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AbStraCt | The purpose of the article is to consistently and comprehensively reveal the issues of
originalism and to study the main stages of development of the modern originalist theory of
interpretation of the US Constitution from the point of view of doctrinal, theoretical-legal and practical
positions.
The novelty of the article consists in the development of doctrinal provisions of originalism as a method of
interpreting the Constitution by the US Supreme Court at various stages of its development.
It is found that at the initial stage, the originalism of original intentions, also called old originalism or
intentionalism, was considered as a mechanism for implementing the doctrine of judicial restraint within the
framework of constitutional proceedings, which is expressed in the limitation of judicial discretion and the
manifestation of judicial respect for the choice of the legislator (judicial deference) in the form of revealing the
intentions of persons who participated in the development of constitutional provisions.
[t is shown that originalism became an attempt to theoretically substantiate the need to move away from liberal
judicial activism, calling on the judges of the US Supreme Court to recognize laws as unconstitutional only in
extreme cases. Originalism later combined doctrinal views about original (primary) social meaning and the
distinction between the concepts of "interpretation” and "constructionism".
Itis argued that the opposition of the originalist concept of constitutional interpretation to the concepts of strict
(narrow) interpretation (strict constructionism) or free (broad) interpretation (overbreadth constructionism)
is devoid of any meaning, since they are all different methodological approaches to the study of the dialectically
unified process of interpreting the Constitution. Supporters of each of the concepts use different types of
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sources of constitutional law, base their conclusions on different types of legal understanding: positivism
(normativism) and neopositivism (living constitution).
Conclusions. In contrast to the originalist method, strict constructionism holds that the U.S. Constitution should
be interpreted narrowly ("strict constructionism"). The modern originalist theory of interpretation of the US
Constitution is characterized by a lower focus on criticism of the "Warren Court" and a lower commitment to
the doctrine of judicial restraint. The doctrine of modern originalism as a method of interpreting the
Constitution is more substantiated and allows for the use of non-originalist methods of interpretation. It is
shown that modern originalism remains within the distinctive properties of originalism, based on the idea of
the invariability of the meaning of the Constitution from the moment of its adoption.

Keywords: US Constitution, US Supreme Court, judicial constitutional review, interpretation of the US
Constitution, constructionism, originalism, judicial restraint, judicial activism.

AHOTaL[iH | MeT.a CTaTTi MOJIAATaE B H.OCJli,ELOBHOMy % POSFOPHYTOMY posxpn:rTi pr)6JIGIMaTI/IKI/.I. OpI/II‘i"-.
HaJli3My Ta JOCJiJKeHHI OCHOBHMX eTalliB PO3BUTKY Cy4acHOI OpPHUTiHa/IiCTCbKOI Teopil

TayMadeHHs1 Konctutynii CIIA 3 norsisiay JOKTpUHA/IBHUX, TEOPETUKO-NIPABOBUX | NPAKTUYHUX NMO3ULLIH.
HoBu3Ha cTaTTi noJsisirae B po3po61i JOKTPUHAIBHUX [0J10KEHb OPUTiHaNi3My IK METOAY TJyMauyeHHs KoH-
ctutynii BepxoBHuM cynom CIIA Ha pi3HUX eTanax KOTO PO3BUTKY Ta 3 NO3UL[id MO3UTUBICTCHKOTO 1 HEOTO-
3UTHUBICTCHKOIO TUIIIB IPABOPO3yMiHHA.
3’sicoBaHo, 1110 Ha NMOYaTKOBIH cTajil opyuriHasiaM nepBicHUX HaMipiB (cTapuil opuriHaiiam a6o iHTeHIioHa-
JIi3M), pO3IJIsiAaBcs IK MexaHi3M BTiJIEHHS B »KUTTS B paMKax KOHCTUTYLIMHOTO CyJOYMHCTBA JJOKTPHUHHU Cy-
JoBoi crpuMaHocTi (judicial restraint), o BupakaeTbcsi B o6MexxeHHi cysoBoro poscyay (judicial discretion)
Ta IposiBi cyzoBoi moBaru Ao Bu6opy 3akoHoaBA (judicial deference) misgxoM BUsBAeHHS HaMipiB ocib, AKi
OpaJ/iu y4acThb ¥ po3po61ii KOHCTUTYLiMHUX OJI0XKEHb.
[TokazaHo, 1110 OpUTiHaJi3M CTaB CPOOOI0 TEOPETUYHO OOI'PYHTYBATH HEeOOXiAHICTh BiAxoay Bix Jibepasib-
HOT'O CyZJ0BOTO aKTHUBIi3My, 3aKJIMKawouu cyazis BepxosHoro cyay CIIA Bu3HaBaTH 3aKOHM HEKOHCTUTYIIiH-
HHUMM JIMLIE Y KpaiHiX BUMagKax. 3ro/joM OpuriHa/ai3M oeAHaB JOKTPUHA/IbHI TOT/IAAM PO OpUTiHaibHe (Te-
pBicHe) cycIijibHe 3Ha4eHHs Ta PO PO3MEXKYBaHHS NOHATD «TJYMayeHHI» i «kKOHCTPYKIiOHI3M».
AprymMeHTOBaHO, 1110 MTPOTUCTAaBJAEHHS OPUTiHAMICTChbKOI KOHIEMNIIil KOHCTUTYLIMHOI iHTepnpeTalii /0 KOHIle-
NI KOPCTKOro (BYy3bKOTO) TyyMadeHHs1 (strict constructionism) 4w BiJIbHOTO (IIMPOKOr0) TJyMadyeHHs
(overbreadth constructionism) no36aBsieHe 6y/1b-SIKOTO CEHCY, OCKIJIbKA BCi BOHHM € Pi3HUMH MeTO/10JI0Tiv-
HUMH NiZIX0JaMH [0 BUBYEHHA Jlia/leKTUYHO ELUHOTrO npouecy TayMadeHHA Koncrutyuii. [[puxunbHUKH KO-
»HO{ i3 KOHIIeNIii1 BUKOPUCTOBYIOTh Pi3HI BUJAM Kepes KOHCTUTYI[IHHOTO paBa, OGIPYHTOBYIOTh CBOI BU-
CHOBKH, BUXO/SIYH 3 NMO3UIiH Pi3HUX TUIIB MPAaBOPO3yMiHHSA: MO3UTUBICTCbKOTO (HOpMaTHBi3My) i Heomo3u-
THUBICTCHKOTO (’KUBOI KOHCTHUTYIIII).
BucHoBKH. [lOKTpHHA Cy4aCHOTO OpUTriHaNi3aMy sIK MeTOy T/JiyMaueHHs1 KoHcTuTy1il 6ibi1 06rpyHTOBaHa U
JIONYCKAa€ 3aCTOCYBaHHS HEOPUTIHAICTChKUX MeTO/IB TAyMadeHHs. [lokasaHo, 1110 Cy4YacHUH OpuUriHai3M 3a-
JIMIIAETHCS B MeXax Bi/MIHHUX BJIaCTUBOCTeN OpUTiHa/i3My, BUXO/AAYM 3 i/le]l He3MIHHOCTI 3HaYeHHs KOHCTHU-
Ty1ii 3 MoMeHTY il NpuiHATTA. Ha BiiMiHy BiJl MeToly opuriHasiiaMy, 3a 2)KOPCTKUM (BY3bKHM) KOHCTPYKILiO-
HizMoM Konctutynito CIIA cip TiyMauyuTH By3bKo (strict constructionism). Cy4acHiil opurinanicTcbkiit Teo-
pii TiymadeHHs KonctuTyuii CIIA npuTaMaHHa MeHIA OPiEHTOBaHICTb HAa KpUTHUKY «Cyay YoppeHa» i MeH1ua
NIPUXUJIBHICTD 10 JOKTPUHHU CYL0BOI CTPUMAHOCTI.

Kawwuoesi caoea: Kouctutyuia CIIA, Bepxosauii cyn CIIA, cyloBUH KOHCTUTYIL[iIMHUNA KOHTPOJIb, TJIY-
MaueHHA KoHctuTyuii CILIA, KOHCTPYKLiOHI3M, OpUriHaJi3M, CyZ0Ba CTPUMAHICTh, CYyJOBUH aKTHBI3M.

IlocranoBKa npo6sieMu. TiymaueHHs1 Konctutyuii CILIA 3/1iHiCHIOEThCS YITOBHOBaXKEHUM OPraHOM
- BepxoBuuM Cygom CIIIA 3 MeTo10 3arajibHOOGOB'SI3KOBOI'0 PO3’SICHEHHSI NOHATb, GOPMYJIIOBaHb Ta
HOpM, 10 MicTATbCs B TekcTi KoHctuTyuii. TaymadenHs HopMm KoHcTuTynil nepejbadae Takox 3'scy-
BaHHfA CEHCY, BKJIaJleHOr0 B KOHCTUTYLiMHY HOpMY IpaBOTBOPYMM OPTraHOM, AJid ii IpaBUJIbHOTO 3aCTO-
CYBaHHA.

fAkmo Ha nepmwomy etani fii KoHcTuTywii T/iyMaueHHs NOB’si3aHe NepeBaXKHO 3 il TEKCTOM, TO Ha
HACTYNHUX eTanax nepes, iIHTepnpeTaToOpoM IIOCTAE 3aBAaHHA KOpeJALil KOHCTUTYLIMHUX HOPM | HOBUX
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cycninibHUX BigHocuH. Came ToMy, o KoHctuTtynia CIIA »xopcTka, a npoleAypa BHECEHHS A0 Hel 3MiH i
JIOTIOBHEHD YCKJIaJiHeHa, TayMadyeHHs1 KoncruTyuii CILIA nosisirae B nofos1anHi BepxoBHuM CyZjoM HEBU-
3HAYEHOCTi B pO3yMiHHI il MOJIOXKEHB, Y 3’ ICYBaHHI 06’€EKTUBHOT0 CEHCY Ta BUSBJIEHHI MO3UTHUBHUX Mpa-
BOBUX NMMPUHLMIIIB, [0 MiCTATHCS B Hil.

[Ipu bOMy He BapTo 3a6yBaTH, 110 TiyMayeHHS KOHCTUTYLiI He TOBUHHO BUKOPUCTOBYBATHUCH SIK
cnoci6 npuxoBaHoro neperJsay KonctuTyuii, BiAMoOBY Bif 3acTocyBaHHA I NpUHIMIIB i HOPM, 1[0 Iepe-
CTaJIy BIiAIOBIAATH iHTepecaM MaHiBHUX MOJITUYHUX CUJ Y CYCIIIbCTBI.

AHauti3 ocTaHHiX Aoc/igKeHb i ny6sikanii. [luTaHHA Teopii Ta MPaKTHKU TJyMadyeHHS HOPM
NpaBa, 30KpeMa 3aCTOCyBaHHSI MeTOAY OpHUriHa/isMy B TJayMadeHHiI KoHcTuTynii cygasamu BepxoBHOTO
Cyny CIIIA BucsiT/itoBasu y nybJiikanisx B. biryx, M. AB6esb (M. Avbelj), xx. BenroeTyea (J. Bengoetxea),
B. Bpensi (W. Bradley), I1. Bpect (P. Brest), ®. bugnuucskoro (F. Bydlynski), E. Bopuap (E. Borchard), P.
BapHeTT (R. Barnett), P. Bopk (R. Bork), X. I'pem (H. Graham), I'. TackpodT (G. Huscroft), x. Mak Tinic (J.
Mc Ginnis), X. Xapt (H. Hart), P. Kei1 (R. Kay), E. JleBroBcbKa (E. Letowska), B. Maiikn3 (W. Michaels), X.
Monaras (H. Monaghan), ii. Octengopda (J. Ostendorf), M. Panmanopt (M. Rappaport), A. Cakc (A. Sacks),
JI. Contym (L. Solum) Ta iH.

CrafiKOEMHICTh HAYKOBUX JOC/IPKEeHb Y Teopil OpUJUYHOI TeXHIKH, 30KpeMa TJIyMadyeHHs HOpM
MpaBa, 03B0OJISIE PO3KPUTH JOKTPUHAJIbHI I0JI0’KEHHA OpPUTiHA/i3My K MeToy TayMadeHHd KoHcTHUTY-
uii Bepxosuum Cyznom CIIA Ha pi3sHHX eTanax WOro po3BUTKY Ta 3 MO3ULIM NO3UTUBICTCHKOIO 1 HEOTO-
3UTUBICTCHKOTO THUIIiB IPABOPO3YMiHHSA.

MeTa J0C/IiAKEeHHA N10J4ra€ B IOCAiJOBHOMY i PO3TOPHYTOMY PO3KPHUTTI Npo06IeMaTUKN OpUTi-
HaJli3My Ta JOCJi/PKeHHI OCHOBHHUX eTaliB PO3BUTKY Cy4acHOI OPUTiHaJIICTCbKOI Teopil TayMadyeHHs KoH-
ctutyuii CIIA 3 morngy JOKTpHUHAJBHUX, TEOPETUKO-IIPABOBUX | IPAaKTUYHUX MMO3ULIH.

3 MeTOl0 BU3HAYEHHS ICTOTHHUX, XapaKTepPHUX OCOBGJHMBOCTEN Ta O3HAK OpPHUTiHA/II3My K MeTOAY
TiiyMadeHHA KoHcTuTyuii cyanamu BepxosHoro Cyay CIIA BUKOpUCTAaHO HU3KY METOZIB JOC/IiPKEHHS.
Y MeToA0/10Ti4YHIH OCHOBI 1OC/TiIPKEHHSA JIEXKUTH METO/, IOPUAUYHOI HAYKH, AIKUH € CUCTEMOIO 3aC06iB Ti-
3HaHHA IIpaBa Ta OXOIUIIOE TakKi migcucteMy, sK: ¢piiocoPpchki 3acobu; 3arajbHOHAYKOBI 3aco6U; crenia-
JIbHO-IOPUJIUYHI 3ac061; METOLUKU M TeXHIKH JocaifkeHHA. KoHIlenTyaJlbHO-MeTOA010IYHO0 OCHO-
BO10 pOOOTH CTaB KOMIIPEXeHAHUH, [isIIbHICHUY, iCTOPUYHUN Ta NOPiBHAJIbHO-NIPAaBOBUM MiAXif.

Bukaj ocHOBHOro marepiany mociaig:xkeHHs. Y CUIA, y 3B’a3Ky 3 TiiymaueHHsAM KoHcTuTynii,
chopMyBasocs AeKibKa Teopii CyJ0BOT0 TJIyMadeHHs: TEKCTYali3My, OpUTriHali3My, >)KOPCTKOI0 TJIyMa-
YeHHSH (strict  constructionism), dyHKIiOHaANI3MY, JOKTpHHaJI3MYy, JleBeJIONIMEHTAJIi3My
(developmentalism), koHTeKCcTyasni3My (iCTOpUYHOrO YK PAaKTUYHOTO), CTPYKTYpasi3My; MOEJHAHHS 3a-
3Ha4YeHUX Teopii. OfHi€ KOropTom iHTepnpeTaTopiB KOHCTUTYLiA TIyMadUThCS, BUXOAAYH 3 YABJIEHb
NpO Te, 1[0 BOHA € «?KWBOIO», a iHIII0I0 — HA OCHOBI MOpaJIbHUX NlepeKOHaHbL.

JMCKyCiliHI IUTaHHSA, IKI BAHUKAIOTh Y NIPOLeci CyJ0BOr0 IPaB03acTOCyBaHHS, IOIIUPIOIOTHCS 3a
MeXi Tak 3BAaHOTO YHUCTOTO TJyMadeHHs TeKCTy. [lif yac aHasmi3y MpaBoOBOro TEKCTY JIeTAIbHOTO po3’sic-
HEHHA BUMaralThb IpaBWJIa, LiHHOCTI Ta ifgel. Ak ctBepaxye E. JIeBTOBCbKA, 3aCTOCYBaHHA HOPM IIpaBa
CyJlaMU IlepeZibadya€ He TiJIbKU Je[lyKIito, ajle i1 MOCTiIMHY afanTalilo 3aKOHOJABCTBA [0 NPOTUIEKHUX
CY/I0BUX iHTepIpeTalin.

®. BuIMHCKI, OCTIHKYI0YM MHOKHHHICTb CMHCJIiB HOPM MPaBa, 3allpONOHYBaB HalaBaTH Nepe-
Bary TOMy, IKMH 3akpinieHud y KOHCTHUTYLIl SIK 0OCHOBOIOJIOXKHE MPaBO, TOOTO «APYKHHUM» 10 OCHOB-
HOTO 3aKOHY3.

OpuriHasisM He TiJIbKU € OAHUM i3 HalcTapiuux MeToAiB TaymMaueHHsA KoHcTuTylii, a i monpu
cmepTh A. Ckasia, HalbisbII BifoMoro opuriHaicta y BepxoBHomy Cypai CIIA, sik i paHiuie mae 6arato
NPUXUJIBHUKIB cepes, CYALIB BUILOIO CYZ0BOr0 OpraHy L€l KpaiHU, y TOMY YMCJl THUX, AKUX He MOXHa
3apaxyBaTH /10 KOHCepBAaTUBHUX IOPUCTIB.

1 BiryH B. C. ®inocodis npaBocyas: ines ta 3aificHenHs. C. 25.
2 Letowska E. Pozaprocesowe znaczenie uzasadnien sadowych. Panstwo i Prawo. 1997. Ne5. S. 16.
3 Bydlynski F. Juristische Methodenlehre und Rechtsbegriff. Wien; New York: Springer, 1991. S. 455-456.
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Toai Ik TEKCTyaliCTChbKi MiX0AHM 10 KOHCTUTYI[IHHOTO TJyMayeHHs POKYCYIOThCS BUKJIIOYHO Ha
TEKCTi JOKYMEHTa, OPUTiHAJNICTChKI MifX0Au po3r/sajaloTb 3HaYeHHS KoHCTUTYLII y TOMYy BUTIJSAAL, ¥
SIKOMY BOHa pO3yMiJjiacs, IpUHAWMHI [1eSIKOI0 YaCTUHOIO HaceJIeHHs] B MOMEHT ii 3acHyBaHHs. Xo4a LeH
MeTO/, 3a3BHYail Ha3UBAalOTh «OPUTiHAII3MOM», BUY€Hi-KOHCTUTYLIOHAJIICTH He AiNIIJIU €JUHOTO BUCHO-
BKY IIPO Te, 110 O3HAYa€ A CyAAi IPUHAHATH L0 MeTO/0JIO0TII0 TIyMadyeHHs TeKCTy KoHCTUTY LI

OpuriHanicTy, oiHaK, y 1ijioMy 3roJiHi 3 TUM, 110 TeKcT KoHcTUTyii mijiyisirae «06’eKTUBHIN ifjeH-
TUdikalii» 3 MOMEHTY NPUNHATTSA, a 3aBAAHHA CyA/iB Ta iHIIMX BiJOBiJa/IbHUX TJyMayiB MOJISATAE Y
TOMY, 11106 CKOHCTPYIOBATH Lieil epBiCHUI 3MiCT.

Xo4 sIK He AUBHO, OPUTiHAJIICTH 3060B’s13aHi HA3BOIO CBOEI Teopii 0JHOMY 3 HAMOi/IbII BiOMUX il
onoHeHTiB - [I. bpecty, axkuit y 1980 p. po3KpUTHKYBaB 0JHY 3 NleplInX ii Bepcil. [IposiB MeTOAy OpUriHa-
JIi3My MOXKHa BiJICTEKUTH, HAPUKJIAJ, y BijloMoMy pimeHHi BepxoBHoro Cyay 3a crpaBow Marbury v.
Madison#* (1803). 3okpeMa, cyaas €. KeliraH, BijoMa cBOiMH JiiGepaJIbHUMU NOTJisgaMy, Ha CEHaTChKUX
CJIyXaHHAX 10/0 11 npyu3HadeHHd 140 BepxoBHoro Cyay 3a3Ha4yuJ1a, L0 «HUHI MU BCi — opuriHazictu». Te-
pMiHu 3ano3uyeHi B /. BosikiHa, AKUH yBiB y HAYKOBUHN 0GIT MOHATTS «OpPUTiHAII3M» Ta KOPUTIHAICT»S.

Y HayKOBHX Iy6JIiKaLisiX BAKOPUCTOBYBAJIMCA CX0XKi Ta CIOpiAHEH] IOHATTSA 3al0Br0 [0 OMyOJIiKy-
BaHH# po6oTH II. BpecTa, BTiM 1o 1980 p. HiXTO He onlepyBaB MOHATTSAMH, 3aIPONIOHOBAHUMH LM aBTO-
pome.

Y 1960-Ti poku B akaZeMiuHil ropugnuHin gitepatypi CLIIA gomiHyBaau ifel «xKMBOI KOHCTUTYLIiI»
Ta MOB’SI3aHOT0 3 HEI0 CyZI0BOT0 aKTUBi3My. IHTepec BUeHUX /10 OpUriHa/Ii3aMy 6YB MiHiMaJbHUI?, a caM
BiH, 32 TBEP/PKEHHSM JleIKUX aBTOPIB, OyB NPaKTUYHO MePTBUMS.

BigpomxeHHs iHTepecy 10 opuriHaiiamy noe’sizaHe 3 im’siMm npodecopa P. bopka (HoMmiHOBaHOTO ¥
1988 p. na nocany cynni BepxosHoro cyny CIIA npesuzneHnToM P. Peliranom), sikuit y 1971 p. nifiaB Kpu-
THULi CyZJ0BUM aKTHUBIi3M, BUSIBJIEHUH Y pillleHHAX BepxoBHOro cyAy B mepioj rosioByBaHHsa E. YoppeHa
(1950-1960 pp.). Buenui 06IrpyHTYBaB, L0 CyA0Be TJayMadyeHHs KoHcTUTYLii Mae 6yTH MoOB’s13aHe 3 1o-
YaTKOBHMMM HaMipaMHU «6aTbKiB-3aCHOBHUKIB». [lopyllleHHs1 BKa3aHOr'0 NPUHLUIY NIPU3BOAUTD 0 irHO-
pyBaHH# cyaasaMu KoHcTuTywii, a 0TKe, i BOJIi 3aKOHHUX NpeJCTaBHUKIB aMepUKaHCbKOIro Hapoay («6a-
TbKiB-3aCHOBHUKIB») BiJIbHO 0OUPATH LIiIHHOCTI, HA AKHUX I'PYHTYIOThCS pillleHHS Y KOHCTUTYLiMHUX cripa-
Bax. ToMy TJlyMa4yeHHS, siIKe He 3aCHOBaHe Ha N10YaTKOBUX HaMipaX, He MOe CIpUHMMaTUCA fK JIeTriTh-
MHe®.

3a3HavyeHU NijxiJ y HAyKOBi# JiTepaTypi HA3UBAETLCA OPUTiHANI3MOM MOYAaTKOBHUX HAMIpiB.

OpuriHanism nepBicHUX HaMipiB (cTapuil opuriHati3M abo iHTeHLioHaMi3M)10 BUKOHYBAB pOJib Me-
XaHi3My peaJjizauii B MeXax KOHCTUTYLLIHHOI0 CyZOYMHCTBA JOKTPHUHH CyZ0BOI ctpuMaHocTi (judicial
restraint), ska BUpaXkaJiacs B o6MexkeHHi cyzioBoro po3cyay (judicial discretion) Ta nposiBi cy/1oBoi moBaru
Jlo BUbopy 3akoHoaB14 (judicial deference) muisxoM BUsIBJIEHHSI HaMipiB 0cib, sIKi 6pa/iy y4acTb y po3-
poO6Ii KOHCTUTYLIMHUX MOJ0XEHb.

Y npaktuni BepxoBHoro cyay CIIA TakoX 3aCTOCOBYETHCA LOKTPUHA iHTEHLIOHAJIi3My, 30KpeMa
MeTOo/, TJIyMadyeHHs], LI[0 [PYHTYEThCS Ha iHTeHuii (Hamipi) 3akoHoAaBu. [IpoLiecu aHami3y TEKCTY 3aKo-
HO/IaBUOT0 aKTa Ta Clipoba BUSIBJIEHHSI 3aKOHOAABYOI iHTeH1Iii (HaMipy) B3aEMoONoB’s13aHi, yTiM nepeBara
HaZlaeTbCA TeKCTy. ToMy cy g 3HaX04UTh HaMip aBTOpa HOPMHU IIpaBa Ha OCHOBI BUKJ/IaZ[eHOT'O B TEKCTI
3aKOHY, a He Ha OCHOBI Cy6’EKTUBHOI AYMKHU aBTOpall.

4 Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 1 Cranch 137 137 (1803). URL: https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/5/137

5 Brest P. The Misguided Quest for the Original Understanding. Boston University Law Review. 1980. Vol. 60.

6 Borchard E. The Supreme Court and Private Rights. Yale Law Journal. 1938. Vol. 47. P. 1063; Graham H. The «Conspiracy The-
ory» of the Fourteenth Amendment. Yale Law Journal. 1938. Vol. 48. P. 171.

7 Kesavan V., Paulsen M. The Interpretive Force of the Constitution’s Secret Drafting History. Georgetown Law Journal. 2003. Vol.
91.P.1137-1159.

8 Barnett R. An Originalism for Nonoriginalists. Loyola Law Review. 1999. Vol. 45. P. 611.

9 Bork R. Neutral Principles and Some First Amendment Problems. Indiana Law Journal. 1971. Vol. 47.

10 Michaels W. A Defense of Old Originalism. Western New England Law Review. 2009. Vol. 31. P. 21.

11 Cepentok B. 10. JlokTpuHa iHTeH1jioHaMi3My B TlyMayeHHi HopM npasa. C. 86.
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[Ipup’sa3ka Cyay A0 opuUriHaJIbHOTO Po3yMiHHS TeKCcTy KOHCTUTYyIil rapaHTyBaJjia HEMOXKJIUBICTD
yXBaJIEHHS pillleHb, MO/[IGHUX 10 THX, AKi 6y/au npuiHATI «CyaoM YoppeHa», TO6TO 3aCHOBAaHHX Ha 0CO-
O6UCTUX MOpaIbHUX NTEPEKOHAHHSX CYy//iB, a He Ha AiiicHOMY 3HaueHHi KoHCcTUTY1ii!2.

TakyuM YHHOM, OpHUTiHaIi3M NepBiCHUX HAMipiB MpPeTeHAYBAB Ha POJib TEOPIi, 34aTHOI 3a0€3MeYUTH
00MeXKeHHS cyZ1oBoro po3cyay!s. Toai k JesKi opUriHa/IiCTH 3alpONOHYBAIM MPH TayMadeHHiI KoHCTH-
Tyuil BUXO/JUTHU He 3 HaMipiB «6aThKiB-3aCHOBHUKIBY», a 3 mepBicHOro po3yMminHA KoHcTuTyii oco6amy,
SKi 6paJiv y4acTh y 3aTBep/KeHHi TekcTy KoHCcTHUTYy1iT a60 monpaBok /0 Hel.

BaraTo nuTaHb, 3a3HaYe€HUX KPUTHKAMHU OpHUTiHaIi3My, 3a/IMILIUINCA Hepo3B'a3aHUMU. OlHaK Lie
CBOEPiHE BifraaykeHHsl CTaporo opuriHajaismy, Ha JyYMKY JileIKMX aBTOpiB, He JihlIe 6yJI0 CIpsIMOBaHe
Ha ocJabJieHHs BIUIMBY icTopii y KOHCTUTYIiHHOMY TJyMayeHHi, a ¥ cTajo cnpo6ow mNojoJaTH
«Cy0’€KTHUBI3M», BJJACTUBUIM KOHIIEMNLi] NepBiCHUX HaMipiB, a/ike BU3HAYAJIbHUM y TJyMaueHHi KoHCTH-
TyLii cTalOTh He Cy6’'eKTUBHI HaMipu «6aThKiB-3aCHOBHHUKIBY, a po3yMiHHSA TeKcTy KoHCcTUTY1Ii 0co6amy,
AKi 11 IpUHAHSIN.

Bcynepey opuriHa/siaMmy HoHopuriHa/i3aM 30pieHTOBaHUM HA eBoJiroIlito KoHcTuTyii, o nae 6i-
JIbLII MOXJIMBOCTI 3aCTOCYBaHHSA NPUHLMUITY PiBHOCTI LIOA0 TEMHOLIKIPHUX, KIHOK, [IpeCTaBHUKIB MeH-
LIMH, a 1K IPUKJIaJ HeaJleKBaTHOI0 CyZ,0BOT0 PillleHHs, YXBaJIEHOT'0 3 OPUTiHAIiCTChbKUX NMO3UIiH, MOXXHA
HaBecTH pileHHs1 BepxoBHoro cyny CIIA y cnipaBi «Brown v. Board of Education!*» (1954 p.), sike 6yJio0
BU3HAHO HEKOHCTUTYLIHHUM.

YcnimHIinuM y noo/1aHHI KpUTUKU CTApOT0 OPUTiHAJII3My CTaJI0 3BepHEHHS OPUTiHAJICTIB 0 HO-
BOTO NIOHATTA — «IIepBiCHe cycnisbHe 3HaYeHHsA». Horo cyTh noJ1Arae B TOMy, 1110 BUpilllaJbHa PoJib y TIY-
MadeHHI KoHcTUTYyLIT BifBOAUTHCA PO3YMIHHIO KOHCTUTYLIMHOIO TEKCTY HA MOMEHT WOr0 YXBaJ/IeHHS.
Xoya aBTOpPCTBO GOPMYJ/IIOBAaHHS NOHSATTSA CIpaBeAIuBO NpUnucyetbes . JloyceHy, 3aralbHOBHU3HAHO,
1110 B 110T0 MOsABi BUpillasibHA poJib HaMexUThb cyAai A. Ckasnia. Buctynarouu 1986 p. He3af0Bro 1o cBOro
NMpU3HauYeHHs roaoBot BepxoBHoro cyay CIIIA, nepeg cniBpo6iTHUKaMU K)pUCKOHCYIbCBKOI cayx6u Mi-
HicTepcTBa octunil CIIA, A. Ckastia 3akJIMKaB OPUCKOHCYJIbTIB «3MIHUTH APJIUK», BIAMOBUBIIUCH BiJi 10-
KTPUHU NepBiCHUX HaMipiB HAa KOPUCTb JOKTPUHHU NlepBicHOTO 3Ha4YeHHs. [es 6y/1a nigTprMaHa 6iabLii-
CTIO0 BUEHUX-OPHUTiHAJIICTIBS.

Ha Haie nepekoHnaHHs, npomno3ullis A. CkaJjia cTasa nepuuM cepio3HUM BHECKOM Y Ai€BY, GiJbIl
0GI'PYHTOBaHY Ta CTIMKY 10 KPUTUKH CYNIPOTHUBHUKIB Teopito opuriHaiaismy. Amxe TiaymadeHHst KoHcTH-
TyLil, 'pyHTOBaHe Ha N0YaTKOBUX HaMipax, MOe IIPU3BeCTH Ji0 pe3y/bTaTiB, HeCyMICHUX i3 BepXOBeHC-
TBOM IIpaBa, fK-OT THUpaHis. [IpaBUTh 3aKOH, a He HaMipy 3aKOHOZABLA. TakKMM YMHOM, OCOOUCTI,
Cy6’eKTHBHI Ta My6J1iYHO He BUpaXKeHi epBicHI HaMipu 6y/1M TPaKTUYHO IPOTUCTABJIEHI 06'€EKTUBHOMY
3HA4YEeHHIO 3araJIbHOAO0CTYNHOTr0 TeKcTy KoHCcTUTYL{l.

3a3HavyeHu niaxiz Ao TaymadeHHs KoHcTuTynii, Ha3BaHui I'. JloycoHOM opUTiHaNICTCHKUM TeKC-
TyaJ1i3aMOM, BU3HA4YaBCs [IUM aBTOPOM fIK CI0Ci6 3’CyBaHHA NOCTiIHHOTr0 3araJlbHONPUIHATOrO coLjiab-
HOT'0 3Ha4eHHs KOHCTUTYLIIHHOTO MOJIOXKEeHHH, 1[0 iCHYEe Ha MOMEHT MOro NPUHWHATTS Ta pO3yMi€ThCA 3
ypaxyBaHHSAM JIIHTBICTUYHOTO, CTPYKTYPHOTO Ta iCTOPUYHOTO KOHTEKCTY BiZIMOBiJHOI KOHCTUTYLiHHOI
HOpPMH.

[lepexiz Bij nepBiCHUX HAMIpiB 0 JOKTPUHU MEPBICHOTO CYCIIJIBHOTO 3HAYEHHH CTaB NPUYUHOIO
dopMyBaHHSA Tak 3BaHOI0 HOBOI'0 OpUTiHa/Ii3My. Horo Aipyroio BaXJIMBOIO CK/Ia/l0BOIO, KPiM 3a3Ha4eHOi
BUIIE JIOKTPUHH, CTaja BiIMiHHICTb M MOHATTSMHU «TJAyMaudeHHs» (interpretation) i «KOHCTPyKLio-
Hi3M» (constructionism), Ky NPOBOJSATb JesKi NPUXUIbHHUKU AOKTPUHU MEPBICHOr0 CyCHiJIbHOrO 3HA-
YeHHH.

JI. CotyM, Bcyneped opuriHajicTaM, BBaXKa€ LiJIKOM NPUAHATHUM, a2 B OKPEMHUX BUIAAKaX HEOOXi -
HUM, NPOAAB CyJaMU CYy0BOTO aKTUBi3My. OGI'PYHTOBYEThCS i€ MPOTHUCTAaBJEHHAM KaTeropiil «cyzoBa

12 Ibid.

13 Monaghan H. Our Perfect Constitution. New York University Law Review. 1981. Vol. 56. P. 35.

14 «Brown v. Board of Education» (1954 r.) URL: https://www.britannica.com/event/Brown-v-Board-of-Education-of-Topeka
15 Kay R. Adherence to the Original Intentions in Constitutional Adjudication: Three Objections and Responses. Northwestern
University Law Review. 1988. Vol. 82. P. 226.
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cTpuMaHicTb» (judicial restraint) Ta «<KOHCTUTYLiMHe 06MexXeHHsI» (constitutional constraint). Y nepmomy
BUIIA/IKy HJleThCS BUKJIIOYHO PO CyZ,0BUM OpraH, iKW, BifnoBiAHo Ao igel judicial deference, «cTpumye»
cebe, He BU3HAIOY U pillleHb OpPraHiB 3aKOHO/[aBY0i Y BUKOHABYOI BJIa/IU HEKOHCTUTYLiMHUMU. /[pyra Ka-
Teropisi MOIIUPIETHCA Ha BCi TJIKYU BJaJY Ta BU3HAYaA€E, HACKIJIBKY IXHi il € «0OMeXXeHUMU», TO6TO Ta-
KHMMH, 1110 BiANIOBIiAAOTh BUMOraM TeKcTy KoHcTUuTy1jiile.

®aKTHUYHO e ThCA PO MPOTUCTABJIEHHS Pi3HUX LIHHOCTEH, 1110 JIeXKaTh B OCHOBI I[UX KaTeropii, -
JleMOKpaTU3My i Teopii KOHCTUTYLIHHUX MeX MpaBJliHHA 6i/blIOCTi BifjoBiHO.

Jeski opuriHa/licTh He MiATPUMAaJIH iiel0 PO HASABHICTh BiAMiHHOCTEN MiXK TJIyMadyeHHSM i KOHC-
TPYKILiOHI3MOM. /l0 HUX Ha/iexKaTh K CTapi OPUTiHAJIICTH, TaK i JesAKi NPUXUJIbHUKU JOKTPHUHHU NepBic-
HOTO0 CyCHiJIbHOT0 3HauyeHHs. OCTaHHi NIPONOHYIOTh aJIbTEPHATHUBHI CITOCOOU pO3B’sI3aHHS NMP06JIEMHU A0-
CTPAKTHOCTI KOHCTUTYLIMHUX NOJIOXKEHb.

Tak, . Makrinic i M. Pannmanopt BBaXaroTh, 1110 JIBO3HAYHICTb | HEACHICTb TEKCTY MOXYTh i IO-
BUHHI YCYBaTUCA MeTOJaMHU TJyMa4yeHHs, 10 3aCTOCOBYBA/IUCA CYAAAMHU Ta IOPUCTAMU B IepioJ] yxBa-
JIeHHfl BiANOBIZHOIO KOHCTUTYLIMHOr0O noJiokeHHs. HUMM 3amepedyeTbcd 3aCTOCYBaHHA KOHCTpPYIO-
BaHHS, OCKIJIbKH 1ie € IPAaKTHKOIO, 1110 CIIPUsIE BUPIIIEHHIO CIIpaB CyA MU Ha OCHOBI IXHIX 0COOUCTHX MO-
pasbHUX NepekoHaHb!’. Lled nifgxiz 10 TIyMaueHHS OTPUMaB Ha3BY «OpPUTiHAJi3M MEPBICHUX METOAiB».

Y 3B'A3Ky 3 I[UM Ha 0COOJIMBY yBary 3acayroBye ayMmka /. BosikiHa, AKUI CTBEPJKYE, 110 HAK-
Kpalia Bepcisi opuriHaiisMy - paMKoBUH opuriHasiaMm (framework originalism) - € 1iJIKOM cyMicHOIO 3
«KMBUM KOHCTUTYLiOHa/Mi3MOM». 3a3Ha4eHUH aBTop, 4K i JI. CasiyM, BUXOAUTB i3 po3MexKyBaHHS TJyMa-
YeHHS | KOHCTPYIOBaHHS, a TaK0X HasABHOCTI B KOHCTUTYLIT HessicCHUX i abCTpaKTHUX MOJI0kKeHb. TiyMa-
YeHHSM BCTAaHOBJIIOETHCSA 3Ha4YeHHSA TEKCTY, 8 KOHCTPYIOBAHHAM 3aCTOCOBYETHCA TEKCT Y BUT/IAAL CyZ0-
BUX JOKTPHH, 3aKOHIB Ta CTBOPEHUX IHCTUTYTIB.

[Ipuk/IaioM KOHCTUTYLiHHOTO TJIyMadeHHs, 3/ilCHEHOro 3 MO3UIid OpUTiHA/NI3My, € yXBaJieHe
1983 poky pimensst BepxoBnoro cyay CIIA y cipaBi Marsh v. Chambers, 463 U.S. 783 (1983)18.

Ha pgymky /Ix. BosikiHa, paMKOBMI OpUTiHa/Ii3M € OpPUTiHAJICTCBKOIO TEOPI€I0, OCKIJIBKY 3aCHOBa-
HUU Ha iiel HEe3MIHHOCTiI OCHOBHOI KOHCTUTYLiHHOI paMKH, 1110 CKJIaJAEThCS 3 IePBiCHOr0 CEMaHTUYHOTO
3HaueHHH TeKCTy Ta 3JilcHeHOoro ocobaMu, AKi NpuiHAIM KoHCTHUTYLiI0, BUGOPY CYKYTHOCTI KOHCTUTY-
LiMHUX OpaBWJ, CTAHAAPTIB i NPUHIUNIB. 3a3HaYeHUH MiAXiJ € METOJ0M «TEKCTY i MPUHIMIY», 1110, Ma-
I0YH OPUTIHANICTUYHY OCHOBY, TaKOX € METOJAOM <«KMBOI KOHCTUTYLiI», BDaXOBYIOYU T€ 3HAYEHHH, 110
HazaeTbes Jx. BoKiHUM KOHCTUTYLIIHHOMY KOHCTPYIOBAaHHIO, IKe 3/[iICHIOETHCSA HACTYITHUMU MOKOJIiH-
HSIMHU Ta aJJaITYETbCA 10 CydacHUX yMoB. Te, o Jk. bo/iKiH Ha3uBa€ KOHCTUTYL[IHHUM «TJIyMayeHHAMY,
HacCnpaB/ii MOEHYE KOHCTUTYIiHHE KOHCTPYIOBaHHSA, TOOTO peasisaliro i 3acrocyBanHs KoHcTuTyuii Ha
MPaKTHLi, @ TAKOXX KOHCTPYIOBAaHHS iHCTUTYTIB AJis1 BUKOHAHHSA KOHCTUTYLiHHUX QyHKLiN. Came ne i €
«KUBUM KOHCTHUTYLIIOHaJi3MOM»19,

3 BUKJIa[IeHOT0 BH/IHO, 1110 HOBUM OpUTiHA/Mi3M 3HAYHO BiZ|pi3HAETHCSA Bijj CTApOro 3a HACTYNIHUMU
OCHOBHUMH pHUCAMU:

1) MeHLI NOJITU30BaHUM | XapaKTepHU3y€EThCS Oi/IbIINM MPAarHeHHsIM JI0 TEOPETUYHOI apryMeHTa-
1ii;

2) XapaKTepU3yETbCS 3HAYHO MEHLIO NPUXUJIBHICTIO 10 JIOKTPUHH Jlep>KaBH i IpaBa B Cy4acCHOMY
cBiTi - Teopii # icTopii cyoBoi cTpuManocTi Ta BU3HAHHA HassBHOCTI B KOHCTUTYLIT abCTpaKTHUX MOJIO-
»KeHb | IPUHIMIIB, 1[0 HEe MAIOTh YiTKUX MeX 3aCTOCYBaHH;

3) BUMarae Bifi Cyi/liB He MPOSABY «IIPUXUJIBHOCTI» /10 BUOOPY 3aKOHO/IABIIs, a 3a0e3MeYeHHs 3aXU-
cTy OCHOBHOI'0 3aKOHY LIJIAXOM IPUXUIBHOCTI 10 ifel «BipHOCTI» KoHCcTUTYL], a came I OpUTiHAJIBHOMY
CyCNiJIbHOMY 3Ha4€HHIO;

16 Solum L. The Constraint Principle: Original Meaning and Constitutional Practice. URL: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2940215

17 Mc Ginnis J., Rappaport M. Original Methods Originalism: A New Theory of Interpretation and the Case Against Construction.
Northwestern University Law Review. 2009. Vol. 103. P. 751.

18 Marsh v. Chambers, 463 U.S. 783 (1983). URL: https://berkleycenter.georgetown.edu/cases/marsh-v-chambers--2

19 Balkin J. M. Framework originalism and the living constitution. Northwestern University Law Review. 2009. Vol. 103. No. 2. Pp.
559-560.
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4) nepenbavyae NposiB CyIOBOT'0 aKTHBi3MYy, a CyZi0Ba CTPUMaHICTb PO3I[iHIOETbCA SIK BiZIMOBa Bij
BUKOHAHHS KOHCTUTYIIHHUX 000B’A3KiB;

5) cyTTEBO 3MiHUB CTaBJIEHHS /10 KJIIOUOBOI KaTeropii craporo opuriHaniamy - cyZj0Boi CTpuMaHo-
CTi, i cTaB 6i/IbII HAYKOBO OGI'PYHTOBAHOIO Ta JIiEBOIO TeOPi€l0 TIyMadyeHHs: KoHCTUTYIT, BUX0 454U 3 imel
He3MiHHOCTi 3HaueHHsI KOHCTUTYLIiI 3 MOMEHTY ii IpUHAHATTS.

Ax 3a3nauunu . TackpodT i B. Bpeasi, HaykoBLi-opUTiHaMiCTH CTUKAIOTHCS 3i 3HAYHUM BUKJIUKOM
y GopMyJitoBaHHI MiX0y 0 KOHCTUTYIIHHOTO KOHCTPYKIiOHI3MY, SKUU POOUTH OpPUTiHAJII3M JOCTAT-
HbO THYYKHM /IJ1S1 BUpillleHHsl HelepeAbayeHUX NPaBOBUX CUTYaLil 3 0JHOro 60Ky, a 3 iHIIOro 60Ky -
3a/IMIIAI0YMCh BIpHUMU Po3paxyHKOBiH ¢pyHkIil KoHcTuTynii. Cy4acHHUX KOHCTUTYIIIOHA/IICTIB cCipaBe/i-
JINBO KPUTHUKYIOTh 3a IXHE pO3MUTE TPAKTyBaHHsI TEKCTY, 0COBJHMBO NOJI0XKEeHb Mpo npasa. OpurinaJic-
TaM MOTPi6GHO ocTepiraTrcs 6y/ib-AKOr0 MiAX0y 10 KOHCTPYKIIOHI3MY, IKUW 64 Bi3yaJsi3yBaB LIUPOKE i
HepeJieBaHTHe 3HaYeHHs KOHCTUTYIL[iMHUX MPUIUCiB20,

Ha BiamiHy Big MeToay opuriHasiaMy, BiAIOBiHO /10 KOPCTKOro (BY3bKOT'0) KOHCTPYKI[iOHI3MY
KoHnctutyuiro CIIA cnig TiymMmaduTH By3bKo. CJI0BOCNIOJIydYeHHA «Strict constructionism» cTaJlo NOMyJSp-
HUM fIK racjio epeZBUO0OpYOI KaMNaHii, 110 BUKOpUCTOBYBaB Piuapa HikcoH, koiu 6a/10TyBaBcA Ha Io-
cany npesujieHTa 1968 poky. HikcoH moo6ins, 1110 Npru3HavyaTUMe CYAIB, 0 OYAYTb «HCOPCMKUMU KOHC-
mpyKyioHicmamu» Ha IPOTHUBArY «CydogoMy akmugizmy», o XapakTepusyBaB CyJ YoppeHa, aJie 1jeil 3Bo-
pOT Mae HabaraTo AaBHilli Jpxkepesa i Moxke csaratu Kinig XVIII cromiTTs.

YKopcTkuii (By3bKHI) KOHCTPYKLIOHI3M (Strict constructionism) - 1ie Teopisi TayMmadyeHHs: KoHCTH-
TyLil Ha OCHOBI OYKBaJIbHOTO i By3bKOr0 BU3HAUYEHHSI MOBUY 6€e3 MOCUJIaHHS Ha BiJMiHHOCTi YMOB, KOJIH
KoHcTuTyuis 6y/1a HanuMcaHa, Ta Cy4acHUX YMOB, BUHAX0/iB, CycNiJIbHUX 3MiH To1o. Ha BiiMiHy BiJ >kop-
CTKOTO, «IIMPOKHUN KOHCTPYKLIiOHI3M» Gepe 10 yBaru Te, L0 BBAKAETbCS «kHAMipOM» aBTOPIB TEKCTY, i
PO3IIMPIOE Ta IHTEpIIpeTY€E MOBY LIKUPOKO, 1100 BiZIIOBIAATH Cy4YaCHUM CTaHAAPTaM JIIOCbKOI T0BeJ[iHKH
i cknagHoCTI cycninibeTBa. Lle BUSHaYeHHs MeXY€ 3 Hey3roPKeHICTIo, IPOTUCTABJISI0YH «KOPCTKUK KOHC-
TPYKLIOHI3M» K OpUTiHa/Ni3My, TaK I IOHATTIO ’KUBOI KOHCTUTYLI - ifiedM, 1[0 MOXXHA BBaXXaTU B3aEMO-
NPOTUJIEXKHUMMUZL,

[IpUXUIBHUKU BUKOPUCTAHHA OPUTIHAJIBHOTO CEHCY AK MiAX0AY 0 TAyMadyeHHs BKa3yloThb Ha TPU-
BaJIMH iCTOPUYHUH LIJIAX IOTO PO3BUTKY Ta HAa HOT0 IPUXUJIBHICTB 10 IeMOKPAaTUYHOI BOJIi Hapozy, cdo-
pMysaboBaHoi B KoHcTuTyLii. BOHM BKa3yrTh Ha OCHOBHY JIOTIKY, 3TiZJHO 3 IKOIO 3aKOH, 1106 pYHKLiOHY-
BaTH fIK 3aKOH, IOBUHEH MaTH QiKcoBaHe abo ycTajleHe 3HauyeHHs JOTH, IOKU BiH He OyJie GopMabHO
3MiHeHHUU ab0 CKaCOBaHUI22,

Ak 3a3HauuB U. OcTenopd: «[IpUHHATTS )KOPCTKOr0 KOHCTPYKIOHI3My rapaHTye, o Konctury-
Lig CJIyTY€e HaZliINHUM IOpUAUYHUM IKOpPEM, 3MILHIOI04YU 0Bipy o BepxoBHoro Cyay 9K HeynepeaKeHOro
Ta HaAilHOTro ap6iTpa. MM NOBUHHI BUCTyNaTH 3a HOBEPHEHHS [I0 YXOPCTKOTO KOHCTPYKLIOHICTCHKOTO
nigxoAy, 106 BiJHOBUTHU Bipy B Hallly NpaBOBY cHUcTeMy Ta 36epertu uLinicHictb BepxoBHoro Cyny
CIHIA»23,

3BepTalwyy yBary Ha llepeBaru «30J10TOT0O» NpaBUJa TJyMadeHHs, CJ1i/] 3a3Ha4YUTH, 110 Lie IpaBUJIOo
Jl03BOJISIE YHUKHYTH abCypAHOCTI Ta HeCllpaBeAJUBOCTI, IKi 4aCTO NOPO/KYIOThCA IPaBUJIOM OyKBaJlb-
HOI'0 TJIyMa4yeHHs], i HaBiTb JA0MOMarae cy/iaM BTIIUTHU B )KUTTs1 pea/IbHUK HaMip napJiaMeHTy.

baraTo aHIJIIHCbKHX IOPUCTIB KPUTUKYIOTh TaK 3BaHE «30JI0Te MPAaBUJIO», IKe MOJIAra€E B TOMY, 1110
CyZAJA Ma€ NpaBo HaAIIATH TEKCTU 3aKOHO/ABLA BJaCHUMHU CMUCJAaMU. Y [bOMY KOHTEKCTI IOL[IJIbHO Ha-
BEeCTH BifjoMe BucaoBoBaHHsA Jxopaxka beprapaa llloy: «3010Te mpaBuJio MoJISITa€E B TOMY, 1110 HEMAE

20 Huscroft G., Bradley W. The Challenge of Originalism: Theories of Constitutional Interpretation. Cambridge University Press.
2011. P. 16. URL: https://ssrn.com/abstract=1875052

21 Strict Construction and Judicial Activism. Legal Theory Lexicon. URL: https://lsolum.typepad.com/legal_theory_lexi-
con/2004/05/legal_theory_le_3.html

22 Darrell A.H. Miller, Text, History, and Tradition: What the Seventh Amendment Can Teach Us About the Second, 122 Yale L..
852,935 (2013), 1995. P. 98.

23 Ostendorf ]. Unmasking the Supreme Court: The Imperative of Strict Constructionism. URL: https://www.osten-
dorflaw.com/blog/?p=1537
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30s10TUX NIpaBui»24 (The golden rule is that there are no golden rules). 3a IINPOKOTo TPAaKTyBaHHS 30JI0Te
MPaBUJIO BXOAUTH ¥ KOHQUIKT i3 npaBU/IOM GYKBaJbHOTO TJyMadeHHs. YacTo cy/i/li 3MylleHi BJjaBaTUCs
[0 30JI0TOTO MPaBUJIa, KOJIU 3aKOH He MICTUTb HEACHUX CJiB Ta BUPas3iB, ajie 3riJHO 3 BUKOPUCTAHOIO B
CTaTyTi CTPYKTYpPOIO CJOBOCIOJYyYeHb Ta pedYeHb BOHM MalOThb KiJibKa Pi3HUX 3HAa4yeHb, 3aCTOCYBaHHA
AKX IPU3BOAUTD [I0 Pi3HUX pe3yIbTaTiB.

BucHOBKHU.

Y3ara/sbHIOI04M 3a3HavyeHi BUlle 3aco6U Ta puiioMu TiiyMadeHHss KoHcTUTYy1i], HE06Xi/THO BiA3HA-
YUTH, U0 BOHU BapilOIOTHCS Bif] «TeKcTyaniaMy» (TOOGTO «KOPCTKOTro (BY3bKOro) TJayMadeHHs» (Strict
constructionism)) Ta «cydogozo opuzinaaizmy» (judicial originalism), 1o nepef6avyae TayMadeHHs, sKe BU-
XOJUTb i3 MPUNUCIB AINCHUX HaMipiB 3aKOHO/1aB1Id, [I0 «M/YMAYEHHS HA OCHO8I DYHOAAMEHMANbHUX NPAB»
(To6TO «BijIbHOTO (IIUPOKOTO) TJAyMadyeHHs» (overbreadth constructionism)).

3’s1coBaHO, 1[0 Ha MOYATKOBIM CTaAil pO3BUTKY OPHUTiHaJIi3M NepBiCHUX HaMipiB (cTapuii opuriHa-
JIi3M a60 iHTeHI[ioHa/Ii3M) PO3rJisglaBCs IK MeXaHi3M BTiJIEeHHS B )KUTTS B paMKaxX KOHCTUTYILiHHOTO Cy-
JIOYMHCTBA JJOKTPUHU CyA0BOI cTpuMaHocTi (judicial restraint), 110 BUpaKa€eTbCs1 B 0OMeXeEHH] Cy10BOTro
po3scyay (judicial discretion) Ta nposiBi cy/j0Boi moBaru o BU6opy 3akoHojaBus (judicial deference), a
caMme y BUSIBJIEHHI HaMipiB 0cib, ki 6paJid y4acTb y po3po61Li KOHCTUTYLiHHUX N0JI0KEHD.

[lokasaHo, 1110 OpUriHa/i3M cTaB CIpO60I0 TEOPETUYHO OOI'PYHTYBATU HEOOXiAHICTh BigXoAy Bif
JIibepasIbHOr0 CyZ,0BOT'0 aKTHUBI3My, 3aK/IMKaouu cyaiB Bepxoaoro Cyny CILIA Bu3HaBaTH 3aKOHU He-
KOHCTUTYLiMHUMHU JiMile B KpalHiX BUMaJKax. 3roZjoM OpUTriHaJ/li3M MOEJHAB JOKTPUHAJbHI MOT/ISAAU
11[0/10 OpPUTiHAJBHOIO (MEePBiCHOr0) CyCNiJIbHOTO 3HAaYeHHS Ta PO3MeKyBaHHS NMOHATb «TJyMadyeHHs» 1
KOHCTpYyoBaHHs». OpuriHasisM He MoJisirae B 06MeXXeHHi CyJ0BOr0 pPo3rJisiy, HOro CyTb 3BOAUTLCA J,0
KOHCTPYIOBaHHS Halbi/bll HOpPMAaTUBHO NPUBAG/IMBOL CTPYKTYPHU JJ1s1 06IpyHTYBaHHS KoHcTUTY LI

Ha BigMiHy BiJi METO/ly OpHUTiHaAJ/i3MYy, 3Ti/HO 3 )KOPCTKUM (BY3bKHUM) KOHCTpPYKIioHi3MOM KoHcTH-
Tyuito CIIA cnif TayMauyuTH By3bKo («strict constructionism»). CydacHiil opuriHaiicTcbkiil Teopil Tiyma-
yeHHs1 KoHctuTyuil CIIA npuTamaHHa MeHIIa OpiEHTOBAHICTh Ha KpUTHUKY «Cyay YoppeHa» W MeHIIa
NPUXUJIBHICTD [0 JOKTPUHU CYZ0BOI CTPUMAHOCTI. JJOKTpHUHA Cy4aCHOIr'0 OpUTiHAJi3My AK METOAY TJY-
MaueHHs1 KoHcTuTyLii 6ibll 06IpyHTOBaHa Ta [JONYCKAE 3aCTOCYBAaHHS HEOPUTiHANICTCbKUX METO/iB
TayMadeHHs. [lokazaHo, 1110 cy4acHUU OpUriHai3M 3a/IMIIAETHCSA B MeXax Bi[MiHHUX BJIACTUBOCTEMN OpH-
riHajiaMy, BUXOA4H 3 ilel He3MiHHOCTI 3HayeHHA KoHCTUTYLI] 3 MOMeHTY il IpUHAHATTA.

[IpoTHcTaB/IeHHS] OPUTiHANICTCHKOI KOHIIENil KOHCTUTYLIMHOI iHTepnpeTauil KOHLeNisiM opc-
TKOTO (BY3bKOr0) TJyMaueHHs (Strict constructionism) 4Yu BiJIbHOTO (ILMPOKOTO) TJAyMauyeHHs
(overbreadth constructionism) no36asJieHe 6yAb-sIKOTO CEHCY, OCKiJIbKH BCi BOHU € pi3HUMU METO/10JIOTi-
YHUMH MiAX0JaMU /10 BUBUEHHS JAiaJIEKTUYHO €AMHOTO Mporiecy TiayMmadeHHs KoHcTuTyii Ta cpopmyBa-
aucs B npoueci TaymadyeHHs: Konctutyuii CILIA BepxoBHuM CyzoMm. [IpUXUIBHUKY KOXHOI 3 KOHIENLiH
BUKOPUCTOBYIOTb Pi3HI BUAM JyKepeJs KOHCTUTYLIMHOIOo MpaBa, 0GIPyHTOBYIOTh CBOI BUCHOBKH, BUXO-
JSIYM 3 MO3ULINM Pi3HUX THUIIIB NPAaBOPO3yMiHHS: MO3UTUBICTCHKOTrO (HOPpMAaTUBi3My) Ta HEONO3UTHUBICT-
CbKOT0 (>KMBOI KOHCTHUTYLI).
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