHIH MOH-
>Kainap VHCTHUTYThI 607bIN TabbLUIabI. By TYKbIpbIMIaMaHbl KOJJIaHY KYKBIKKA KAHIIIbI
QpeKeTTIH OOBEKTHUBTIK 3KOHE CYOBEKTHUBTIK KaKTapbIH 6aprHma TONBIK, Oaranayra
MYMKiHIK 6epefi. Ochbl MakajJaHbIH 63eKTLNIri OpeKeTTiH KYKbIKKA KAWIbUIbIFbIH
SKOSATBIH MOH-3Kaijap TYXXbIpbIMJIaMachl OHbI OflaH Opi JIaMbITY MaKCaTbIHJa >KaH-
>KaKThl 3€pTTEY/Il Talan eTeTiHIriHeH KepiHeal. byn camafga KYKbIKTBIK TYCIHAIPY/iH
JIOKTPUHAJILIK, KO3/IepiHiH OOJybl KbIIMBICTBIK 3aHHAMAChl MEH KYKbIK KOJJIaHy
TXKIPUOECI dJ11 JIe OfIaH 9P1 JjaMy CaTbIChIHA TYPFraH eJijiep YUIIH epeKllie 63eKTi 60JbII
TaObuIa/Ibl. Makanajia opeKeTTiH KYKbIKKA KAIbUIbIFBIH XKOSIThIH MOH-XKaNIap TY CIHITT
HAKTbUIaHA/Ibl, KbUIMBICTBIK, 3KayanTbUIbIK TIeH »Ka3ajlaH 60caTy Heri3iepi cajlachIHarbl
3aHHamara — OyJI 3epTTeyAiH MOHIH KYPainabl — CAIILICTIPMAJIbI TANlAy >KYprizisefi,
COHJIali-aK 0Cbl MHCTUTYTThIH Ka3akcTan MeH ©30eKCTaHHbIH KbIJIMBICTBIK, 3aHHAMACKIH/IA
JKy3ere achbIpbUTybl MEH KOJJJAHBUTYbIHBIH HET13r1 acneKTijepi KapacThbIpblUiaabl. MyHpai
TaJJIay/bIH KAXKETTLIIr KbUIMBICTBIK 3aHHBIH HET13T1 KYKBIKThIK MTHCTUTY TTAPbIHbIH KA31pri
yakbITTa eKi elijie Jie 6eJICeH]Ii JaMblIIT KeJle XKaTKAHbIFbIMEH aliKbIHanaibl. MakalaHbIH
MaKcaThbl — OChl JlaMyFra Ke3 KYTIpTy >KoHe, 6ap 6o0sca, OJKbUILIKTApbl aHbIKTAY,
onapfbl LIelly XKOJaapblH YCbiHY. OCbl €Ki KapacTbIPbUIbI OTBIPFAH OPTAA3USJIBIK,
KbUIMBICTBIK-KYKBIKTBIK, K'Y eHi 3epTTeY/IiH CaJbICTBIPMAJIbI JiCi arbUIIIbLIH TiJiHET1
FbUTBIMU MaKajlaja ajFail peT KOJIaHbLIbIN OThIp. KpicKaina aiTKaHpga, Makaniajga
MBbIHaJIail Heri3ri KOPBIThIHABLIAP Xacabl: (1) KazakcTaHHbIH J1a, ©30eKCTaHHbIH, J1a
KbUIMBICTBIK, FOPUCIMKIMSCHIHA €HT13reH Ke3/le OChl IOPUCAUKIUSIIAP/bIH SPKANCHICHI
OPEKETTiH KYKbIKKA KAWIIbUIbIFbIH 3KOSTHIH MOH-XKAJIap MHCTUTYTBIH iCKE acChIPY/bIH,
©3 KOJIbI MEH OarbITTapblH YCTaH/Ibl, MYHBbI OChI €JjIepAeri KYKbIK MeH MPaKTUKaHbIH,
KOHTEKCTIK JJaMYybIHbIH OipereiijliriMeH oHai TYCIHipyre 60Jajpl; (2) eKi MeMJIeKeTTe
ie OCbl MHCTUTYTTBIH, aMybIHAa OailKanaTbH YPAICTEPAl KyNnTay Kepek; 3) opeKeTTiH
KYKBIKKA KANIbUIBIFBIH 3KOSITBIH MOH-XKAMIAp Typasibl KYKBIKTBIK HOpMAaJap HEFypJbIM
HaKThI 60Jica, 0Jlap KbUIMBICTBIK, KYKBIK OY3yLIBUILIKTApAbl KOCIOM capanay MakcaTbhIHA
COFYPJIbIM JKaKChl KbI3MET €Te alla/ibl.

Tipek co30ep: KblAMbICMbIK KYKbIK,; KbIAMbICMbIK KYKbIKIMbIH HCAANbL KARUOAMMApbl;
2YMAHUSM KaAUOAMbL, peKemmiy KYKbIKKA KAUUbBLAbIZbIH XCOAMbIH MIH-Jauiap;
20in COM MANKBIAAYbIHA KYKbIK; KbIAMbICMbLK HAYANMbIALIK, KbIAMbICMbIK XA3d,;
Kbviambicmoix kooexc; Kazaxcman, ©36excman.

P.b. AtamxkanoB, noxtop mpasa (PhD), accucrent-mpoceccop mny0am4yHOro u
MeKIYHAPOJHOI0 NpaBa, AUPEKTOpP NporpaMMbl 0akanaBpHaTa B MeKIYHAPOIHOM
npase, Illkona npasa Yausepcurera KUMOJII (Anmatsl, Ka3axcran): O0crosTenbcTBa,
HCKJII0YAloIe TNPOTHBONPABHOCTb JesdHHA B YroioBHom npase Ka3saxcrana u
Y30ekucrana: cpaBHHTEIbHbBIN 0030p.

[TpuHIMD ryMaHU3Ma ABJIAETCA OQHUM U3 KJTIOYEBBIX IPUHLIMIIOB YTOJIOBHOI'O IIPaBa,
3HA4YE€HUE KOTOPOIo TPYAHO NepeoneHnTb. OTHUM U3 IPAKTUYECKUX BBIPAYKEHUI 3TOrO
IPUHINIIA ABJIAECTCA [IOHATHE OOCTOATEJILCTB, UCKTIOYAIOUIMX IPOTUBOIIPABHOCTD 1EAHUSA
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B yroJioBHOM TipaBe. [IpuMeHeHrne TaHHOW KOHIICTIIIMY MO3BOJIsAET TOOUTHCA Hanbosiee
MIOJTHOM OIIEHKH OOBEKTHBHONH M CYOBEKTHUBHONM CTOPOH IPOTHUBOIPABHOIO JCSHHS.
AKTyajIbHOCTh JAHHOH CTaThbH 3aKJIIOYAETCA B TOM, YTO KOHLCIIIUSA OOCTOATEJIbCTB,
UCKJTIOYAIOIINX MPOTUBOIIPABHOCTD JICSHUsSA, TPEOYeT BCECTOPOHHETO M3yUeHUS C IEJTbIO
ee nayibHeiero pa3suTtusa. OcoOCHHO aKTyaIbHO HAJIMYUE TOKTPUHATIBHBIX HCTOYHHKOB
MIPaBOBOI'O TOJIKOBAHUSA B MaHHOU cepe s CTpaH, Ybe YIoJIOBHOE 3aKOHOIATEILCTBO
U TIPaBONPHMCHUTEJIbHAS TIPAKTUKA €Ie HaXOmATCsA B IpoIlecce JajIbHEUIIero
CTaHOBJICHUA. B MaHHOI cTaTbhe YyTOYHACTCS MOHATHE OOCTOATENIbCTB, MCKITIOYAIONIUX
MIPOTUBONPABHOCTh ICSIHMSA, IIPOBOAUTCS CPAaBHUTE/IbHBIN aHAIN3 3aKOHOIATE/IbCTBA B
00J1aCTH OCHOBAaHUI OCBOOOKIEHHUS OT YTOJIOBHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH M HAKa3aHUS — YTO
COCTaBJISICT MpeIMeT HacTosIeii paboThl, a TAK)KE PACCMATPUBAIOTCA OCHOBHBIE aCTICKTHI
peanu3anyd ¥ TPUMEHEHHUs JTaHHOTO HWHCTHTYTa B YI'OJIOBHOM 3aKOHOMATEJIbCTBE
Kazaxcrana n ¥Y306ekucrana. Heo6xonuMocTh Takoro aHajimsa oOycJIOBJI€HA T€M, 4TO
YTOJIOBHOE TPaBO C €ro KJIIOYEBBIMU IIPABOBBIMH MHCTUTYTaMH B HACTOSIIEE BpeMs
aKTHBHO pa3BuBaeTcs B obemx crpaHax. Ileab craTtbm — OTC/IEOUTH 3TO pa3BUTUE U
BBISIBUTD ITPOOEJIBI, €CJIM TAKOBBIE MMEIOTCS, YTOOBI MPEIJI0KUTh BO3MOKHBIC PEIICHUS.
CpaBuuTeNbHBIi MeTOJ H3YYCHHUS [BYX pPacCMaTPUBAEMbIX IIEHTPAIbHOA3UATCKUX
YTOJIOBHO-TIPABOBBIX CHCTEM BIIEPBBIC MCIIOJIBL3YETCA B HAYYHOM CTaThe HAa aHTJIMHACKOM
a3pike. Bkpartiie, B cTaThe cresiaHbl CJIeAYIONe 0CHOBHbIE BhIBOBIL: (1) TPy BKITIOYCHUN
B YroJIOBHbIC IopHCOMKIMK Kak Kaszaxcrana, Tak u Y30ekucraHa, peamd3arius
WHCTUTYTa OOCTOATEJIbCTB, MCKITIOYAIOIIMX IMPOTHUBONPABHOCTD JCSAHMS, B KaXKIOH W3
ATUX IOPUCTUKIIMH IJIa 0 CBOUM COOCTBEHHBIM ITyTSM W HAINpPaBJICHUAM, YTO MOYKHO
JIETKO OOBSCHUTH YHUKAJIbHBIM KOHTEKCTYaJIbHBIM Pa3BUTHEM IIpaBa U TMPAKTUKA B
ATUX cTpaHax; (2) cienyeT NMPUBETCTBOBATh HAOIOMaeMble TEHACHIIMHM B Pa3BUTUHU
9TOr0 MHCTUTYTA B 00OMX rocydapcTBax, v (3) 4eM KOHKpPETHee MpPaBOBbIE HOPMBI 00
00CTOATEJILCTBAX, UCKJIIOYAIOIIUX MMPOTHBOIIPABHOCTD ACSHHS, TEM JIyUllle OHH MOTYT
CJTYKUTb TeJTH MPOQeCCHOHATTbHON KBATM(HUKAIIUK YTOJIOBHBIX ITPAaBOHAPYIIICHUI.

Karouesvie cnosa: yeonoenoe npago, obujue NpUHUUNGL Y20408HO20 NPABA;
NPUHUUN  2YMAHUBMA, O0OCMOAMEALCMEA, UCKAIUAIOUWUe NPOMUBONPABHOCHb
0esHUSL, NPABO HA CHNPABEOAUBLIL CYO; Y20A08HASL OMBEMCMBEHHOCb, Y20108HOE
HaxkaszaHue; Yzonoemnwviii kooexc; Kazaxcman; Y36exucman.
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