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Abstract. The article analyzes the legal category “reliability of evidence”. The fundamental importance of 

the category “reliability of evidence” for proving in criminal cases is obvious, at the same time, this basic concept 
is still characterized by terminological uncertainty. In addition, its semantic content is not disclosed in the Crimi-
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nal Procedure Code of the Russian Federation. The author supports the conventional approach in the formation 
and development of the terminology of the criminal process, therefore the purpose of the study is to clarify the 
question of what exactly should be understood by such words as “reliability of evidence” or “establishing the reli-
ability of evidence.” In Russian studies on the problems of the science of criminal procedure, a lot of attention is 
paid to the issues of verification and evaluation of evidence, the key components of evidence. Establishing the 
reliability/unreliability of evidence is enshrined in legislation as a necessary method (criterion) for its assessment. 
At the same time, establishing the reliability of evidence in the research literature is considered an element of its 
verification. The author shows that establishing reliability is a complex process associated with practical actions 
during the verification of evidence (collecting new evidence, comparing evidence), as well as with mental, logical 
operations, as a result of which a judgment is made about the reliability / unreliability of evidence (evidence as-
sessment stage ). A terminological clarification of the category of reliability of evidence is proposed. It is proved 
that “reliability” should be distinguished from “truth”. The identification of reliability and truth was characteristic 
of the science of criminal procedure in the Soviet period, and is sometimes found in modern research. The reliabil-
ity of evidence is interpreted in the article as a subjective category, as the persuasiveness of evidence: its quality 
and content must inspire the highest degree of confidence in the subject of proof. The article also compares the 
concepts of “unreliable evidence” and “falsified evidence”. Falsification of evidence is a deliberate and purposeful 
change in its properties. Falsified evidence is a special case of unreliable evidence. It is noted that physical evi-
dence has a higher evidentiary status precisely due to a higher degree of reliability.  
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