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IIpoOieMbl 10Ka3bIBAHKSA 00EKTHBHOI CTOPOHBI MOAKYNA aApOUTPA (TPETEHCKOTO CyIbH)

[MosiBnenne HopMel cT. 200.7 YromosHoro Koaekca Poccuiickoit Denepalinu o moaKyre apouTpa (TpeTeiicKoro CyabH) mo-
POIUIIO PSII TPABONPUMEHUTEIbHBIX TPOOJIEM, B TOM YKClie B cdhepe N0Ka3bIBaAHUS JAHHOTO COCTaBa MpecTyrieHus. B xone
JOKa3bIBaHMsI 110 TAHHOI KaTeropuHu J1eJ MOUIEXKAT yIeTy O0bEKT MOCSTaTe/IbCTBA — OTHOILICHMU I, KOTOPBIM TPUYNHSIETCS BPe/;
KpYT AeiCTBMIA (0e3aeiicTBUS) apOUTpa, MOIEKAIIMX YCTAHOBICHMIO IS 1IeJIei TPUBIEUEHNS K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH ; MEXaHU3M
Pa3BUTHS TPUUNHHO-CIICACTBEHHO CBSI3M MPUMEHUTEIBHO K Pean3aliii PEIeHUs] TPETEHCKOro Cy/a, MOJTy4eHHOTO MyTeM
TMOJIKYTIA, ¥ Ie3aBYalliy TAKOTO PEILICHHUST TPOLIECCYaTbHO-TTPABOBBIMU CPEICTBAMHU.

Kiiouesbie cjioBa: apoutp, TpeTeicKuii Cyabsi, MOAKYI, apOUTpax, TpeTeHcKoe pa3oupaTebCTBO, PEIIEHNUE TPETeHCKOTO
cyna, T0Ka3aTeIbCTBO TOAKYIIA, OCTIapiBaHUe PEIIeHUsT TPETEeHCKOro Cyia, BblIadya UCTIOJHUTEIBHOTO JINCTA Ha TIPUHYIN-
TeJIbHOE UCTIOJTHEHUE PELIEHUSI TPETEHCKOro cyaa.

Andrey V. Yudin, Head of the Department of Civil Procedure and Entrepreneurial Law of the Law Faculty of the Samara
National Research University, Professor of the Department of Arbitral Procedure of the Saratov State Law Academy, LL.D.

Evgenia A. Trescheva, Professor of the Department of Civil Procedure and Entrepreneurial Law of the Law Faculty of the
Samara National Research University, LL.D.

Problems of Proving of the Objective Element of Arbitrator (Referee) Bribing

The appearance of the norm of Article 200.7 of the Criminal Code of the Russian Federation on bribery of an arbitrator
(arbitrator) has given rise to a number of law enforcement problems, including in the field of proving this crime. The article deals
with the issues of identifying the object of encroachment — the relations that are harmed; the range of actions (inaction) of the
arbitrator to be established for the purpose of bringing to justice; the mechanism for the development of a causal relationship
in relation to the implementation of an arbitration court decision obtained by bribery, and the disavowal of such a decision by
procedural and legal means.
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