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1) Introduction.

The questions of "the time of committing a criminal offense” and "the time of the
completion of the crime (the end of the crime)" constitute important components of the
operation of criminal law over time. They are issues of great theoretical and practical
importance and cause many legal disputes.

As Maria Blum pointed out, determining the exact moment or time of committing a
crime is essential for several reasons: first, to establish the applicability of criminal law
over time; second, to determine the illegality of a publicly dangerous act; third, to
pinpoint the time of the emergence of criminal legal relations; and fourth, to define the
preconditions of criminal responsibility, such as sanity, and to ascertain whether the
individual has reached the legal age for criminal liability, etc.”

The correlation between the statute of limitations for criminal liability and the
moment of the commission of the crime possesses particular functional significance
since the calculation of the statute of limitations commences from the day following the
completion of the crime.

The issue of the time of the commission of the crime is particularly relevant
because the RA Criminal and Criminal Procedure Codes came into force on July 1,
2022. For crimes committed before this date, it is crucial to consider the correlation
between the law in force at the time of the act and the law in force at the time of
applying a criminal-legal intervention measure. The precise determination of which law
applies is key to assessing the criminality of the acts, determining the appropriate
punishment, and applying other criminal legal consequences, including the calculation
of the statute of limitations.

Based on the above, this article will provide a comprehensive analysis of diverse
scientific approaches to the time of the commission of the crime, the moment of its
completion, as well as their correlation. The methodology applied will involve legal
comparative analysis, citing relevant regulations from both domestic and foreign
jurisdictions, along with referencing numerous scholarly perspectives and scientific
doctrines.

Consequently, this article will address the following questions: whether the onset
of dangerous consequences can be regarded as the moment of committing the crime
or if the actual act (action or inaction) should be deemed as such, irrespective of when
the dangerous consequences materialized? Does the time of the commission of the
crime coincide with the time of its completion, and how do these two moments
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correlate? Finally, when should the statute of limitations begin to run? Based on the
study and analysis, this article will also present proposals for relevant legislative
changes.

2) Domestic and foreign positive law regarding the time of committing the crime.

According to the first and second parts of Article 8 of the Criminal Code of the
Republic of Armenia;

“The criminality, punishability, and other criminal consequences of the act shall
be determined by the criminal statute in force at the time of commission thereof

The time of committing a criminal offense shall be deemed to be the time of
committing an action or inaction, irrespective of the moment the consequences
ensue.”

According to the first and second parts of Article 9 of the Criminal Code of the
Republic of Armenia;

“The statute defining criminality of an act, aggravating the punishment or
otherwise deteriorating the condition of a person having committed a criminal offense
has no retroactive effect.

Legislation that fully or partially decriminalizes an act or mitigates the penalty has
retroactive effect:

(...)"7

The Parliament connects the time of committing the crime solely with the moment
of committing the criminal act (action or omission), and therefore, the criminal law that
was in force at the time of committing the criminal act is subject to application,
irrespective of the laws in effect at the occurrence of dangerous consequences.

According to the first and second sections of the criminal code of the Federal
Republic of Germany;

"An act can only incur a penalty if criminal liability was established by law before
the act was committed.”

“The penalty and any incidental legal consequences are determined by the law
which is in force at the time of the act.”

According to 18 United States Code § 13 (2021).

“‘Whoever within or upon any of the places now existing or hereafter reserved or
acquired as provided in section 7 of this title, or on, above, or below any portion of the
territorial sea of the United States not within the jurisdiction of any State,
Commonwealth, territory, possession, or district is guilty of any act or omission which,
although not made punishable by any enactment of Congress, would be punishable if
committed or omitted within the jurisdiction of the State, Territory, Possession, or
District in which such place is situated, by the laws thereof in force at the time of such
act or omission, shall be guilty of a like offense and subject to a like punishment.”

According to Article 112-1 of the Penal Code of the Republic of France.

“Conduct is punishable only where it constifuted a criminal offense at the fime
when it took place.

Only those penalties legally applicable on the same dafe may be imposed.

However, new provisions are applicable fo offences committed before their
coming info force and which have not led to a res judicata conviction, when they are
less severe than the previous provisions.

(..)"

According to the first and second parts of Article 9 of the Criminal Code of the
Russian Federation on the “Operation of Criminal Law in Time.”

“The criminality and punishability of a deed shall be defermined by the criminal
law that was operative upon the commission of this deed.
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The time of a socially dangerous action (inaction) is committed shall be deemed
fo be the time of committing a crime, regardless of the time of the onset of
consequences.”

From the above-cited, it can be derived that the listed countries with well-
developed legal systems and advanced criminal law regulations have adopted the
approach of aligning the time of the crime with the moment of the commission of the
criminal act. Subsequently, irrespective of whether there is a lengthy interval between
the criminal act and the dangerous consequence, the time of committing the crime is
considered to be the time of the commission of the actual criminal act (action or
inaction). In such cases, the criminality, punishability, and other criminal
consequences of the act are determined by the law in force at the time of the act,
irrespective of the subsequent enactment of new laws.

3) Scientific doctrines regarding the time of committing the crime.

In the case of crimes, where the occurrence of dangerous consequences is not a
mandatory component of the crime, or in the case of crimes, where although the
occurrence of dangerous consequences is a mandatory component of the crime, yet
there is a tiny or no temporal gap between the act and the occurrence of a dangerous
consequence (for instance, when the perpetrator shoots the victim with a firearm,
resulting in immediate death), no problem with the moment of the commission of the
crime occurs.

However, under certain conditions where an extended period of time elapses
between the act and the occurrence of a dangerous consequence (for instance, when
the perpetrator shoots the victim with a firearm, but instead of immediate death, the
victim passes away a few days later in the hospital), scholars hold varying
perspectives with regard to the moment of the crime.

In particular, Professor N. Durmanov stated that in the case of crimes, where
dangerous consequences are mandatory components of the objective aspect of the
given crime, the moment of occurrence of those dangerous consequences should be
considered as the moment of the commission of the crime.’

Professor N. Tagantsev, also shared the belief that the time of occurrence of a
dangerous consequence should be considered at the time of the act. This point of
view was derived from the author's general approach that the provision of the most
recent Legal developments should be applied in all instances, even if it would be
stricter.

A. Boytsov objected to recognizing the moment of occurrence of dangerous
consequences during the commission of the crime by noting that such an approach
ignores the subjective basis of resaponsibility and that it sacrifices the subjective
culpability to the objective culpability.

In the case of material corpus delicti, the performance of a dangerous act that did
not cause consequences is considered an attempted crime. This claim derives from
the idea that the time of committing a criminal offence should be considered the
moment when all the components of the criminal offense provided for by the Criminal
Code are already present.
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That is to say, concerning crimes where occurring of dangerous consequences
are a mandatory component of the crime, A. Ignatov notes that only at the moment of
the occurrence of the dangerous consequences all the mandatory components of the
crime are present; therefore, that moment should be considered as the time of the
commission of the crime.” It turns out that criminal responsibility for a completed crime
can be imposed even when there are no grounds for it as provided for by the Criminal
Code.

According to Doctor of Legal Sciences, Professor Gagik Ghazinyan, “/f would be
more accurate to assert that a person can be held criminally liable for a complefed
crime when there are no grounds for it as provided by the Criminal Code, but rather
that the criminal responsibility for a completed crime, may, in fact, be established by a
law at the time when the crime was not yet consummated.”

With this regard, N. Durmanov stated that if the factual circumstances of the act
described in the criminal offense include the occurrence of a dangerous consequence
as a mandatory characteristic of the objective side, then the crime should be
considered committed when those consequences occur. At the same time, he adds
that in cases where the person who has committed an act constituting the objective
aspect of a crime does not foresee the occurrence of dangerous consequences, that
is why he is deprived of foreseeing them even after the entry into force of the new law,
as well as in cases where preventing a dangerous consequence is objectively
impossible, then it is necessary to determine the responsibility according to the milder
law in force at the time of the act.’

Ya. Braynin also expressed a similar point of view, noting that the time of the
commission of the crime is the moment of the commission of the criminal act or
omission, except for the cases when the criminal retains control over the development
of events and can prevent the occurrence of dangerous consequences.*

Thus, reputable scholars in the field of criminal law hold varying and sometimes
conflicting views on the issue. As mentioned earlier, one group of scholars believes
that the time of committing a crime is exclusively tied to the moment of the criminal act
or omission, emphasizing subjective culpability.

In contrast, another group contends that the commission of the crime is
considered to end when all the mandatory elements of the crime are present. For
material corpus delicti, they argue that the time of the crime should be deemed as the
moment when the dangerous consequence occurs, thereby prioritizing objective
culpability.

4) The approach of the RA legislation regarding the moment of committing a
criminal offense.

It is necessary to examine this matter further to determine whether it is legitimate
in all cases to associate the moment of the commission of the crime solely with the
moment of the committing of criminal act (action or inaction).

According to first part of the Article 6 of the criminal code of Armenia;

“The person who committed the act provided by this Code without guilt is not
subject to criminal liability. (...).”

' Axy6os A. E., IBID, c. 35.
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According to first part of the Article 21 of the criminal code of Armenia;

“Sanity is the ability of a person to realize the illegality of his/her act at the time of
committing the crime and to control it.”

According to the Article 23 of the criminal code of Armenia,

“1. The person who committed the act provided by this Code, prohibited by the
threat of punishment, is subject to criminal liability.

2. An act prohibited under the threat of punishment under this Code /s considered
to have been committed with guilty mina, if the person who committed it was aware of
the illegality of his act or even though he was not aware of it, he could have been
aware of it.”

Thus, the code is based on the principles of responsibility according to guilt and
subjective culpability.

The principle of subjective culpability is a fundamental principle that consolidates
the main philosophical, moral, ethical, and socio-legal provisions, according to which
the legal doctrine and legislation are formed and constructed in such a way that the
legal evaluation of the actions of a person and the application of legal measures
against him/her are allowed only in case the circumstances of the act which are of
legal significance were included in the consciousness of the person who committed it
and are provided by law.

In the meaning of criminal law, the notion of guilt is the awareness of the illegality
of the act. If a person does not realize and at the same time cannot realize that his/her
act is illegal, then s/he acts without guilt and, therefore, cannot be held criminally
responsible because, in that case, the act is not committed with guilty mind. This
assertion implies that individuals engage in criminal activities not merely by committing
acts prohibited under the threat of punishment as outlined in the RA Criminal Code,
but fundamentally because s/he commits such an act with the awareness of the
characteristic of illegality.

The reference to guilt and especially the institutions of subjective culpability is not
coincidental. because when applying the whole principle of the operation of the law
over time, and in particular when determining the moment of the commission of a
criminal act, it is of utmost importance to be guided by the approach that the
applicable law should align with the understanding present in an individual's
consciousness at the time of their action or omission and at the moment of the
occurrence of dangerous consequences.

As mentioned above, in the case of formal corpus delicti, no problem in
determining the moment of the commission of the crime occurs, as the crime is
considered completed at the time of the commission of the act (action or inaction).
Contrary to this, in the case of material corpus delicti, there can be situations when
there is a relatively long gap in time between the commission of the criminal act
(action or inaction) and the occurrence of a dangerous consequence (for instance, if
the perpetrator stabs the victim with the intent to kill, but the latter dies a month later in
the hospital). In such a situation, when the criminal does not have any control over the
occurrence of a dangerous consequence after the commission of the criminal act
(action or inaction), it may seem legitimate and reasonable to take the approach that
the time of the commission of the crime should be considered the moment of the
commission of the criminal act (action or inaction), regardless of the fact when the
dangerous consequence occurs, because the person who committed the criminal act
is no longer able to change the course of events, that is, the course of events is
already out of the control of the criminal, even if the latter repents of his act. In such
instances, the perpetrator’s attitude towards the act they committed can be considered
as active remorse and taken into account when imposing punishment.
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However, as mentioned above, another group of scholars presents a different
approach in cases where the person who has committed the criminal act retains full
control over the occurrence of the dangerous consequence of their act.

First example;

On May 30, 2022, «A» administers a slow-acting poison in «B's» food with the
intent to terminate the latter’s life. Only «A» possesses the antidote and at any time
can save “B’s” life by administering it. Nevertheless, «A» refrains from doing so, and
subsequently, «B» passes away on August 15, 2022. It is worth mentioning that «A»
being a doctor-pharmacist, deliberately chooses a poison with delayed effects,
ensuring its impact months later.

Second example;

“A” wants to take revenge on “B”, who was responsible for the death of “A™s 18-
year-old son. In order to fulfill this intention, in December 2020, “A” planted a bomb in
the apartment where “B” lives together with his family. Deliberately aware that each
year “B”s family celebrates their son’s anniversary at their residence, “A” programs the
bomb to explode only three years later on “B”s 18th birthday, on December 1, 2023.
Thus, by doing so, “A” aims to fulfill his revenge for the loss of his 18-year-old son.

In both of these scenarios, “A” commits an act constituting the objective aspect of
murder. In one case, by poisoning “B” but knowing that the poison would take effect
only months later; in the other case, by planting a bomb that would explode only three
years later. Moreover, in both cases, “A” maintains complete control over the
occurrence of a dangerous consequence because he could easily administrate the
antidote and spare “B’s life. In the other instance, “A” could terminate the operation of
the bomb that he planted.

According to the current criminal code of the Republic of Armenia, the time of
committing the crime in both of the above-described cases is the moment of
committing the criminal act, in the first example, the moment when “A” poured the
poison into “B”s food, and in the second case, the moment when “A” put the bomb in
the “B”s residence.

However, is such an approach legitimate in light of the scientific and doctrinal
interpretations cited in this article?

In the first scenario;

a. “A” was well aware that the poison he administered would take effect only
months later,

b. “A” wanted the dangerous consequence in the face of life’'s termination to
occur months later,

c. “A” maintained effective control over the emergence of dangerous
consequences so that he could prevent them at any moment.

In the second scenario;

a. “A” was aware that the bomb he planted would explode only years later,

b. “A” wanted the dangerous consequence in the face of life’s termination to
occur three years later,

c. “A” maintained effective control over the emergence of dangerous
consequences so that he could prevent them at any moment.

In both cases, the perpetrator was well aware and fully acknowledged that the
dangerous consequence would occur, not at the time of committing the dangerous act,
but rather after a long period of time, and the criminal himself orchestrated that the
consequences do not occur at the time of committing the act, but unfolds only months
or even years later. In addition, the criminal had control over the entire period between
the execution of the act and the occurrence of the consequences. In the sense of
subjective culpability, the legally significant circumstances of the act, such as the time
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of occurrence of the consequence, were included in the conscious awareness of the
person who committed it.

In other words, the perpetrator was fully aware, intentionally orchestrated, and
undertook all necessary measures so that death occurs at a specific moment in time.
Thus, the perpetrator remained equally dangerous both at the moment of committing
the criminal act and at the time when the consequences materialized. In this sense, it
is vital to recall that the imposition of punishment on the perpetrator serves, inter alia,
the purpose of correcting and resocializing. Regardless of when "A" administered the
poison or planted the bomb, he had a persistent desire to inflict harm and dangerous
consequences, as despite having an effective chance to prevent the occurrence of the
latter, “A” refrained from doing so.

Certainly, in the cited examples, the criminal may intend for the dangerous
consequences of their act to occur days, months, or even years after the act is
committed. However, the individual knows at the time of committing the act that they
have already done everything in their power to ensure the crime is fully realized. At the
moment of committing the criminal act, all the elements of the corpus delicti; object,
objective side, subject, and subjective side are already present.

In such circumstances, linking the moment of committing the crime with the
occurrence of a dangerous consequence does not align with the previously cited
principle of subjective guilt. Furthermore, if we accept for a moment that the
occurrence of a dangerous consequence should be considered the time of the
commission of the crime, in cases where there is a time gap between the act and the
consequence and the criminal has control over preventing the consequence, this
approach raises many questions regarding its application in real life.

o What constitutes a relatively long-term rupture?

For instance, if a criminal beats a person knowing that the victim will die within a
few hours or days if no help is provided, and the victim dies the next day, should the
time of the crime be considered the moment of the act itself, such as the beating, or
the moment of the dangerous consequence, such as the death? Alternatively, should
the occurrence of a dangerous consequence during the commission of a crime be
considered only when it happens months or years later? In practice, this question
does not have a clear-cut answer and may present more challenges than solutions.

e Is it possible to clearly assert in all cases that the criminal maintains control
over the occurrence of a dangerous consequence?

For instance, in the second example cited, if the criminal intends to deactivate a
bomb at the last minute and takes action on November 30, 2023, but due to technical
or programing reasons, the bomb explodes anyway, killing the victim, can it be
claimed that the time of the crime is the moment of the dangerous consequence rather
than the moment the criminal failed to prevent it? On the other hand, the criminal had
already taken all possible measures to prevent the crime. This illustrates that
maintaining control over the emergence of a dangerous consequence is not a clear
criterion and raises more questions than gives answers.

The cited reasoning demonstrates that the approach of RA legislation, which
considers the time of committing the crime to be the moment of the criminal act (action
or inaction), regardless of the timing of dangerous consequences, is more valid and
scientifically substantiated.

5) The time (moment) when the crime is considered completed.

The issue of the time of end (completion) of the crime, unlike the time of
committing the crime, was not clearly regulated by the legislator. In other words, if the
time of the commission of the crime is specified by law, as the moment of the
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commission of the dangerous act, then it is not clear when the time of the crime is
considered completed. Is it identical with the time of the commission of the crime, or
does the moment of completion of the crime require the presence of all the mandatory
features of the crime?

The Code uses the term "the end of the crime" in relation to two criminal law
institutions: the statute of limitations and the fine as a type of punishment.

According to Article 83 of the code.

“1. A person shall be released from criminal liability, if the following terms have
elapsed since the day following the day of committing the criminal offence:

1) 5 years, in case of a minor criminal offence;

2) 10 years, in case of medium gravity criminal offence;

3) 15 years, in case of a grave criminal offence;

4) 20 years, in case of particularly grave criminal offence.”

As indicated by the wording of the norm in this article, the statute of limitations
begins to run from the day after the crime is ended (completed). In other words, the
legislator's intent regarding the commencement of the limitation period is tied not to
the time or moment of committing the crime but to the time when the crime ends.

In addition, according to Article 3, Part 1, point 6 of the Code

“Monthly income — the 35 percent of average monthly income received by the
person during the twelve months preceding the date of end of the criminal offence.”

According to Part 1 of Article 128 of the Code.

“The court shall determine the possibility fo impose fine and the amount of fine,
taking info consideration the gravity of the crime, property or non-property benefits
received from the crime, property situation of the legal entity, the ability of the legal
entity to receive income or the availability of such a property owned by it which can be
confiscated. The amount of the fine shall be proportionate fo the gravity of the crime
and cannot exceed 20 per cent of the legal entity's gross income during the year
preceding the completion of the crime.”

Evidently, with respect to the statute of limitations and the type of penalty, the
legislator links the commencement of certain criminal relations to the moment when
the crime is considered completed. This raises a legal question about whether the
time of committing the crime and the time of the completion of the crime are identical.

Part 2 of Article 15 of the RA Law "On Normative Legal Acts" defines:

"When expressing the same idea in a regulatory legal act, the same words, terms
or phrases are used in a certain order.”

According to Part 3 of the same Atrticle.

"If a normative legal act uses new or ambiguous concepts or terms that cannot be
clearly understood without clarification, or a different definition of these concepts or
terms is given by another normative act, then the given act provides their definitions
arising from the essence of that act. The definitions should be such as fo ensure their
uniform and unambiguous understanding and application.”

The comprehensive analysis of these norms demonstrates that when the
legislator refers to a specific phenomenon, they use a precise term in the normative
legal act to describe it. For example, Article 3, Part 1, Clause 26 of the RA Criminal
Code defines "regularly" as "committing the same act twice or more." Therefore, the
term "identical" in the Code, wherever it is used, will have this singular meaning.
Moreover, if the legislator uses different terms, it indicates that these terms have
distinct meanings. According to Part 2 of Article 15 of the RA Law "On Normative
Legal Acts," if the legislator intends to describe one phenomenon, then a single term
will be used for that purpose.
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Thus, the above analysis demonstrates that the terms "the time of the
commission of the crime" and "the end of the crime" cannot be identical. If the
legislator intended them to be synonymous, they would have used the same term for
both the statute of limitations and the fine as a type of punishment.

6) The start of the calculation of the limitation period.

As already mentioned above, a person is released from criminal liability if certain
periods have elapsed since the day following the end (completion) of the crime.

Article 14 of the Code defines;

“The ground for criminal liability is the committal of a completed and inchoate
criminal offence.”

According to article 42 of the Code.

“1. The infentional crime can have three stages: preparation of crime, attempted
crime and completed crime.

2. Preparation of crime and attempted crime are considered inchoate crimes.

3. An intentional crime shall be deemed to be completed, if it contains all the
elements of corpus delicti involved in the infention of the criminal.”

From the interpretation of the above norms, it follows that a crime can be
considered completed only when the dangerous consequences, which are a
mandatory features of the crime, have occurred. For instance, in the case of murder
as defined by Article 155 of the RA Criminal Code, the time of the crime's completion
is considered to be the moment of the victim's death. Therefore, the statute of
limitations does not begin when the criminal act is committed, but rather at the time
the dangerous consequences occur. This is why the legislation uses the term "end of
the crime" in relation to the statute of limitations.

From this point of view, the wording of Article 78a of the Criminal Code of the
Federal Republic of Germany is noteworthy, according to which:

“The limitation period begins fo run as soon as the offence is completed. If a
result constituting an element of the offence occurs later, the limitation period begins fo
run as of that time.”

The first sentence of this norm closely mirrors the wording of Article 83, Part 1,
Clause 1 of the RA Criminal Code. In both, Armenian and German legislation, the
statute of limitations is linked to the moment of completion of the criminal act.
However, the second sentence of the cited Article 78a specifies that if the dangerous
consequences occur sometime after the criminal act has been committed, the statute
of limitations begins to run from the moment of the occurring of consequences.

It appears that the same logic is applied in Article 83, Part 1, Clause 1 of the RA
Criminal Code, which is why the Armenian legislator uses two distinct terms:
"commission of the crime" and "end of the crime". This distinction clarifies that the
intention of the legislation is for the limitation period to begin only from the moment of
the occurrence of dangerous consequences.

7) Conclusion

Thus, the time of the commission of the crime is the moment of the execution of
the criminal act (action or omission), regardless of the moment of dangerous
consequences. Moreover, all criminal consequences are related to the time of
committing the criminal act, except for the retroactive effect of the mitigating law.

However, in terms of the calculation of the fine and the calculation of the
beginning of the statute of limitations, the RA legislator has shown a different
approach, taking as the beginning of the calculation the time of completion of the
crime, which, as analyzed in this article, in the case of material corpus delicti, it is
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necessary to consider the moment of occurrence of the dangerous consequences of
the crime.

In such circumstances, in order to avoid various conflicting interpretations and to
have a more specific regulation on this matter, it seems justified the approach that
Article 83, Part 1, Clause 1 of the Code can be supplemented with the following
sentence: “If a result constituting an element of the offence occurs later, the limitation
period begins to run as of that time.”

Abstract

The first part of the article examines the correlation between the time of
committing a crime and the moment of its end (completion), highlighting their
implications for criminal liability and legal application. The issue remains highly
pertinent due to the enactment of the new Criminal and Criminal Procedure Codes of
the Republic of Armenia on July 1, 2022, which underscores the importance of
determining the applicable law for acts committed before this date. The article reviews
diverse scientific perspectives and legislative approaches, comparing Armenian and
international legal frameworks. The author demonstrates that the approach of RA
legislation, which considers the time of committing the crime to be the moment of the
criminal act (action or inaction), regardless of the timing of dangerous consequences,
is more valid and scientifically substantiated.

At the second part of the article the author discusses the issue of the time of end
(completion) of the crime, showing that the definition of it is not clearly regulated by
the legislator. In other words, if the time of the commission of the crime is specified by
the law, as the moment of the commission of the dangerous act, then it is not clear
when the time of the crime is considered completed.

Through comparative analysis of Armenian and foreign legislation, the article
states that the end of the crime does not coincide with the committing of the criminal
act, and the author shows that the calculation of the beginning of the statute of
limitations, in the case of material corpus delicti, it is necessary to consider the
moment of occurrence of the dangerous consequences of the crime.

Finally the author proposes legislative refinements to better align with doctrinal
interpretations and to improve practical applications.

Key words - criminal offense;, commission of the crime; completion of the crime;
dangerous consequence, culpability;, statute of limitations, formal corpus delicti;
material corpus delicti.
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AbGcTpakT

B nepBown yactu ctatbu paccMaTpuBaeTCHa B3aMMOCBS3b BPEMEHU COBEPLUEHUS
NPecTynieHna n MOMEHTAa ero 3aBepLleHne, NoOAYEPKMBAETCA UX 3HAYEeHWEe Ans yro-
NOBHbIX MOCNEeACTBUA 1 NpaBonpuMeHeHns. Bonpoc ocTaétcsa BecbMa akTyarnbHbIM C
TOYKM 3pEHUsT onpedenieHnst NPUMEHMMOro npaBa K NPEeCTyNHbIM AestHUsIM, COBEep-
LWeHHbIM A0 BcTynneHus B cuny ¢ 1 nonga 2022 roga HoBbIX YrofoBHOrO U YromnoBHO-
npoueccyarnbHoro kogekcos Pecnybnukn Apmenusi. B ctatbe paccmaTtpuBartoTcs pas-
NNYHbIE HaydHble M 3akoHogaTeNbHble MoAXoAdbl, CPAaBHUBAKOTCS OTEYECTBEHHbIE U
MeXayHapoaHble NpaBoBble CUCTEMbI. ABTOP MOKasbiBaeT, UTo bonee ybeanTenbHbIM
N Hay4yHO OBOCHOBaHHbIM SIBNSIETCA NOAXon 3akoHopaTenbcTBa PA, koTopbii pacc-
MaTpuBaeT MOMEHT COBEpPLUEHUSI NPECTYNHOro AesiHUA (OencTBms unm 6e3nencTeuns)
KaK BPEMS COBEPLUEHUNS NPECTYNMEHNS.

Bo BTOpoW 4actTu cTaTbM aBTOpP MNOAHUMAET BOMPOC O MOMEHTE OKOHYaHUSA
NpecTynneHns, nokasbiBas, YTO €ro onpegeneHne HegOCTaTOuHO YETKO pernameHTu-
poBaHO 3akoHogaTenem. MHbiMu cnoBamu, ecriv BpeMsi COBEPLUEHUS NPECTYNeHnst
onpegensieTcs 3akOHOM Kak MOMEHT COBEPLLEHMSI OMACcHOro AesiHUS, TO HEeSICHO, Kor-
[a HacTynaeT BPEMSI OKOHYAHWSI NPECTYMMEHUS.

[MyTeM cpaBHUTENBHOIO aHann3a 0TeYECTBEHHOMO U MEXAYHApPOAHOro 3aKoHo4a-
TEnNbCTBa MOKa3aHO, YTO OKOHYAHWE MPECTYMNSIEHUS He COBMagaeT C WUCMOSTHEHWEM
NPEeCTYNHOro AesHWS, a UCHUCTIEHVE HaYana cpoka AaBHOCTM Mo Aenam ¢ matepuarnbs-
HbIM COCTaBOM MPECTYNfeHnsi, HeobXoauMO y4uUTbiBaTb MOMEHT BO3HWKHOBEHMS
OnacHbIX NOCIeACTBMI NPECTYMNIEHNUS.

HakoHeu, aBTOp npegnaraeT 3aKOHOAATENbHYK MOMPaBKy B 3TOM OTHOLUEHUW,
yTo6bI NyYlle cornacoBaTb OOKTPUHArbHbIE MHTEPNPETaUMM 1 yry4llaTh NpakTuyec-
KO€ NMpuMeHeHue.

KnioueBble croBa: /7,06‘0 TYyriieHne, coBepLueHne  pecTyrisieHns,  OKOH4YaHue
TIPecCTyIrI/IeHUs, ornacHoe [r1ocsiegcrene, BUHOBHOCTb, CPOK AaBHOCTU, d)O,DMaﬂbe/ﬁ
COCTas ripecryrisieHus, ma TepMaﬂbe///? cocTaB ripecrtyri/ieHus.
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