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Abstract. The article provides a comprehensive analysis of the decisions of the European Court of Human
Rights in inter-state cases concerning the international armed conflict between Ukraine and the Russian Federation,
namely in the cases of Ukraine v. Russia (concerning Crimea) (applications Nos. 20958/14, 38334/18) and Ukraine
and the Netherlands v. Russia (applications Nos. 43800/14, 8019/16, 28525/20, 11055/22). The aim of the study is to
identify the peculiarities of the ECHR approach to state jurisdiction in the context of armed occupation, the legal
assessment of systemic human rights violations, and the establishment of the state’s international legal responsibility
for actions carried out in temporarily occupied territories.

The study uses methods of analysis, synthesis, comparative law, dogmatic and interpretative methods.
Particular attention is paid to the Court’s legal positions on effective control, the organic link between illegal
formations and the respondent state, and the classification of the Russian Federation's actions as systematic and
planned violations of international law, including the provisions of the Convention for the Protection of Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.

The article also contains an analysis of statistical data on the number of individual applications to the
ECtHR related to the aggression against Ukraine, as well as legal conclusions on the admissibility of cases and
their procedural prospects and significance for the protection of the rights of victims.

The scientific significance lies in the systematisation of the case law of the ECtHR as an instrument of
international responsibility of the state for armed aggression and mass violations of human rights. The practical
significance lies in the possibility of applying the conclusions set out in the conclusions in the law enforcement
activities of Ukrainian state bodies, as well as in the context of future court proceedings for compensation and
accountability.

In conclusion, it is emphasised that these ECtHR decisions create a legal basis for the consideration of
thousands of individual applications covering events of armed aggression and occupation, strengthening
Ukraine’s position in the international legal space and demonstrating the development of a precedent-based
approach to assessing responsibility for international crimes.
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After World War |1, the Council of Europe,
an international regional organisation, was
established on the European continent in 1949. The
Statute of the Council of Europe was adopted on
5 May 1949. According to Article 1 of the Statute,
its aim is to achieve greater unity between its
members in order to preserve and realise the ideals
and principles that are their common heritage, as
well as to promote their economic and social
progress [1].

On 31 October 1995, Ukraine acceded to the
Statute of the Council of Europe and became one of
the member states of this international organisation
at the regional level. As of today, there are 46
member states of this organisation. However, due to
the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by the Russian
Federation on 24 February 2022, Russia was
expelled from this organisation on 16 March 2022.
On 23 March 2022, the European Court of Human
Rights (ECtHR or the Court) adopted a Resolution
on the consequences of the termination of the
Russian Federation’s membership in the Council of
Europe in light of Article 58 of the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms. And, in accordance with
this decision, the ECtHR will accept and consider
applications against Russia for human rights
violations under the ECHR until 16 September 2022
[2]. Since the deadline for submitting applications
to the ECtHR is four months, complaints against
Russia could, as a general rule, be submitted until
16 January 2023.

This is important because during military
operations there are massive violations of human
rights enshrined in the ECHR, in particular the right to
life, the prohibition of torture, which, incidentally,
should be absolute and not applied under any cir-
cumstances, the right to a fair trial, the right to pro-
perty and others. And although these violations are
taking place on the territory of Ukraine, it is the
aggressor state that must bear responsibility.

Literature Review
The theoretical and source basis for the study
was provided by the decisions of the European Court
of Human Rights in inter-state cases, in particular
Case of Ukraine v. Russia (Re Crimea), applications
Nos. 20958/14 and 38334/18), as well as Ukraine and
the Netherlands v. Russia (applications nos. 8019/16,
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43800/14, 28525/20, 11055/22). Additional empirical
material was provided by the annual reports of the
Commissioner for Human Rights of the European
Court of Human Rights in Ukraine, as well as official
analytical and statistical materials of the ECHR on its
own jurisdictional activities.

The study also took into account expert asses-
sments and analytical comments by Mykola Gnativ-
sky, a judge of the ECHR from Ukraine, as well as
Marko Milanovic, an international lawyer and profes-
sor of public international law at the University of
Reading, who also holds the position of Raoul Wal-
lenberg Professor of Humanitarian Law and Human
Rights.

Purpose

The purpose of this article is to analyse the
legal positions of the European Court of Human
Rights in the interstate cases of Ukraine v. Russia
concerning the temporary occupation of the Auto-
nomous Republic of Crimea, certain areas of Do-
netsk and Luhansk regions, as well as the large-
scale armed aggression of the Russian Federation
against Ukraine. The study aims to identify the
Court’s interpretation of the concepts of effective
control, jurisdiction, international armed conflict,
and state responsibility for systematic human rights
violations.

The scientific significance of the study lies in
its thorough theoretical analysis of the latest inter-
state practice of the ECtHR as a source for shaping
a modern approach to the application of the norms
of public international law, international humani-
tarian law and human rights law in the context of
armed conflict.

Methodology

The methodological basis of the article is a
combination of general scientific and special legal
methods, which provide a comprehensive approach
to the analysis of the decisions of the European
Court of Human Rights in the interstate cases
“Ukraine v. Russia” (applications Nos. 20958/14,
38334/18, 43800/14, 8019/16, etc.).

The method of analysis was applied to struc-
ture the content of the Court’s decisions, identify
key legal positions, and reveal the specific features
of the classification of an international armed con-
flict. The method of synthesis made it possible to
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generalize the European Court of Human Rights’
legal approaches to establishing effective control,
jurisdiction, and state responsibility. Inductive and
deductive methods were employed, respectively, to
formulate general conclusions based on individual
cases and to verify the conformity of the Court’s
decisions with universally recognized norms of
international law.

The scientific method was implemented
through an objective and critical approach to the use
of sources, including the official texts of the Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights’ decisions, the Court’s
statistical data, annual reports of the Commissioner
for European Court of Human Rights Affairs in
Ukraine, as well as doctrinal commentaries by
leading experts — in particular, the ECHR judge
from Ukraine, Mykola Hnatovskyi, and Professor of
International Law, Mark Milanovich.

The proposed methodological approach pro-
vided a comprehensive and systematic understan-
ding of the significance of the European Court of
Human Rights’ practice in cases concerning the
armed aggression of the Russian Federation against
Ukraine, and its impact on the development of the
contemporary international legal order.

Results and Discussion

The Council of Europe is an intergo-
vernmental organisation whose main objectives are
to protect, preserve and further the rights and
freedoms of individuals, develop European cultural
identity and diversity, seek common solutions to
social problems, develop political partnerships with
new democratic states in Europe, assisting the states
of Central and Eastern Europe in implementing
political, legislative and constitutional reforms. The
main priority of the Council of Europe is to protect
human rights and fundamental freedoms in its
member states. By ratifying the ECHR in 1950,
Ukraine recognised its application on its territory
and the jurisdiction of the European Court of
Human Rights in all matters relating to the inter-
pretation and application of the Convention. Thus,
in accordance with Article 46 of the Convention,
the contracting parties undertake to comply with the
final decisions of the ECtHR in any cases to which
they are parties [3].
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Therefore, it is necessary to study the practice
of the ECtHR and the application of national
legislation, taking into account the position of the
ECtHR, since it is in the decisions of the ECtHR
that the content of most of the provisions of the
Convention is revealed.

In order to regulate relations arising in con-
nection with the state’s obligation to comply with
ECtHR judgments in cases against Ukraine, the need
to eliminate the causes of Ukraine’s violation of the
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms and its protocols, and to create
conditions for reducing the number of applications to
the ECtHR against Ukraine, the Verkhovna Rada of
Ukraine adopted the Law of Ukraine ‘On the Enfor-
cement of Decisions and Application of the Practice of
the European Court of Human Rights’ dated 23 Feb-
ruary 2006 No. 3477-1V. In accordance with Article
17 of this Law, when considering cases, courts must
apply the Convention and the practice of the European
Court as a source of law. In this context, the Law
understands the practice of the Court to mean all,
without exception, the practice of the European Court
of Human Rights and the European Commission of
Human Rights (Article 1 of the Law) [4; 5].

Thus, the practice of the European Court can
be considered an official form of interpretation of
the fundamental (inalienable) rights of every per-
son, enshrined and guaranteed by the Convention,
which is part of national legislation and, in this con-
nection, a source of legislative legal regulation and
law enforcement in Ukraine. Therefore, O. V. Ko-
lisnyk’s position that national courts should refer to
the conclusions of the European Court as a direct
source of law when conducting judicial proceedings
deserves attention. They should not only proceed
from a formal interpretation of the rules of law, but
also adhere to the idea of justice and humanity
inherent in the decisions of the European Court and
embody it in their decisions [6, p. 47].

An analysis of the statistics of the European
Court of Human Rights reveals the following.

1. In 2024, the number of applications
distributed among the judicial bodies of the ECHR
was 28,800, which represents a 17 % decrease
compared to 2023 (34,650 applications). The main
reason for this decrease is the reduction in the
number of applications against Turkey, Hungary,
Belgium, Slovenia and Serbia.
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2. Of the total number of applications distri-
buted, 19,700 were classified as eligible for exa-
mination by a single judge, a decrease of 6 % com-
pared to 2023 (20,957 applications). In addition, the
number of applications identified as likely cases for
consideration by a chamber or committee fell by 33 %,
from 13,582 in 2023 to 9,100 in 2024. At the same
time, 9,100 applications were identified as potential
cases for consideration by the chamber or committee,
33 % less than in 2023. A total of 36,819 applications
were considered in court in 2024 (4 % less than in
2023), which exceeded the number of applications
distributed, allowing the total backlog of unconsidered
cases to be reduced by 8,100 — from 68,450 to 60,350.

3. In 2024, the Court examined 36,819 ap-

plications, which is 4 % less than in 2023 (38,260).
At the same time, the number of cases examined
exceeded the number of cases distributed, which
made it possible to reduce the total backlog of
applications pending from 68,450 to 60,350.

4. The total number of applications declared
inadmissible or struck off the list of cases was 25,990,
which is 17 % less than in the previous year. The
number of applications examined by single judges al-
so decreased by 14 %, from 25,834 to 22,210. The
number of cases concluded by amicable settlement or
unilateral declaration decreesed by 36 % to 1,561 ca-
ses. In particular, the number of amicable settlements
was 1,164 (=35 %), and the number of unilateral
declarations was 397 (-36 %).

5. The number of applications on which de-
cisions were made increased significantly: from 6,931
in 2023 to 10,829 in 2024 (+56 %). At the same time,
the actual number of decisions was 1,102 (+9 %). A
committee of three judges issued 814 decisions
covering 10,241 applications, which is 60 % more
than in the previous year and accounts for 95 % of all
applications resolved by decision [7].

Table 1
European Court of Human Rights: Comparative Table
of Indicatorsfor 2023 and 2024
| Indicator || 2023 H 2024 ” Change |
|App|ications allocated among judicial bodies || 34,650 H 28,800 ” -17% |
|App|ications examined by a single judge (likely inadmissible) || 20,957 H 19,700 ” 6% |
|Like|y cases for chamber/committee || 13,582 H 9,100 ” -33% |
|App|ications examined on the merits || 38,260 H 36,819 H -4 % |
|App|ications declared inadmissible or struck out || 31,329 H 25,990 H =17 % |
|- of which examined by a single judge || 25,834 H 22,210 H ~14% |
|— friendly settlements or unilateral declarations || 2,425 H 1,561 ” -36 % |
|— including friendly settlements || 1,801 H 1,164 ” -35 % |
|— including unilateral declarations || 624 H 397 ” -36 % |
|— other grounds (chamber, committee, Grand Chamber) || ~3,082 H 2,219 H -28 % |
|Number of applications with decisions issued || 6,931 H 10,829 H +56 % |
|Actua| number of decisions (after case consolidation) || 1,011 H 1,102 H +9 % |
|Decisions by a committee of three judges (number of applications) || 6,386 H 10,241 ” +60 % |
|Share of applications decided by three-judge committees among all decisions || 92 % H 95 % ” +3pp |

Thus, as of 31 August 2025, the total number
of cases pending before the European Court of
Human Rights is 62,850 [8].
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Although the Russian Federation is no longer
a party to the Convention, and the State Duma has
decided that Russia will not comply with the
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decisions of the European Court, the existence of
positive decisions against the Russian Federation
can be used as evidence in other international and
national courts [9, p. 4].

Due to the military actions initiated by the
Russian Federation on the territory of Ukraine, our
state has filed a number of inter-state complaints
against Russia with the European Court of Human
Rights.

On 25 June 2024, the European Court of
Human Rights publicly announced its decision on the
merits in the inter-state case ‘Ukraine v. Russia
(concerning Crimea)’ (Case of Ukraine v. Russia (Re
Crimea) (Application Nos. 20958/14 and 38334/18),
which concerns systematic human rights violations in
the temporarily occupied territory of the Autonomous
Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol, as well
as violations of the rights of Ukrainian political
prisoners. The applicant in the case was the
Government of Ukraine. The Court concluded that the
Government of Ukraine had provided comprehensive
and convincing evidence which, without any doubt,
confirmed the existence of massive and systematic
human rights violations by representatives of the
Russian Federation and structures under its control.
These violations are classified as administrative
practice, i. e. intentional, generalised and systematic
behaviour that is repetitive in nature and violates the
provisions of the Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and its
Protocols. The main violations identified by the Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights are enforced disap-
pearances and the lack of effective investigation under
Article 2 of the Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms; ill-treat-
ment and unlawful detention of persons, the extension
of Russian Federation legislation to the territory of
Crimea, as a result of which, since 27 February 2014,
the courts operating on the peninsula cannot be con-
sidered to be established by law, which constitutes a
violation of Article 6 of the Convention and others
[10].

The decision in the inter-state case Ukraine v.
Russia (concerning Crimea) is one of the most
extensive inter-state proceedings in the history of
the ECHR, which confirms: the systematic nature of
the violations by the Russian Federation, the high
level of evidence provided by Ukraine, and the
recognition of the occupying nature of the Russian
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Federation’s control over Crimea since 27 February
2014. The decision establishes the legal respon-
sibility of the Russian Federation for the prolonged
violation of the rights of the population of Crimea,
including Ukrainians, Crimean Tatars, represen-
tatives of religious minorities and other groups. This
decision also strengthens the position of the state of
Ukraine in international legal institutions, in
particular with regard to the international respon-
sibility of the Russian Federation, future reparations
and support for sanctions policy.

On 9 July 2025, the Grand Chamber of the
ECHR delivered a landmark judgment in the case of
Ukraine and the Netherlands v. Russia (Applica-
tions Nos. 8019/16, 43800/14, 28525/20 and
11055/22). In this case, the Court applied a reaso-
nable, broad approach to jurisdiction under Article 1
and the extraterritorial application of the Con-
vention. In particular, it covered all incidents
involving the use of kinetic force/military action in
2014 and 2022 that were the subject of this case.
From the outset, the Court based its analysis exclu-
sively on the values protected by the Convention
and the general international system. In particular,
in paragraph 177, the ECtHR clearly stated that the
events in Ukraine were unprecedented in the history
of the Council of Europe: “None of the conflicts
previously examined by the Court has given rise to
such almost universal condemnation of the respon-
dent State’s “gross” disregard for the principles of
the international legal order established after the
Second World War, and such clear measures taken
by the Council of Europe to punish the respondent
state for disrespecting the fundamental values of the
Council of Europe: peace, as already emphasised,
but no less important human life, human dignity and
individual rights guaranteed by the Convention”
[11].

Therefore, according to Professor M. Mila-
novich, it is striking how skilfully the Court uses the
submissions of the 26 states that intervened in the
case to legitimise the broad approach to jurisdiction
that it will apply — an approach that some states
resisted. In principle, only point (5) is important — if
a state Kills someone, it exercises power and control
over that person [12].

In paragraph 363, the ECtHR stated that all
armed actions carried out by separatists reflected
the overall strategy and tactics developed entirely
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by the Russian Federation. Furthermore, there can
be no doubt that direct and decisive military support
was provided by the respondent State from the
earliest stages of the armed conflict (see paragraphs
356 and 358 above). The reality of the relationship
between the separatists, on the one hand, and the
respondent State, on the other, was such that,
regardless of their legal status, the separatists were
entirely dependent on the military, political and
economic support of the respondent State to carry
out their activities and were ultimately merely an
instrument of that State. It was for these reasons that
the Court was convinced that, from 11 May 2014,
the separatists’ relations with the Russian Fede-
ration were so dependent on the one hand and
controlled on the other that it would be correct to
equate the separatists in the ‘DPR’ and ‘LPR’ with
the de facto authorities of the Russian Federation
within the meaning of Article 4 of the ARSIWA.

In view of this, the ECtHR stated in para-
graph 364 of the Decision that the separatists were
de facto organs of the Russian Federation, so no
conclusions should be drawn as to the date on
which this transition took place [11].

According to Professor Marko Milanovi¢, the
decision of the European Court of Human Rights is
important both for the development of international
jurisprudence and for the practice of holding states
accountable for human rights violations in situations
of armed conflict and occupation. For the first time
in such an inter-state case, the Court concluded that
the requirements for holding a state accountable for
the actions of non-state actors had been met on the
basis of established facts, which indicates the indi-
sputable nature of the evidence base.

The ECtHR also reasonably noted that the
subsequent annexation of Ukrainian territory only
confirmed the existence of an organic link between
the Russian Federation and the separatists. Of
particular importance is paragraph 366 of the judg-
ment, in which the Court makes an unequivocal
conclusion: “All actions and omissions of the armed
forces of the Russian Federation and the armed
formations under its control, the so-called “DPR”
and “LPR”, can be directly attributed to Russia’
[12].

As noted by Ukrainian ECtHR judge M. Gna-
tivsky, the Court rejected even the hypothetical
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possibility of qualifying the situation as ‘chaotic’ or
uncontrolled. The decision emphasises that the
actions in question were systematic, prolonged and
carefully planned, indicating a high level of invol-
vement by the respondent state. Therefore, the
Russian Federation cannot escape international le-
gal responsibility for violating the rights of persons
who suffered as a result of its attempt to challenge
Ukraine’s right to sovereign existence through the
use of armed force [13].

This conclusion has key legal significance, as
it makes it impossible to refer to the absence of a
direct order from the Russian authorities as a basis
for avoiding international responsibility. Thus, the
fact of who specifically committed the violation — a
separatist or a Russian serviceman — loses its legal
significance, since in any case, responsibility for
such actions lies with the Russian Federation as a
state.

According to Mark Milanovich, this provi-
sion sets a precedent that strengthens the approach
to state responsibility in hybrid wars and conflicts
involving non-state actors acting under the de facto
control of a foreign state [12].

According to Mykola Gnativsky, a judge of
the ECtHR from Ukraine, this historic decision, as
well as the decision in the case concerning the
events in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea,
paved the way for the Court to consider individual
applications on their merits, the subject matter of
which covers similar factual circumstances. This
concerns thousands of cases currently pending that
relate to mass and systematic human rights
violations in the context of international armed
conflict [13].

Several more inter-state complaints by Uk-
raine against Russia are pending before the ECtHR.

In addition, there are many individual
complaints awaiting consideration by the Court. In a
letter dated 10 February 2025, sent in response to
the Commissioner’s request, the European Court of
Human Rights reported that at that time it had 9,264
individual applications pending related to events in
the temporarily occupied territories of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Donetsk and Lu-
hansk regions, as well as the full-scale armed inva-
sion of Ukraine by the Russian Federation that
began on 24 February 2022 [9, pp. 19-20].
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Table 2
Number of individual applications related to the war in Ukraine
Catedor Total Number of Against Against || Against Both (Ukraine
gory Applications Ukraine Russia and Russia)

Oc.cupatlon of the Autonomous Republic of 1101 1 992 108
Crimea and Sevastopol
Occupation of Donetsk
and Luhansk Regions 5183 4,261 68 854
Large-scale Russian Invasion
(since 24.02.2022) 2,980 70 2,629 281
[Total | 9,264 | 4332 | 3689 | 1,243

As of 31 August 2025, there were 7,450 ap-
plications against Ukraine awaiting consideration,
representing 11.8 % of the total number of applica-
tions [8].

Since Russia’s exclusion, various panels of
the Court have continued to hear Russian cases and
several important decisions have been handed
down.

In particular, we would like to draw attention
to the decision in Fedotova and Others v. Russia
[GC], Nos. 40792/10 and 2 others, dated 17 January
2023. Although the case concerned Russian
citizens, this decision is nevertheless important for
Ukraine, as it was the first time that the Court ruled
on its jurisdiction to examine a case against Russia
after it ceased to be a party to the Convention.
Referring to the wording of Article 58 (88 2 and 3),
the Court confirmed that a State which has ceased
to be a Party to the Convention by virtue of having
ceased to be a member of the Council of Europe is
not relieved of its obligations under the Convention
in respect of any acts committed by that State
before the date on which it ceased to be a Party to
the Convention. The Court thus confirmed its
interpretation of this provision as set out in its
Resolution on Russia adopted after the plenary
session. In the present case, the facts giving rise to
the alleged violations of the Convention took place
before 16 September 2022, when Russia ceased to
be a Party to the Convention. Since the applications
were submitted to it in 2010 and 2014, the Court
had jurisdiction to examine them. Ultimately, the
Court found a violation of Article 8 on the grounds
that the respondent State had failed to fulfil its
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positive obligation to ensure the proper recognition
and protection of the applicants [14, p. 70].

Given the military invasion of Ukraine and
the fact that there are still many complaints against
Russia in the ECtHR related to human rights
violations during the war in Ukraine, we will see
decisions against the Russian Federation for many
years to come. The ECtHR’s decisions concerning
the Russian Federation’s war against Ukraine are
crucial for establishing Ukraine’s legal position at
the international level. They legally confirm the fact
of international armed conflict, Russia’s respon-
sibility for systematic human rights violations in the
occupied territories, and pave the way for justice for
thousands of victims. These decisions also set an
important precedent for the further international
prosecution of crimes of aggression, war crimes and
violations of international humanitarian law.

Conclusions

Over the past seven decades, the European
Convention on Human Rights has established itself
as a key instrument for protecting the fundamental
values of the European legal space, which include
the rule of law, pluralistic democracy, and the
indivisibility and universality of human rights.
Covering a jurisdiction of around 700 million peop-
le, the Convention provides a unique international
mechanism for the protection of human rights, bac-
ked by external control by the European Court of
Human Rights.

By ratifying the Convention, the member sta-
tes of the Council of Europe undertook to comply
with the standards set out therein, which in turn led
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to the formation of a common European area of
justice in the field of human rights. Since this inter-
national treaty came into force, the ECtHR has
examined over a million individual and inter-state
applications and delivered over 26,000 judgments,
which have had a significant impact on the national
legal systems of the member states.

Thus, the practice of the European Court of
Human Rights is not only an effective tool for the
protection of human rights, but also an important
factor in the legal development of the European
continent, contributing to the harmonisation of
human rights standards in the face of new challen-
ges, including armed conflicts, temporary occupa-
tion of territories and large-scale human rights
violations.
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IIpaBoBuii anani3 npakTHKN €BponeiicbKoro cyay 3 Npae JIOAMHU y Mi2kAep:KaBHUX cpaBax
mono okynauii Kpumy Ta 30poiinoi arpecii Pociiicbkoi ®@eaepanii nporu Ykpainn

Conomis Ledenko

Kanaunat ropuanaaux Hayk, qoueHTt, Hanionansauit yHiBepceuteT “JIbBiBchbKa momitexHika”, Bys. C. bannepy,
12, 79013, JIsBiB, Ykpaina, solomiya.b.tsebenko@Ipnu.ua, ORCID: 0000-0002-9247-1867

AHoTanig. Y cTarTi 371 CHEHO KOMIUIEKCHHH aHali3 pilieHs €BpONechKOTo CyAy 3 MpaB JIOAWHHU Y
MDKIEp’KaBHHAX CIIPaBaX, IIO CTOCYIOTHCS MDKHApOJHOTO 30poHHOro KoHQUIIKTY Mix YkpaiHoro Ta Po-
ciiicekoro dezepaniero, a came y cnpaBax “Ykpaina mpotu Pocii (momo Kpumy)” (3assu NeNe 20958/14,
38334/18) Ta “Vkpaina ta Hinepmanau npotu Pocii” (3assBu NeNe 43800/14, 8019/16, 28525/20, 11055/22).
Metoro mocmimkeHHS € BHABICHHS ocoOmmBoctedl mimxoxy €CILI mo ropHcIuKIii nepKaBH y KOHTEKCTI
30poitHOT OKymaii, MPaBOBOi OIIHKA CHCTEMHHUX IOPYIICHh NpaB JIOJUHN Ta BCTAHOBIICHHS MiXHAPOIHO-
MIPaBOBOi BiANOBIJAJILHOCTI A€P)KaBH 3a Aii, 3MIHCHEHI HA THUMYAcOBO OKYIIOBAHHUX TEPHUTOPIAX. Y TOCIHIIKEHHI
3aCTOCOBAHO METOJM aHali3y, CHHTe3y, MOPiBHIILHO-TIPABOBUH, JOTMAaTHYHUAN Ta IHTEPHIPETAIIHHUA METOIH.
Oco0MBy yBary HafaHo NMpaBoBUM Ho3ullisiM Cyny moao eheKTHBHOTO KOHTPOJIIO, OPTaHIYHOTO 3B SI3Ky MIX
HE3aKOHHUMH (POPMYBaHHSIMH Ta JCP:KaBOIO-BIANOBigaueM, a TakoX Kpasidikarii aii Pociiicbkoi Deneparrii
K CHCTEMHHUX 1 CIUIAHOBAaHUX MOPYIUICHb MIKHAapOJHOTO IIpaBa, BKIIOYHO 3 MOJOXEeHHAMH KoHBeHMHii mpo
3aXHCT TPaB JIFOJIMHA i OCHOBOIIOJIOKHUX CBOOOT.

CTaTTd TaKOXK MICTHTh aHaJi3 CTATUCTHYHHX JAaHUX IIOAO KUTBKOCTI iHAMBimyampHEX 3asB g0 €CILI,
MIOB’I3aHUX 3 arpeci€ro MpoTH YKpaiHH, a TaKOXX MPAaBOBHX BHCHOBKIB I[OJ0 NMPUUHATHOCTI CIIpaB Ta iXHBOI
MPOIIECYaTbHOI IEPCIICKTUBY 1 3HAUCHHS JUIS 3aXHUCTY MPaB MOTEPITUTHX.

HaykoBa 3HadymiicTh monsrae y cucremarusamii cynoBoi npaktuku €CIII sk iHCTpyMEHTY MiKHa-
POIHOT BiANOBINATBHOCTI JEp>KaBU 3a 30pOiHY arpeciro Ta MacoBi MOPYIIEHHs NpaB oAuHU. [IpakTHuHa
3HAUYIICTh TMOJISITAE Y MOJKJIMBOCTI 3aCTOCYBAaHHS BUKJIQJICHUX BHCHOBKIB Yy NMPaBO3aCTOCOBHIN isSUTBHOCTI
JICp’KaBHUX OpraHiB YKpaiHH, a TaKoX y KOHTEKCTI MaiOyTHIX CYIOBHUX TPOIECIB IIOIO0 BiANIKOTyBaHHS
IIKOJI Ta MPUTATHEHHS JI0 BiJIMOBIAALHOCTI.

VY miacyMKy Harojouryerbes, mo BkaszaHi pimenHs €CILJI cTBoprotoTh mpaBoBuil (QyHIaMeHT At
pO3TIAMY THCSY IHOWUBIAyaJIFHUX 3asB, SKi OXOIUTIOIOTH MOJii 30poiHOI arpecii Ta OKymarlil, 3MilHIOIOYH
MO3UIII0 YKpaiHH B MI>XKHAPOIHO-TIPaBOBOMY IIPOCTOPI Ta 3aCBIAYYIOYH PO3BUTOK IPEIEACHTHOTO MiIX0AY 0
OILIIHKHY BiNOBIAAJIFHOCTI 32 MIXKHAPOIHI 3JI0YHHH.

KirouoBi cioBa: €Bporeiicbkuil cy 3 mpaB IIOIUHH, YKpaiHa, Pociliceka ®eneparttisi, MiXkHapoaHa

BIJMOBIAAIbHICTh, 30pOHHUA KOH(MIIIKT, OKYyIAIlis, IOPUCOMKINS, IpaBa JIOAWHH, ChEKTHBHHHA KOHTPOJIb,
MDKJIEpXKaBHI CKapTH, IHAUBILyalIbHI CKapry, pillleHHs.
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