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Yermolenko D. Theoretical Ideologically Level Research Methodology Legal
The article examines the theoretical and ideological level of the research methodology of justice.

The dependence of the category of justice by three main types of legal – positivistic, natural law,
and sociological. Analyzed other modern understanding of the concept of law – phenomenological, her-
meneutical, anthropological, psychological, communicatively-law and others. It is concluded that the
trends of modern legal science meets the most integrative approach to the study of legal consciousness.
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Category legal consciousness acquires a different meaning and value depending on the type of
law. Accordingly, it is necessary to carry out research in the context of the main schools of law,
which, on the one hand, cover the various aspects of the legal reality, and on the other – make it
possible to a certain extent to realize their unity.

Based on jurisprudence exist in three key areas – positivist, natural law and public opinion,
there are three main types of justice, which can be considered generic.

Any understanding of the law, and, respectively, and each type of justice, has both advantages
and disadvantages. The latter include the following: positivist jurisprudence justice deliberately
creates legal dogma, formal law; natural and legal outlook characterized by multiplicity, that does
not give a single, common definition of “natural rights”; Sociological justice, from identifying the
right order, creates the concept of law as any procedure, replacing the general right to common
practice, custom, expediency.

Today, the most promising area may become an integrative approach to the law and, accord-
ingly, integrative type of justice. This integrative approach to the study of justice generally follows
the trends of modern jurisprudence on the approximation of different aspects of thinking, their co-
existence and interaction. Moreover such a concept has become ontologically as an integrated (ie
combined into a single set different quality of justice) and epistemologically integrative (after legal
consciousness is an intelligent tool for evaluation and understanding of legal phenomena).

Key words: legal consciousness, legal thinking, integrative concept, the type of legal thinking,
the type of legal consciousness.


