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INDIVIDUAL PROBLEMS OF COMPETITION 
BETWEEN FORGERY IN OFFICE AND OTHER 
ELEMENTS OF CRIMINAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFENSES

Abstract. The publication was prepared in order to highlight the concerns related to the competition 
of forgery in office with the elements of other criminal and administrative offenses. By relying on the cases 
of criminal law competition of forgery in office with specific offenses, the author proves that the causes 
of ensuing problematic issues are the absence of a common terminological (conceptual) framework 
used in lawmaking and the legislator’s disregard (or ignorance) of the existing criminal law regulation 
in the relevant area when establishing criminal liability for certain criminal offenses, the subject matter 
of which are documents. Following the analysis, the author shares original findings about settling 
the identified issues that may become the subject of scientific discussion. The publication is based on 
general scientific and specific methods of scientific knowledge, mainly the following ones: analysis 
(when comparing criminal and administrative offenses with forgery in office – the elements of each 
of such offenses were studied separately); synthesis (used in the determination and analysis of common 
elements of forgery in office with criminal and administrative offenses); comparative method (necessary 
to identify common and distinctive features of criminal and administrative offenses). For the first 
time, the publication comprehensively covers the problematic issues of competition of forgery in office 
with other elements of criminal and administrative offenses, systematizes approaches to their settling, 
and outlines areas for improving the law on criminal liability, in particular, for committing forgery in 
office. According to the research findings, conclusions are formulated: alternative forms of action, which 
constitute the objective aspect of forgery in office, can neutralize the presence of special (regarding forgery 
in office) norms, causing the need to qualify the committed as a set of criminal offenses; not only the type 
and amount of punishment but also the presence of criminal liability for forging may depend on the kind 
of official document that is the subject of forgery in office. 
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1.	 Introduction
In law enforcement activities, the presence 

in the components of criminal offenses of similar 
signs of the actus reus of forgery in office poses 
a question to the subject of law enforcement 
of which provision of the law on criminal liabil-
ity to apply. Moreover, the legislator enshrines 
administrative liability for forging certain 
documents that expands the above problem in 
law enforcement. In this context, the conclu-
sion of Navrotskyi V.O. is quite apt: numerous 
errors made during criminal law qualification 
are due to the incorrect settlement of the issues 
of crimes’ division – the misunderstanding 
of the difference between individual criminal 

offenses, the inability to justify this difference 
in procedural documents, and thereby explain 
the reasons for qualification change (Navrot-
skyi, 2009, 213). 

It is possible to solve these problems in law 
enforcement primarily after analyzing and com-
paring objective and subjective signs of spe-
cific actus reus of criminal offenses (sometimes 
of administrative offenses). The outcomes 
of such comparison further contribute to estab-
lishing the correlation between the compared 
elements of criminal offenses and deciding which 
legal norm to apply. As a rule, when studying 
problems of the correlation between compo-
nents of criminal offenses in the science of crim-
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inal law, it concerns the competition of criminal 
law norms and the correlation of related compo-
nents of criminal offenses. As for the distinction 
between these two concepts, when examining 
actus reus for bringing a knowingly innocent 
person to criminal liability, Skrypnyk K.Yu. 
cites related and competing elements of crimi-
nal offenses provided for in Arts. 364, 365, 372 
of the Criminal Code (Skrypnyk, 2022, p. 208) 
without focusing on the discrepancy in these 
concepts. Other scholars argue for differences 
in competition and related criminal offenses. 
Thus, according to Marin O.K., the compe-
tition of criminal law norms should be under-
stood as the presence in criminal law of at least 
two norms aimed at resolving one issue, or 
an atypical situation in law enforcement, e.g., 
two (or more) functionally related criminal law 
norms in effect may be applied in the criminal 
law assessment of one socially dangerous act 
(Marin, 2001, p. 52). In turn, L.P. Brych holds 
that related components of criminal offenses are 
ones that form a pair (group), each of which has 
signs that fully or partially coincide in content 
with the features of other corpus delicti that is 
part of the pair (group) (in addition to the com-
mon object, causal relationship, common fea-
tures of the subject of a criminal offense’s com-
ponents, and guilt) and, at the same time, each 
of which contains at least one feature that dif-
fers in content with the corresponding features 
of other elements of the pair (group), which 
mutually exclude each other’s presence in 
the components of crimes they are inherent to 
(Brych, 2013, p. 224). 

The science of criminal law considers 
the competition of general and special norms, 
whole and part, and competition of special 
norms, the most common types of competition 
of criminal law norms.

In solving certain problems of competition 
of forgery in office, it is important for us, first of all, 
to justify the solution of each problematic issue, 
and not to try to deepen the scientific discussion on 
the differences in the ratio of criminal law norms. 
It should be noted that for such justification, we 
rely on the current Criminal Code of Ukraine 
(hereinafter referred to as CC) (in particular, 
Section VII of the General Part of CC, which 
regulates the plurality of criminal offenses), legal 
opinions of the Supreme Court, and resolutions 
of the Plenum of the Supreme Court of Ukraine 
(hereinafter referred to as RPSCU) (for example, 
sub-paras. 10 – 12 of para. 10 of RPSCU dated 
04.06.2010 No. 7 “On the practice of applying by 
courts of criminal law on the repetition, aggrega-
tion and recurrence of crimes and their legal con-
sequences”; para. 12 of RPSCU dated 07.02.2003 
No. 2 “On judicial practice in cases of crimes 
against life and health”).

2. Competition between the elements 
of criminal offenses provided for in p. 1 
of Art. 358 and p. 1 of Art. 366 of CC

It is conventional for the science of crim-
inal law to settle the competition of the ele-
ments of criminal offenses provided for in p. 
1 of Art. 358 of CC and p. 1 of Art. 366 of CC 
through the competition rules of general (p. 1 
of Art. 358 of CC) and special (p. 1 of Art. 366 
of CC) norms (Andrushko, Honcharenko, Fes-
enko, 2008; Tatsii, Pshonka, Borysov, 2013; 
Pietkov, Zhuravlov, Drozd, 2024).

At the same time, we believe that compar-
ing all mandatory signs of the main composition 
of forgery in office with forgery committed by 
a common subject (p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC) does 
not lead to the above unconditional conclusion 
given the following: 1) the subject of forgery 
in office is an official document, while the sub-
ject of forgery per se is: a) a certificate, another 
official document; b) seals, stamps, letterheads 
of enterprises, institutions or organizations, 
regardless of the form of ownership; c) other 
official seals, stamps, letterheads; 2) singled out 
part of the subject of a criminal offense under 
p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC, namely, an official doc-
ument, we can see that, unlike p. 1 of Art. 366 
of CC in which an official document has the fea-
tures specified in the note to Art. 358 of CC, 
in the first case, the concept of an official doc-
ument is additionally endowed with the fol-
lowing characteristics: a) issued or certified by 
an enterprise, institution, organization, indi-
vidual entrepreneur, notary, state registrar, 
entity of the state registration of rights, a per-
son authorized to perform state functions for 
registration of legal entities, individual entre-
preneurs and public formations, a state execu-
tor, a private executor, an auditor, or another 
person who is entitled to issue or certify such 
documents; b) grants rights or releases from 
obligations; 3) the objective aspect of forgery in 
office consists in committing one of four forms 
of alternative actions: drawing up a knowingly 
false official document, issuing a knowingly 
false official document, entering into an official 
document knowingly false information, other 
forgery of an official document. And the dis-
position of p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC provides for 
the commission of the following alternative 
forms of actions: forgery of an official document, 
sale of such a document, production of forged 
seals, stamps or forms, their sale; 4) singled out 
part of the objective aspect of a criminal offense 
under p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC, namely the for-
gery of an official document, the question arises 
of the ratio of the act’s scope in this provision 
and in p. 1 of Art. 366 of CC; 5) the subjective 
aspect of the forgery composition is character-
ized by mandatory elements of guilt (in the form 
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of direct intent) and purpose (use of an offi-
cial document by a forger or another person) 
compared to forgery in office which does not 
provide for a purpose (both in general and in 
the specified expression) as a mandatory ele-
ment of a criminal offense.

Thus, as for the comparison of the subject 
of criminal offenses provided for in p. 1 of Art. 366 
of CC and p. 1 of Art. 358 CC: 1) in the second 
case, the subject is wider in scope and its part, 
which is not covered by an official document, 
does not enshrines a special provision if an official 
commits the relevant act; 2) the disposition of p. 
1 of Art. 358 of CC characterizes an official docu-
ment through unjustifiably different terminology 
when formulating the features of an official doc-
ument, which in some cases could be regarded 
as identical (for example, when formulating 
the document’s source in p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC, 
the set of subjects differs from that specified in 
the note to the same article: in p. 1 of Art. 358 
of CC, the word “person” is used, and “citizen” – 
in the note etc.), in others – could not (in particu-
lar, in p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC, an official document 
is characterized by “issuance or certification”, 
and forgery in office – by “drawing up, issu-
ance or certification”, as indicated in the note 
to Art. 358 of CC; according to p. 1 of Art. 358 
of CC, an official document grants rights or 
releases from obligations, while in the elements 
of forgery in office it confirms or certifies certain 
events, phenomena or facts that have caused or 
are capable of causing legal consequences, or cre-
ates the possibility of being used as evidence in 
law enforcement activities).

As a result, comparing the elements of crimi-
nal offenses provided for in p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC 
and p. 1 of Art. 366 of CC indicates a conditional 
nature of considering their interrelation as 
a general and special norm. Conditions concern 
the differences in the subject (its type and fea-
tures), the objective aspect (namely, the forms 
of action) and the subjective aspect (namely, 
the purpose) of these criminal offenses, and not 
only the subject of these criminal offenses (gen-
eral in p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC and special (pts. 3, 
4 of Art. 18 of CC) and in p. 1 of Art. 366 of CC).

The above proves at least the erroneous-
ness of the generally accepted correlation 
of the mentioned articles of the law on criminal 
liability as general and special norms, and as 
a maximum – the harmfulness (for rulemaking 
and law enforcement) of using different words 
(terms) and different meanings of the same 
words in the formulation of criminal law norms 
in similar situations.

3. Competition of forgery in office with 
other related norms 

Analysis of the elements of criminal offenses 
under p. 2 of Art. 372 and p. 1 of Art. 409 of CC 

confirms that their objective aspect fully cov-
ers any form of actions constituting forgery 
in office, and the subject is an official. In par-
ticular, Opanasenko V.I. holds that forgery 
of documents is fully covered by p. 2 of Art. 372 
of CC and does not require additional qualifi-
cations under Art. 366 of CC (Opanasenko, 
2019, p. 131). We fully agree with the above 
statement, since the ratio has the nature 
of “whole-part”: forgery in office is a “part”, i.e., 
it is fully covered by the elements of another 
criminal offense, which determines independ-
ence in such cases from a separate qualification 
of the offense committed as forgery in office. The 
objective aspect of forgery in office is “absorbed” 
by the corpus delicti of the above criminal 
offenses because the legislator uses such word-
ing as “artificial creation of evidence” (also used 
in p. 2 of Art. 383 of CC), “falsification”, which 
denote the broader concepts which embrace 
the commission of any form of official forgery. 
Similarly, action denoted in p. 1 of Art. 409 
of CC by the term “forgery” implies any form 
of actions listed in p. 1 of Art. 366 of CC. Conse-
quently, it is quite obvious that there is no addi-
tional need to qualify actions as forgery in office.

4.	 Correlation of forgery in office with other 
special criminal law norms

The current Criminal Code contains 
a set of actus reus of criminal offenses toward 
which forgery in office can act as a general rule, 
thereby creating competition between general 
and special rules. At the same time, the corre-
sponding competition can be called competition 
between special rules, if the rule provided for in 
p. 1 of Art. 358 of CC is considered general in all 
cases under study.

Thus, such a type of competition includes 
the correlation of forgery in office with 
1) the main elements of criminal offenses 
with a special subject (incl. officials from 
among those specified in pts. 3, 4 of Art. 18 
of CC), the objective aspect of which enshrines 
the commission of one or more forms of action, 
which is an element of forgery in office towards 
a limited number of official documents (p. 3 
of Art. 220-1, p.1 of Art. 223-1, p. 2 of Art. 358, 
pts. 1, 2 of Art. 366-2 of CC); 2) qualified ele-
ments of criminal offenses, the objective aspect 
of which enshrines the commission of one or 
more forms of action that is an element of for-
gery in office, involving the qualifying feature 
“commission by an official using his/her official 
position” (p. 4 of Art. 158-3, p. 2 of Art. 205-1).

In the mentioned criminal offenses, 
the objective side involves “entering” inaccurate 
information (data) into an official document, 
with the exception of p. 4 of Art. 158-3 of CC, 
which includes forgery among other things. 
Consequently, the vast majority of special 
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criminal law rules are special only toward one 
of the four possible forms of actions, the com-
mission of which means official forgery. 

The above implies the first problem 
of the relevant type of competition: the com-
mission of any other form of official forgery than 
that specified by a special norm – even if the sub-
ject and other signs of criminal offense fully 
comply with the special norm – requires addi-
tional (individual) qualification of action as for-
gery in office. For instance, if an official commits 
forgery (as indicated, for example, in the title 
of Art. 205-1 of CC) defined by the above norms 
of CC of an official document in any other form 
than “entering” (for example, “issuing” or “cer-
tifying” an official document), there are no 
grounds for qualifying actions under a special 
rule (that is, actions shall be qualified under 
the relevant part of Art. 366 of CC), which 
obviously does not meet the objective for which 
special rules established criminal liability.

In addition, the main elements of criminal 
offenses concerned specify the subject of official 
forgery in the form of entering knowingly false 
information from among those specified by spe-
cial legislation (for example, the Law of Ukraine 
“On Capital Markets and Organized Commod-
ity Markets”, the Regulation on the Procedure 
for the Issue of Shares, Registration and Can-
cellation of Registration of Share Issuance, 
approved by the decision of the National Secu-
rities and Stock Market Commission dated 
November 22, 2023, No. 1308, and others), 
belonging to officials and official documents, 
respectively. This, in turn, necessitates not 
only the determination of each special violator 
of criminal offenses and their subject but also 
the need for their verification by the criteria 
specified in pts. 3, 4 of Art. 18 of CC and the note 
to Art. 358 of CC, respectively.

Special attention should be paid to the corre-
lation of forgery in office with a criminal offense 
under p. 1 of Art. 223-1 of CC. For example, 
Volynets R.A. highlights that at the stage 
of submitting documents to the specific body, 
they contain knowingly false information 
and such actions may be qualified as a completed 
attempt to commit a crime under Art. 223-1 
of CC; such that come within a crime under p. 
1 of Art. 366 of CC; a violation of the procedure 
for issuing securities (p. 1 of Art. 163 of the Code 
of Ukraine on Administrative Offenses (herein-
after referred to CUAO). The scientist believes 
that such actions should be qualified under p. 
1 of Art. 366 of CC but does not provide any 
arguments (Volynets, 2018, p. 191). However, 
the issues under consideration are somewhat 
broader and are related to options for crimi-
nal law qualification in the case if the amount 
of damage does not reach the amount speci-

fied in p. 1 of Art. 223-1 of CC; it is caused to 
another person than determined by this norm, 
or the amount of damage reaches serious conse-
quences (p. 2 of Art. 366 of CC). In our opinion, 
competition is settled in the following way: 1) if 
pecuniary damage is lower than specified in p. 1 
of Art. 223-1 of CC, there is no criminal liabil-
ity for entering knowingly false information by 
an authorized person in the documents submit-
ted for registration of the securities issue; 2) if 
pecuniary damage is caused not to the securities 
investor but to another person, regardless of its 
extent, there is no criminal liability for entering 
knowingly false information by an authorized 
person in the documents submitted for regis-
tration of the securities issue. Such conclusions 
should be made given that the legislator put 
the protection of documents submitted for reg-
istration of security issuance in a separate crimi-
nal law regulation; if they contain false informa-
tion in the above and similar cases, there are no 
grounds for qualification under p. 1 of Art. 366 
of CC, as well as under p. 2 of Art. 366 of CC, if 
pecuniary damage caused by such actions lead 
to serious consequences. Such a conclusion is 
also supported by punishment, which is softer 
under p. 1 of Art. 223-1 of CC compared to p. 1 
of Art. 366 of CC.

In law enforcement activities, forgery in 
office can compete with some other elements 
of criminal offenses (in particular, commit-
ted by a general or special subject, not exclu-
sively by an official, etc.). Thus, the competi-
tion of elements of criminal offenses should be 
considered not only by comparing the actions 
within a set of facts of criminal offenses but 
also by combining them with other legal facts 
(Shapchenko S.D. drew attention to the corpus 
delicti of a criminal offense as the construc-
tion of an information and evaluation model 
of factual circumstances – action combined with 
other legal facts) (Shapchenko, 2009, p. 243). 
Such competing elements of criminal offenses 
include those committed by a common sub-
ject (p. 1 of Art. 199, p. 1 of Art. 200, p. 1 
of Art. 224, p. 1 of Art. 318 of CC) and a special 
subject (p. 1 of Art. 384 of CC). If the subject 
of these criminal offenses meets the criteria 
of pts. 3, 4 of Art. 18 of CC, and the target – 
a note to Art. 358 of CC, the relevant actions 
(only those that are identical) do not require 
additional qualification under the relevant part 
of Art. 366 of CC, that is, the rules for applying 
a special norm are in force. 

5.	 Correlation of forgery in office with other 
criminal offenses

The objective aspect of certain criminal 
offenses implies the commission of acts in rela-
tion to the same target as in the commission 
of forgery in office, which, as a rule, do not over-
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lap in their scope with direct forms of forgery in 
office. Such criminal offenses include, in particu-
lar, those that provide for liability for: 1) commit-
ting an act in the form of “submission”, “provi-
sion” to a designated body or person of an official 
document (or information in an official docu-
ment) with inaccurate data (p. 1 of Art. 158, p. 1 
of Art. 159-1, p. 1 of Art. 209-1, p. 1 of Art. 222, p. 1 
of Art. 232-2, pts. 1, 2 of Art. 351, p. 1 of Art. 351-1 
of CC); 2) committing an act in the form of “noti-
fication” to a body or person of inaccurate (false) 
information (p. 1 of Art. 259, p. 1 of Art. 383, p.1 
of Art. 400-1 of CC). The content of these articles 
of CC does not allow stating unambiguously or 
assuming reasonably that in such cases the pro-
cess of submission (or provision) of the document 
or notification covers, for example, the introduc-
tion of false information into it. In our opinion, in 
such cases, forgery in office requires an individual 
qualification for a set of criminal offenses.

At the same time, there are elements of crim-
inal offenses, the objective aspect of which does 
not provide for the commission of any form of for-
gery in office, although the “forgery” term or sim-
ilar one is used in the construction of the corpus 
delicti of the relevant criminal offense (in par-
ticular, Arts 201, 201-1, 201-3, 201-4, 206-2, 233, 
305, 332-2 of CC). In such cases, forgery in office 
requires a separate criminal law qualification in 
combination with other (abovementioned) crim-
inal offenses.

In addition, a set of CC articles employ 
such words as “forgery”, “falsification", etc., 
but they relate to the commission of specific 
actions toward different objects than official 
documents (for example, p. 1 of Art. 263-1, p. 1 
of Art. 265, p. 1 of Art. 321-1, p. 3 of Art. 361, p. 1 
of Art. 362 of CC).

6.	 Correlation of forgery in office with cer-
tain administrative offenses

The objective aspect of certain administra-
tive offenses involves the commission of an act in 
the form of forgery of a specific official document 
or a group of such documents, for example: p. 1 
of Art. 135-1 (act – “production”, subject mat-
ter – “tickets, other travel documents, documents 
for the carriage of goods, postage paid, labeled 
products, international coupons for reply, iden-
tity cards for international postal exchange”), 
pts. 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 of Art. 96 (act – “provision 
of inaccurate data”, subject matter – “notifica-
tion of the beginning of preparatory/construc-
tion work”, “declaration of object readiness for 
operation”, “act of object readiness for opera-

tion”), p. 8 of Art. 164 (act –“provision of inac-
curate information in the document”, subject 
matter – “notification of the commencement 
of economic activity”), p. 1 of Art. 164-12 (act – 
“inclusion of inaccurate information in the doc-
ument”, subject matter – “budget request”), p. 
1 of Art. 164-18 of CUAO (act – “provision 
of knowingly false information”, subject mat-
ter – “application for termination of copyright 
and (or) related rights violations”). 

According to Miskiv D. M. & Hazdai-
ka-Vasylyshyn I. B., deliberate introduction by 
the declaration subject of knowingly false infor-
mation into the declaration of a person author-
ized to perform the functions of the state or local 
self-government shall be qualified as forgery in 
office, not as an administrative offense under 
p 4 of Art. 172-6 of CUAO, if such data differ 
from reliable information at the amount of up 
to 500 subsistence rates for able-bodied persons 
(Miskiv, Hazdaika-Vasylyshyn, 2022, p. 109).

At the same time, in a similar legal sit-
uation, guided by the principle of legal cer-
tainty, the Supreme Court in its resolution No. 
727/5768/18 as of 15.02.2021 concluded that 
the provision of false data in the declaration 
of object readiness for operation under the cir-
cumstances established by the courts indicates 
the absence of elements of forgery in office 
and the presence of elements of the adminis-
trative offense provided for in p. 13 of Art. 96 
of CUAO.

Competition of forgery in office with cer-
tain administrative offenses creates problems: 
1) related to the difference in the variants of legal 
qualification of an act under the norms of CUAO 
or CC due to different sanctions (type and extent 
of punishments and penalties); 2) vague inter-
pretation and application of p. 6 of Art. 3, Art 11 
of CC, p. 2 of Art. 9, Art. 253 of CUAO; 3) various 
legal consequences (including those provided for 
in Arts. 69, 75 of CC, the Law of Ukraine “On 
Combating Corruption”, etc.), which occur 
depending on: a) the qualification of action as 
a criminal or administrative offense; b) the qual-
ification of action as a corruption, corruption-re-
lated criminal offense, or corruption-related 
administrative offense or as a criminal or admin-
istrative offense that does not belong to such.

In our opinion, cases which contain objec-
tive and subjective signs of the corpus delict 
of forgery in office but illegal acts are commit-
ted against a particular official document, any 
forgery form of which constitutes the objective 
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aspect of an administrative offense regardless 
of any other mandatory signs of the corpus 
delicti of such an administrative offense, the rel-
evant act cannot be qualified as forgery in office 
(even in cases which lack additional mandatory 
signs of an administrative offense (for example, 
purpose), a sufficient number of certain quantita-
tive indicators of the subject matter of an admin-
istrative offense, etc.). Singling out a specific 
official document or a group of such documents 
as the subject of actions identical in content 
to the forms of forgery in office, the legislator 
“derived” these documents from the legal protec-
tion of the norm provided for in Art. 366 of CC.

As N. O. Antoniuk rightly notes, the differ-
entiation of criminal liability by constructing 
special norms should be based on considering, 
first of all, a significant change in the social dan-
ger of the act committed, given the correspond-
ing differentiating sign, the prevalence of such 
acts, and the timeliness of introducing appro-
priate amendments (Antoniuk, 2023, p. 418). At 
the same time, the above comparisons of forgery 
in office with administrative offenses indicate 
that none of these criteria is obviously available 
when it comes to forgery in office.

7.	 Conclusions
The above problems caused by the compe-

tition of forgery in office with other criminal 
and administrative offenses make it possible to 
formulate at least the following conclusions: 
1) comparing forgery in office with other crimi-
nal offenses, it is necessary to primarily proceed 
from the fact that its main elements are charac-
terized by the subject matter – an official docu-
ment, the objective aspect – action in the form 
of “compilation”, “issuance”, “introduction”, 
“other kind of forgery”, the subject – an official, 
the subjective aspect – guilt in the form of direct 
intent; 2) the presence in the competing CC 
norms of all of these forms of actions (if there are 
other signs of the element of forgery in office) 
excludes the qualification of the committed as 
forgery in office, and vice versa, if the disposi-
tion of the competing norm does not enshrine 
a certain form of the committed act of forgery 
in office, then it shall be qualified under the rel-
evant part of Art. 366 of CC where it is not cov-
ered by the relevant norm; 3) an act that contains 
all the signs of forgery in office but committed 
toward a certain official document, the encroach-
ment of which is singled out as a separate criminal 
or administrative offense, is qualified exclusively 
by the rule of CC or CUAO, which provides for 

such a special offense; 4) in some cases, the type 
of official document affects the criminalization 
of the act or the type and extent of punishment for 
forgery of the relevant document; 5) the imper-
fection of legal regulation of CC and CUAO 
at the stage of establishing responsibility for 
a certain offense has the consequence: a) the cre-
ation of unnecessary special rules by criminaliz-
ing the forgery of a certain document, which has 
already been and remains criminally punishable; 
b) the lack of consistency in the types and extent 
of punishments; c) the designation of essentially 
the same actions with different terms (words) 
that denote different, not always the same “pro-
cesses” or forms of forgery in office; 6) the current 
state of legal regulation casts doubt on the exist-
ence of specific criminal law norms (in particular, 
Art 366 of CC); 7) the issues raised are the sub-
ject of scientific discussion and require further 
scientific development.
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