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The article addresses the current issue of ensuring the stability of legal constructs, which are key tools for structuring legal norms, especially
in the context of today’s dynamic legal and societal changes. It is noted that an important, yet insufficiently studied factor in the stability of legal
constructs is their internal structural links. The article emphasizes that disregarding these links in law-making leads to the instability of legal norms
and a decline in the effectiveness of legal regulation.

This research is grounded in the structural approach, where law is understood as a system of interrelated elements. According to this
approach, a legal construct is an organized system in which its elements (concepts, institutions, norms) are interconnected by structural links that
ensure coherence, integrity, and logical consistency. These links form the «framework» of the construct, maintaining its stability and enabling it to
adapt to change without losing its essence.

The article identifies the features of structural links, including stability assurance, functional determination, logical justification, integrativity,
and adaptability. It also establishes that the purpose of the structural links of a legal construct is to ensure its integrity, stability, and functional
capacity, which preserve its sustainability amid changes in the legal environment. The key functions of these links are examined in detail: ensuring
coherence and unity; systemacity and orderliness; stability and predictability; interpretative and orientational guidance; adaptability and dyna-
mism. It is substantiated that these functions enable legal constructs to maintain their stability. The conclusion is drawn that understanding
structural links has practical significance for improving law-making and law enforcement, as they are a fundamental factor in the stability of legal
constructs, ensuring their logical coherence and functionality in a changing environment.
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CTaTTs npucBsYeHa akTyarbHii npobnemi 3abe3neveHHs CTanocTi OPUANYHNX KOHCTPYKLIN, LLO € KIMHOYOBUMU iHCTPYMEHTaMM BMNOPSIAKYBaHHS
npaBOBUX HOPM, OCOBNMBO B yMOBaX Cy4aCHUX AVHaMIYHWX NPaBOBWX Ta CYCMINbHUX 3MiH. 3a3HayaeTbCs, WO BAXKIUBUM, NPOTE HEAOCTaTHLO
[ocnigXeHUM pakTopoM CTabinbHOCTI KOPUANYHUX KOHCTPYKLIN, € TXHI BHYTPILIHI CTPYKTYPHI 3B’A3KW. Y CTaTTi HaronoLwyeTbesl, WO irHOpyBaHHS
LX 3B’A3KIB Y HOPMOTBOPEHHI NPU3BOANTL A0 HECTABINBbHOCTI HOPM Ta 3HIDKEHHS ePEKTUBHOCTI MPaBOBOTO PErynoBaHHS.

HocnigxeHHs 6a3yeTbCs Ha CTPYKTYpPHOMY Migxogi, Ae NpaBo — Lie cucTeMa B3aEMOMOB’'A3aHUX enemeHTiB. KOpuanyHa KoHCTpyKLUis, 3rigHo
3 UMM NiOXO4OM, € BMOPSIAKOBAHO CUCTEMOID, A€ MiX ii eneMeHTamu (MOHATTAMM, IHCTUTYTamu, HOpPMamu) iCHYKOTb CTPYKTYPHI 3B’3ku, L0
3abe3nevytoTb Y3romKeHiCTb, LinicHiCTb Ta moriky. Lli 38’s3km hopmytoTb «kapkac» KOHCTPYKLii, niaTpumytoum i cTabinbHICTb i 403BONSYM
afanTyBaTuCst 40 3MiH 6e3 BTpaTu CyTHOCTI.

Y cTaTTi BUOKPEMIIEHO O3HAKW CTPYKTYPHUX 3B'SI3KIB: 3a0e3MneyYeHHs1 CTIMKOCTi, pyHKUioOHanbHa 3yMOBMEHICTb, NoriyHa 0BrpyHTOBaHICTb,
iHTErpaTMBHICTb, afanTMBHICTb. TakoX BCTAHOBMEHO, WO MeTa CTPYKTYPHUX 3B’A3KIB HOPMAWYHOI KOHCTPYKLii — 3abe3neveHHs ii uinicHocTi,
cTabinbHOCTI Ta (yHKUiOHaNbHOI CNPOMOXHOCTI, Wo 36epirae ii cTanicTe 3a yMOB 3MiH Yy NpaBoBOMY cepedoBwLLi. [leTanbHO po3rsHyTO iX
KMOYoBi (PYHKLIi: 3abe3neyveHHs LiniCHOCTi Ta €AHOCTI; CMCTEMHOCTI Ta BMOPSAKOBAHOCTI; CTabinbHOCTI Ta nepeabadyBaHOCTi; iHTeprnpeTaLinHo-
opieHTaLilHa; aganTMBHOCTI 1 AuHamiamy. O6rpyHTOBYETHCS, WO L YHKLT 403BONAOTL IOPUANYHINA KOHCTPYKUIT 36epirati ctanictb. Pobutbes
BMCHOBOK, L0 PO3YMiHHS CTPYKTYPHMX 3B’AA3KiB Ma€ NpUKNagHe 3Ha4YeHHs ANs YAOCKOHaNeHHs HOPMOTBOPYOCTI Ta MPaBO3aCTOCYBaHHS, afxXe
BOHW € PyHAAMEHTaNbHUM YAHHUKOM CTanocCTi OPUANYHUX KOHCTPYKLN, rapaHTYoUM IXHIO NOMYHY LiniCHICTb Ta OYHKUIOHAMNBHICTb Y MiHIMBOMY

cepenoBuLLi

KntouyoBi cnoBa: opuanyHa TexHika, topuanyHa KOHCTPYKLis, CTanicTb IOpPUANYHOI KOHCTPYKLi, CTPYKTYPHI 3B’sI3KM, CTPYKTYPHUI Niaxia,

npaBoBe perynoBaHHs.

Problem Statement. In the modern legal landscape, legal
constructs serve as key tools for the organization and sys-
tematization of legal norms. However, the process of form-
ing and applying such constructs often faces the challenge
of ensuring their stability (resilience) amid the dynamic condi-
tions of societal development. This issue is particularly rele-
vant in today’s legal realities, as national systems grapple with
the challenges of globalization, digitalization, legal reforms,
and integration processes.

One of the underexplored components affecting the sta-
bility of legal constructs is the set of structural links that
unite the elements of a construct into a cohesive whole. The
lack of due attention to these links in both theory and law-
making practice leads to the instability of legal norms, legal
conflicts, and a decrease in the effectiveness of legal regula-
tion. At the same time, contemporary law-making activities
are increasingly marked by the complexity of legal norms’
content, which requires a clear understanding and con-
struction of the structural logic of legal constructs. There-
fore, the issue arises of both theoretical comprehension
and practical assurance of structural links as a key factor
in the stability of legal constructs. This issue holds not
only theoretical but also practical significance for improv-

ing law-making processes and enhancing the effectiveness
of legal application.

Analysis of Research and Publications. The systemic-
structural approach has attracted certain interest in contempo-
rary jurisprudence as a means of studying legal phenomena, as
evidenced in the works of R. Topolevskyi, S. Vyshnovetska,
I. Lytchenko, I. Pohrybnyi, V. Fennych, among others. Ele-
ments of the systemic-structural approach in the study of legal
constructs are found in the works of D. Lavrenko, L. Lehin,
M. Kuntsevych, Z. Zahinei, N. Levytska, I. Babin, A. Osau-
lenko, and others. However, comprehensive studies that sys-
tematically analyze structural links precisely as a factor ensur-
ing the stability of legal constructs and detail the mechanisms
of this process are still insufficient.

Main Provisions. We believe that our research should
primarily be based on understanding the essence and signifi-
cance of the structural approach for legal science in general,
and for the study of legal constructs in particular. The struc-
tural approach in legal research emphasizes that law is not
merely a sum of norms but a product of the organic con-
nection between all its elements. According to the structural
approach, the components of the legal system should not
be analyzed in isolation but in consideration of their inter-
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relations, so that law is not merely a collection of discrete
elements but a product of the organic unity of all these ele-
ments [1]. Geoffrey Samuel defines the structural method in
the humanities as a key to understanding, which allows one
to focus on the hidden structures of social phenomena [2,
pp. 81-82], enabling a more in-depth study. This explains
why explanations of the role and construction of legal con-
structs are often based on the doctrines of structural approach
proponents such as Rudolf von Jhering and G. Hegel. In par-
ticular, R. von Jhering asserted that law, when systematized,
represents the most fruitful form, characterized by clarity,
unity, and coherence, and serves as a source for the creation
of new legal constructs [3, p. 15].

The issue of the stability of legal constructs is particularly
relevant in modern legal science, as legal systems operate in
a dynamic environment that demands not only adaptability
but also the preservation of the integrity of key legal phe-
nomena. The concept of a «legal construct» is widely used
in legal scholarship as a tool for organizing and processing
legal material to achieve the logical and functional integrity
of legal regulation. Rudolf von Jhering considered the legal
construct as a form of expressing law and its systemic nature
[3, p. 15], while other authors define legal constructs as gener-
alized models of the structure of legal phenomena [4, p. 976].
In this context, A.O. Dutko argues that in examining the ety-
mology of the term «construct» as structure, one should under-
stand structure as «the composition of elements and the type
of connection between them» [5, pp. 42—43]. This means that
every legal construct is not merely composed of separate ele-
ments—it forms an organized system of internal interconnec-
tions that ensure the coherence and stability of the construct as
part of a broader legal system. It is precisely these structural
interconnections between elements that guarantee the integrity
of the construct and its capacity to maintain stability even in
the face of changes in the external legal environment.

According to the positions of the structural approach,
a legal construction is not a mechanical aggregation of legal
norms or concepts but represents an organized system in which
specific relationships (connections) are established between
elements. Scholars understand «connections» as expressions
of the unity of elements within a phenomenon, which ensure
the processes of its emergence, functioning, change, and devel-
opment [6, p. 114]. Accordingly, the structural connections
within a legal construction refer to the relationships arising
between its constituent elements (legal concepts, institutions,
norms), which ensure their consistency, integrity, and inter-
nal order. These connections reflect the logical organization
of the construction, which determines its ability to perform
integrative, regulatory, and adaptive functions within the legal
system. This is explained by the fact that structural connec-
tions set the boundaries and order of interaction between
the elements of the construction, forming its internal «skel-
eton» — the framework that supports the stability and resilience
of the legal phenomenon. Thanks to this, a legal construction
can adapt to changes in the external environment without los-
ing its identity and functionality.

Given the above, the structural connections of a legal con-
struction possess unique specific characteristics that distin-
guish them from other types of legal or social relationships,
namely:

—ensuring the durability and stability of the legal
construction, allowing it to maintain integrity even under
changing external factors (legislative, social, political). For
instance, the construction of a contract, with stable structural
elements dating back to Ancient Rome;

— functional conditioning of the connections’ structure,
according to the purpose of the legal construction and its
functions (regulatory, integrative, protective);

—logical coherence in the organization of the connections,
particularly based on the principles of subordination and
coordination;

— uniting various elements of the construction into a
cohesive whole, enabling their interaction (integrativeness);

allowing the construction to respond flexibly to changes in
the normative environment without compromising its integrity
(adaptiveness).

Thus, the purpose of the structural connections of a legal
construction is to ensure its integrity, stability, and functional
capacity, preserving its resilience under changing conditions
in the legal environment. However, for a deeper understanding
of'the role of structural connections in maintaining the stability
of legal constructions, it is advisable to move from analyzing
their purpose and characteristics to clarifying their functions.

It is widely recognized that in scientific methodology,
functions are defined as the principal ways in which the essence
of a particular phenomenon or object manifests itself,
revealing its role within a system. In the context of ensuring
the stability of a legal construct, the functions of structural
links should be viewed as mechanisms through which they
fulfill their role in maintaining the stability of the structural
elements of the legal construct. In our study, we consider that
the features and functions of the structural links of a legal
construct are closely interrelated, resembling the relationship
between form and content: features represent the formal
properties that describe the construct, whereas functions
represent the substantive expressions of these properties
within the processes of legal regulation and law enforcement.
This interconnection allows the legal construct to remain
stable and effective, adapting to new conditions without losing
its internal logic and coherence.

Among the functions of structural links in a legal construct,
the function of ensuring the integrity and unity of the legal
construct should be highlighted, as the existence of structural
links ensures that the elements of the legal construct remain
interconnected, preventing them from disintegrating into
isolated norms or principles, and allowing them to function
as a cohesive whole. For instance, in civil law, the construct
of a contract encompasses statutory conditions, the parties’
obligations, and sanctions for their breach. Structural links
between these elements (such as the logical interdependence
of rights and obligations) ensure the integrity of the contractual
construct and its ability to adapt to specific circumstances [6].

The subsequent function — the function of systemic
coherence and orderliness—is based on the establishment
of a logical hierarchy of elements within the legal construct,
enabling it to be regarded as a model in which each element
plays its role without duplicating or contradicting others. For
example, in constitutional law, the construct of the separation
of powers is built upon structural links between branches
of government. These links form an organized system in
which each branch has its own competencies and mechanisms
of checks and balances, preventing imbalances in public
administration [7].

The function of ensuring stability and predictability
constitutes one of the key functions of structural links, as it
creates the preconditions for the stability of the legal construct.
Through the clear interrelation of its elements, the construct
maintains stability even in conditions of legal transformation,
social crises, or changes in the normative framework. For
instance, in the field of tax law, the construct of a taxpayer’s
tax obligation includes norms on the object of taxation, the tax
base, rates, and payment deadlines. Structural links among
these elements ensure the predictability and stability of tax
regulation, reducing the risk of arbitrary state interference [8].

Interpretive-Orientational Function characterizes
structural links as those that aid legal practitioners in correctly
interpreting norms, considering their role within the broader
legal system. This minimizes the risk of ambiguous or
contradictory application of legal constructs. For instance,
in criminal law, the structure of a criminal offense includes
the object, the objective aspect, the subject, and the subjective
aspect. Thanks to the structural links between these elements,
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legal practitioners can accurately determine the presence
of a criminal offense, thus preventing erroneous conclusions.
Finally, we identify the function of Adaptability
and Dynamism, which, despite the primary objective
of structural links — to ensure the stability of a legal
construct — is nevertheless inherent in the structure of legal
constructs, as all phenomena of objective reality are subject
to the law of dialectical development. The flexibility of a legal
construct’s connections allows for the integration of new
norms or principles into its model without compromising
the construct’s integrity. For example, in environmental law,
the structures of the legal regime of protected natural areas
include basic elements (norms governing usage, restrictions,

and user rights), which can be modified to align with updated
environmental standards while preserving the core structure.
Conclusions. Thus, structural links are a key factor in
ensuring the sustainability of legal constructs, as they provide
not only logical coherence and integrity of the construct but
also the stability of its elements amid the changing conditions
of legal reality. These links integrate norms, principles,
and other components of the construct into a unified functional
whole, allowing it to maintain stability of content while
adapting to new challenges and changes. In this way, structural
links act as a kind of «framework» that supports the legal
construct, making it not only logically coherent but also
functionally viable and resilient to external influences.
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