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Abstract

The Article analyzes the possibilities of implementing international experience in forming anti-corruption
policy in Ukraine. The relevance of the Article is explained by the fact that effective fight against corruption
is one of the key problems of Ukraine on its way to membership in the European Union and integration with
the countries of the global West, as evidenced by the reports of the European Commission, the US Department
of State, other official and statistical data of international organizations and officials, in the context of which
the experience of Israel as a country whose anti-corruption policy is largely based on European standards can
become an effective example for implementation in the national governance. The purpose of the Article is to
analyze the state anti-corruption strategies of the European Union and Israel, to assess the effectiveness of
Israel's implementation of the European experience and to analyze the feasibility of Ukraine's adoption of the
anti-corruption practices of the countries analyzed herein. To achieve this aim and fulfill the arising tasks,
several scientific methods were used, namely: formal legal, formal logical, comparative, critical analysis, and
comprehensive methods. The empirical basis of the study was formed by legislation, judicial and law
enforcement practices, official statistical and analytical data of the European Union, the State of Israel,
international organizations and institutions, and special economic and legal literature. The authors examine
key aspects of European and Israeli legislation, review the main anti-corruption mechanisms and strategic
courses of the states in the field of fighting corruption. A comparative analysis of the anti-corruption strategies
of the European Union and the State of Israel is made with a focus on the prerequisites for their formation and
the measures taken to implement them. The authors analyze the similarities between the anti-corruption
policies of the European Union and Israel, as well as the results of Israel's implementation of European
practices. On the basis of this analysis, in a comparative context with the State of Israel, the authors formulate
conclusions about the usefulness of applying anti-corruption practices and strategies of the European Union
and Israel by Ukraine and assess the prospects for such application.
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KOPYNYIEI0 € 0OHIEI0 3 KIO408UX npobrem Yxpainu na winaxy 0o unencmea ¢ €gponeticokomy Corosi ma
inmezpayii 3 KpaiHamu 2100anbH020 3ax00y, W0 niomeepoxicyemovcsa 38imamu €8ponelcvkoi KoMicii,
lepocasnoco oenapmamenmy CILIA, inwumu o@iyitinumu ma cmamucmudyHumMu OAHUMU MIJICHAPOOHUX
opeaHizayiil i nocadosux ocib, y Konmexcmi 4020 00c6i0 I3painio sk Kpainu, anmuxkopynyitina noaimuKka axKoi
3HAYHOI0 MIPOI0 IPYHMYEMbCS HA EBPONEUCLKUX CIMAHOAPMAX, MOXdCe CMamu eheKmusHUM NPUKIA0om Oiis
HACNIOY8aHHA 8 HAYIOHANLHIN YNPAGIIHCLKO-NpAsosill cucmemi. Memorwo cmammi € ananiz 0epicasHux
anmuxopynyitnux cmpameeiti €sponeticoxoco Corw3y ma I3painio, oyinka egexmusnocmi imniemenmayii
I3painem eeponeiicbko2o 00c6idy ma ananiz 0oYyinbHOCMI nepeunsmms YKpainoo aHmuKopynyiuHux npakmuK
docnidxcyeanux kpain. s 0ocseHenns nocmaesieHol memu ma 6UKOHAHH 3a80akb, WO 3 Hel GUNTUBAIOMb,
BUKOPUCMOBYBANUCL TAKI HAYKOBI MEMOOU. (hoPpMATbHO-IOPUOUYHUL, DOPMATLHO-TO2IUHUL, NOPIGHSTLHUL,
MEMOO KPUMUYHO20 AHANIZY MA KOMWIEKCHUN Memoo. Emnipuuny ocHogy 00cniodcents CKiaau
3aKOHO0AB8CMB0, CYy008d MA NPABO3ACMOCOBHA NPAKMUKU, O@IYiliHa CMAMUCMUYHA MAd AHATTMUYHA
ingopmayis Esponeticokoco Coiozy, Hepocasu I[3paine, midcHapoouux opeauizayiti ma iHcmumyyi,
cneyianbHa eKoOHOMIUHa ma 1opuouyHa Jimepamypa. A6mopu po32na0aioms Kuo4osi achekmu €8PONetiCbKo20
ma i3pailbCbk020 3aKOHOOABCEA, OCHOBH] AHMUKOPYNYIUHI MEXAHIZMU MA CIPAame2iuti Kypcu 0epicag y
cghepi 6opomubbU 3 KOpynyicio. 3podieHo NOPIBHANLHUL AHANI3 AHMUKOPYRYIUHUX cmpamezitl €8ponelicbKo2o
Coro3y ma [eporcasu I3pains 3 akyenmom na nepedymosu ix popmysants ma 3axo0u, wo BHCUBAIOMbCsL OJis
ix peanizayii. Aemopu ananizyloms cxodxicicms aHmuxkopynyitinux noarimuk €sponeticoxoeo Coro3y ma I3painio,
a makooic pesyrvmamu imniemenmayii I3painem esponeiicokux npaxkmux. Ha ocnosi yvoeo awuanizy, 6
nopisHaneHomMy Koumekcmi 3 [epowcasoro I3painb, opmynoomuca  8UCHOBKU U000 KOPUCHOCHI
sacmocysanus Ykpainowo anmuxopynyiunux npaxmux i cmpameeii €eponeticokozo Coio3y ma I3painio, a
maKoHc 0AEMbCsl OYIHKA NEPCReKMUBAM MAKO20 3ACMOCYBAHHSL.

Knrouosi cnoea: Eeponeiicoka romicis;, Opeanizayia O6'eonanux Hayiti; pegopma,; nornimuxa;
KOHCMUmMyYitiHa Kpusa, nyoaiuHicmo.

Introduction

During the ongoing fight against corruption, which is one of the most major problems for modern
states, including Ukraine, it is important to draw on international experience in formulating an
effective anti-corruption policy. Evidence suggests that the global cost of corruption is about $2.6
trillion every year, which represents about 5% of the global gross domestic product (GDP) (United
Nations, 2018). In the European Union (EU), the estimated annual cost of corruption is about €120
billion, which represents about 1% of the EU GDP. In the UK, the estimated annual cost of corruption
is around £193 billion (Eaves, 2016), representing about 1% of the total GDP. This shows the
potential negative impacts of corruption on the economy and the wider society [1]. According to a
World Bank report (World Bank, 1997), more than one trillion dollars are paid in corruption around
the world (Kaufmann, 2005) [2].

The relevance of this issue for Ukraine stems primarily from the following facts:

1. The European Commission, after granting Ukraine the status of EU Member State Candidate,
formulated 7 recommendations in its Membership View that Ukraine should implement to move
forward with the acquisition of EU Member State status. These recommendations included: reforming
the procedure for selecting judges of the Constitutional Court of Ukraine in accordance with the
recommendations of the Venice Commission, completing the formation of the High Council of
Justice, continuing the fight against corruption through effective and proactive investigations at all
levels and bringing offenders to liability, reforming anti-money laundering legislation, introducing
anti-oligarchic legislation to reduce the influence of oligarchs on social and economic processes,
adopting a law on media to ensure that the media are free and fair, and finalizing the reform of the
legal framework for national minorities. Following the aforementioned, at least 5 of the 7
recommendations directly or indirectly relate to preventing or counteracting corruption or corruption-
related phenomena [3].

2. While continuing to monitor Ukraine's implementation of these recommendations and tracking the
current state of European integration, the European Commission in 2023, along with the positive
aspects of the fulfilment of most recommendations, in particular in terms of appointing the heads of
the National Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine (NABU) and the Specialized Anti-Corruption
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Prosecutor's Office (SAPO), restoring mandatory asset declarations of public officials and making
the register of declarations publicly available, emphasized the need for Ukraine to further strengthen
its efforts to effectively investigate corruption offenses at all levels, convict and prosecute
perpetrators, improve the selection procedures for SAPO management, increase the number of NABU
and SAPO employees, and modernize criminal substantive and procedural legislation [4]

3. Ukraine's problematic issues related to the fight against corruption were also emphasized by the
U.S. Department of State in its annual Ukraine 2023 Human Rights Report, which, inter alia, focuses
on such issues as the limited ability of anti-corruption bodies to fully investigate corruption offenses,
political pressure and corruption in the judiciary and prosecutors, weak separation of powers between
the executive and judicial branches of government, and pressure on the media [5].

4. The Corruption Perceptions Index scores remain low, with Ukraine ranked 104th (out of 180) in
2023 with an index of 36 (out of 100, where 0 is the highest level of corruption and 100 is the lowest)

[6].

5. Study examines that weakness of state institutions inflicted by political crises like war, which is
currently affecting Ukraine, aggravates level of corruption comparing to the normal state of country's
being [7].

These circumstances, despite the positive developments in the field of combating corruption, indicate
the need for Ukraine to improve its current efforts in this area at the strategic level, including by
drawing on the experience of foreign countries.

In this respect, the experience of Israel in anti-corruption activities deserves priority attention, as it
has successfully implemented several strategies that were largely based on the best practices of the
European Union. That is why the analysis of these strategies both in the context of the European
Union and their implementation by the State of Israel, as well as successful and effective Israel's own
steps in this area, is an appropriate and relevant issue of science and practice.

Materials and Methods

The research for this Article was based primarily on the analysis of the legislation of the European
Union, the State of Israel, as well as international treaties and acts of international organizations.
Therefore, the main research method was the formal legal method. This method was applied to clarify
the content of the provisions of legal acts and to determine their relevance for the purpose of
disclosing the topic of the article. Interpretating of legislation by using this method made it possible
to highlight the key aspects of legal regulation of the principles and areas of preventing and combating
corruption in the countries considered in this article.

Along with the formal legal method, the formal logical method was used to analyze the legislative
strategies of the European Union and the State of Israel, and, based on their experience, to identify
problematic issues in these areas in Ukraine and to find ways to resolve them.

The comparative legal method has been chosen as one of the most vital, since the topic and purpose
of the Article is to compare the European and Israeli anti-corruption strategies between each other as
well as to compare them with the strategies applied in Ukraine. In making such a comparison, the
authors regard the relevant provisions of the legislation of each country, the public authorities
authorized to prevent corruption, their structure, involvement of international organizations in these
processes, an assessment of the development of the states in these areas, etc. The comparative legal
method helps to identify common and distinctive aspects of the EU and Israel's activities in the field
of preventing corruption, which, hence, will allow to track and evaluate the effectiveness of Israel's
implementation of the experience of European anti-corruption strategies for further adaptation of
ways to use such experience for the needs of Ukraine.

The application of the comparative legal method, along with the formal legal and formal logical
methods, allowed us to distinguish the experience of the EU and Israel in order to improve Ukrainian
instruments and institutions for preventing corruption.
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Another applied was the method of crytical analysis, which made it possible to assess the compliance
of the legislation of the countries considered in the article, particularly Ukraine, with international
standards for preventing and combating corruption.

In addition, a comprehensive method was also used to summarize the research and formulate relevant
conclusions and proposals.

The empirical basis of the research primarily grounds on legislation and judicial and law enforcement
practice, as well as modern official analytics, including data from international organizations and
institutions such as Transparency International, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development, the World Bank, and government agencies of countries around the world (in particular
— the US Department of State, the European Commission, etc.), materials from special legal and
economic publications, other legal literature, special media sources etc. on anti-corruption strategies
and practices of the European Union.

The Article is aimed at analyzing European and Israeli anti-corruption practices, in particular, in the
framework of Israel's implementation of the European Union's experience and assessing of that's
effectiveness, in order to form conclusions on the usefulness and appropriacy of Ukraine's
implementation of the EU and Israeli anti-corruption practices.

The first stage of the research was to define the subject and object of the study, formulate the problem
and prove its relevance. The problem of the study, which arises from the relevance of the chosen
research topic, is the need for Ukraine to find ways to improve anti-corruption strategies to solve
acute problems in this area. Accordingly, the object of the study is social relations related to legal
regulation based on the European standards of anti-corruption policy of the state and its practical
application both within the EU and in third countries (in case of this research — the State of Israel and
Ukraine). The subject of the study, as described above, is the legal acts, practice of their application,
analytical and other scientific and practical materials related to legal relations on the regulation of
state's anti-corruption activities.

The second stage is a separate analysis of relevant sources on anti-corruption strategies and anti-
corruption infrastructure of the European Union and formation of the systematized information based
on this analysis, which became the basis for the research in further stages.

The third stage is aimed to analyze relevant sources on anti-corruption strategies and anti-corruption
infrastructure of the State of Israel in a systematic connection with the information about the European
Union concluded in the prior stage, to compare anti-corruption practices of these countries and to
draw conclusions about the effectiveness of Israel's implementation of the EU anti-corruption
instruments.

The final stage of the research is aimed to compare certain anti-corruption strategies of the EU and
Israel in the relation to the appropriacy of their implementation in the legal system of Ukraine and to
assess the prospects for such implementation based on the experience of Israel's adoption of certain
anti-corruption practices.

Results and Discussion

European Union's Anti-Corruption Policies

The European Union is considered one of the most progressive regions in combating corruption. Over
the past decades, the European Union has developed several anti-corruption directives and
recommendations aimed not only at combating corruption within the member states and at the union
level, but also at ensuring effective practices at the international level.

It is important to be mentioned that corruption for the EU is not only a serious crime that may require
a common coordinated intervention in cross-border cases. Rather, the EU considers it a constant threat
to the rule of law that needs to be addressed no matter its dimension — petty or grand — location —
national or cross-border —, and its criminal law relevance. This approach dates back more than 10
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years. The first step in this direction has been the signature and ratification by the EU of the United
Nations Convention against Corruption. The Convention requires the Contracting Parties to adopt
measures of a criminal and administrative nature to deal with the issue of corruption and to tackle it
with a holistic approach, coupling repressive measures with preventive tools and identifying
corruption cases in a series of behaviors that go beyond the traditional conception of criminal law.
All EU Member States are parties to this Convention and have therefore committed themselves to
adopting anti-corruption laws following this approach. Moreover, all EU Member States are also
parties — while the EU itself is not yet — to other similar international agreements in this field: the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development's Anti-Bribery Convention and the
Council of Europe's Civil and Criminal Conventions against Corruption [8].

Flowing from those international laws, current EU anti-corruption legislative framework includes:

— the 1997 Convention on fighting corruption involving officials of the EU or officials of EU Member
States;

—the 2003 Council Framework Decision on combating corruption in the private sector, which
criminalises both active and passive bribery;

— the 2008 Council Decision on a contact-point network against corruption;

— directive (EU) 2017/1371 on the fight against fraud to the Union's financial interests by means of
criminal law (the "PIF Directive") [9, p. 282-283].

The PIF Directive replaced the 1995 Convention on the protection of the European Communities'
financial interests and its Protocols (the "PIF Convention"). Based on Art. 83(2) TFEU, the PIF
Directive sets common standards for Member States' criminal laws. These common standards seek
to protect the EU's financial interests by harmonising the definitions, sanctions, jurisdiction rules, and
limitation periods of certain criminal offences affecting those interests. These criminal offences (the
"PIF offences") are: (i) fraud, including cross-border value added tax (VAT) fraud involving total
damage of at least €10 million; (ii) corruption; (iii) money laundering; and (iv) misappropriation. This
harmonisation of standards also affects the scope of investigations and prosecutions by the European
Public Prosecutor's Office (EPPO) because the EPPO's powers are defined in reference to the PIF
Directive as implemented by national law [9, p. 283].

Concerning other significant instruments, aimed at combating illicit financial flows (IFF) referred to
the G20's framework. In 2013 the G20 launched the High-Level Principles on Mutual Legal
Assistance. Furthermore, as of 2010 the G20 published eight Anti-Corruption Action Plans, with the
most recent being the G20 Anti-Corruption Action Plan 2022-2024. In the latter, the G20 emphasis
its commitment to promote enhanced law enforcement cooperation and information-sharing among
competent authorities to trace, freeze and confiscate proceeds of crime, and to promote the denial of
safe havens [10].

Regarding the existing EU anti-corruption framework, in the respect of analyzing how Ukraine can
adapt international strategies, the attention should be drawn into to the current trends in the EU anti-
corruption policy presented by the European Commission in May 2023, which are reflected in the
Commission's anti-corruption proposals formulated to continue the implementation of the
commitments made by President Ursula von der Leyen in 2022 [11].

Among the proposals, attention is focused on such things as:

1) raising public awareness of corruption, its consequences and the importance of combating it
through information and education activities;

2) ensuring the prerequisites for holding the public sector accountable at the highest level, in
particular, by providing the widest possible public access to information on public officials,
interaction between the public and private sectors in various areas and conflicts of interest between
them,;

3) creation of specialized anti-corruption bodies;
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4) harmonization of legislation on criminal liability for corruption at all levels in accordance with the
UN Convention against Corruption (UNCAC), strengthening sanctions for corruption-related
criminal offenses;

5) ensuring effective investigation and abolition of any privileges or immunities for officials who
have committed corruption offenses;

6) expanding the toolkit of international and domestic CFSP sanctions [11].

Those proposals were reflected in the draft of a new EU Directive (COM(2023)234) on the fight
against corruption, which reflects the current state of anti-corruption policy and is the government's
response to current challenges in this area. The Directive is currently under consideration by the EU
Council, which precedes the stage of consideration by the European Parliament [12].

Thus, the EU's strategic efforts to further fight corruption are primarily aimed at harmonizing
legislation between the EU and its member states based on the UNCAC, increasing transparency and
openness of information on corruption-risk areas, strengthening responsibility for corruption offenses
and the effectiveness of their investigation and prosecution. The above shows the similarity of the
EU's anti-corruption course and the recommendations that the European Commission provides to
Ukraine for the purpose of becoming the EU member state.

The European Union, along with the general anti-corruption legislation, implements and applies
several institutional anti-corruption regulators, including the following:

—rules for civil servants, which contains, in particular, important provisions of Art. 22a on the
obligation to report known facts of illegal activity to a senior official, the Secretary General of the
Council of the EU and/or the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) [13];

—the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) is a specially created EU body authorized to conduct
independent investigations of fraud and corruption involving EU funds, investigate serious violations
by EU staff and members of EU institutions, and develop a sound EU anti-fraud policy [14];

— independent ethics committee, which is a collegial body that advises the Commission on whether
the planned activities of the Commissioners after the end of their term of office are compatible with
the Treaties of the European Union and the Functioning of the European Union at the request of the
President of the Commission, advises the Commission on any ethical issue related to compliance with
the Code of Conduct for Commissioners, and provides general advice to the Commission on ethical
issues related to the Code [15];

— the transparency register is a database containing a list of "interest representatives" (organizations,
associations, groups, and self-employed individuals) that carry out activities aimed at influencing EU
policy and decision-making processes in a particular way. The register is intended to show the public
which interests are represented at the EU level, by whom and on whose behalf, as well as the resources
allocated to these activities (including financial support, donations, sponsorship, etc.) [16].

In addition, sectoral legislation is a part of the EU's overall anti-corruption mechanism, which
includes:

1) the Fifth Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD), which obliges all EU member states to
establish centralized bank account registers and data retrieval systems, as well as centralized
beneficial ownership registers. The AMLD also establishes interconnections between beneficial
ownership registers to increase transparency of corporate ownership;

2) Directive (EU) 2018/1673 on the fight against money laundering in the criminal law, which sets
minimum criteria for the criminalization of money laundering and determines that corruption should
be a predicate offense to money laundering;

3) Directive 2014/42/EU on the freezing and confiscation of instrumentalities and means of crime,
Council Decision 2007/845/JHA on cooperation between Asset Recovery Offices, Council Decision
2005/212/JHA of February 24, 2005 on confiscation of proceeds, instrumentalities and property, and
Regulation (EU) 2018/1805 on the mutual recognition of asset freezing and confiscation orders,
which regulates asset recovery and confiscation for the purpose of recovering the proceeds of crime,
including in cases of corruption;
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4) EU Directive 2019/1937 on the protection of whistleblowers (the "Whistleblower Directive"),
adopted in 2019 to increase the detection of corruption and better protect whistleblowers;

5) Directive (EU) 2010/24, which provides for mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating
to taxes, fees, and other measures. Directive (EU) 2011/16 on administrative cooperation in the field
of direct taxation provides for mutual assistance in combating tax evasion and avoidance, as well as
measures to increase the transparency of corporate taxation [17].

From the above-mentioned legislative acts that determine the focus of the European anti-corruption
strategies is following that they are based on the principles of transparency, inevitability of
responsibility for violations, good faith and comprehensive accountability. In particular, transparency
refers to the openness of information about management processes, decisions and the use of public
resources. Responsibility provides a mechanism for bringing offenders to justice, regardless of their
status or position. Accountability is ensured through various forms of public control and audit, as
well as the activities of specialized anti-corruption institutions that allow society to monitor the
activities of the state and its institutions.

Due to the comprehensive application of these principles and strategies, the European Union has
demonstrated significant success in reducing corruption, which should be actively implemented in
Ukraine both in terms of efficiency and in terms of adapting Ukrainian practices to European ones
for the purposes of future EU membership.

Israel's Practices on Combating Corruption

The State of Israel is a country that is not a member of the European Union, but whose geopolitical
position and level of development are often compared to European standards. Those reasoning are
made regarding such indicators of countries' development as: GDP per capita (according to the World
Bank) of the European Union according to the latest data as of 2022: $57,285, and Israel — $52,133
[18], Corruption Perceptions Index (according to Transparency International) in 2023: EU — 64 (see
Figure 1 for more details), Israel — 62 [6], public debt (according to the latest data from the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD): EU - average 89% of GDP,
Israel — 83% of GDP [19].

Figure 1. Average corruption perception index in the EU in 2023
according to Transparency International
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The aforementioned indicators of development of the two states indicate the usefulness of their
comparison for the purposes of effective application of their experience to the needs of Ukraine.

First of all, in February 2009 and March 2009, respectively, Israel acceded to the UN Convention
against Corruption (UNCAC) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) Convention on Combating Bribery, in accordance with which Israel furtherly worked on
harmonizing its own anti-corruption legislation [20].

The basis of all anti-corruption measures in Israel is thorough monitoring of possible corrupt
practices. The monitoring is carried out by government agencies, special police units, the State
Prosecutor, the State Comptroller's Office, all of them are independent of the ministries, and various
non-governmental organizations. Israeli law provides significant social benefits for whistleblowers.
At the same time, the penalties for officials involved in corrupt practices are severe, so that local
corruption is kept under control and relatively in low level in the country [21]. Per below we will pay
more attention to some of the points listed above.

The basic, principal and most important legal tools in Israel to fight corruption are the criminal laws.
The anti-bribery and anti-corruption laws in Israel are the Criminal Law 1977 and the Money
Laundering Law 2000, which criminalize a number of corrupt and corruption-related acts.

Bribery of national public officials is a criminal offense under Articles 290 and 291 of the Criminal
Law, with Art. 290 regulating the receipt of a bribe by a public official and Art. 291 covering the
offense of offering and giving a bribe. Thus, these two crimes are completely independent. Articles
292-295 of the Criminal Law define various types of offenses that will also be considered bribery,
such as, for example, bribery during sports or other competitions; offering a bribe or demanding a
bribe, which will be considered giving or receiving a bribe, respectively [22].

In addition, in July 2008, the Israeli Criminal Law introduced the offense of bribery of a foreign
public official (Art. 291A), which prohibits offering or paying a bribe to a foreign public official for
the purpose of obtaining business activity or obtaining a direct advantage in its conclusion, for
instance through bribing a foreign public official who can influence the business activity. The bribe
can also be given for a vicarious promotion of the business activity, for example by paying a foreign
public official for unlawful disclosure of information that can give the briber an advantage in
obtaining a deal. The maximum penalty for bribery of a foreign public official is up to seven years'
imprisonment and/or a fine. Individuals may be fined up to = €221,000 or four times the amount of
the benefit intended to be obtained, whichever is greater. Legal entities may be fined up to =
€2,443,000 or four times the amount of the benefit intended to be obtained, whichever is greater [20].

A significant issue is that despite the rather severe sanctions for the crime under 291A of the Criminal
Law, according to the OECD report for 2023, the perceived level of corruption in Israel is higher than
the OECD member states average, and therefore the organization recommended that the Israeli
government make criminal jurisdiction and sanctions for crimes related to bribery of foreign officials
independent of the attitude of the foreign state to this crime [23].

At the same time, given the data of the OECD report and the fact that the Ministry of Justice of Israel
defines the idea that corruption is transnational as the basic concept underlying international
obligations to combat corruption, including foreign bribery [20], the vector of efficiency of
investigation and detection of crimes involving foreign officials is a priority at the Israeli criminal
anti-corruption policy and is additional evidence of the relatively low level of global corruption at
state bodies within the country.

Considering the aspects of anti-corruption monitoring and prevention in Israel, the attention should
also be drawn at such an institution as the State Comptroller, whose activity is to ensure that the
executive branch acts in accordance with the principles of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and
moral integrity [24]. Particularly, in accordance with the State Comptroller Law of 1958, it also serves
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as the Israeli Ombudsman. Thus, a person who has suffered from an action or inaction, for example,
of the prosecutor's office, may file a complaint with the State Comptroller, who is authorized to
investigate and publish its findings and decisions [25].

Alike the European regulation, the Israeli anti-corruption system has strict rules of conduct for judges
and other public officials, which act as preventive tools against corruption.

The 2007 Judicial Ethics Rules, adopted pursuant to Art. 16a of the 1984 Law on the Courts, set out
rules of ethics and integrity for the judiciary, including such provisions as:

— chapter Five stipulates that a judge may not receive material or other benefits from his or her
position as a judge, directly or indirectly. In addition, Art. 20 of the same chapter prohibits the use of
the judicial status to promote personal interests or to use the "title" of judge if it can be perceived as
creating a favorable position for any person.

the receipt of gifts by judges is also regulated by the Law "On Civil Service" of 1979. In addition,
according to Art. 21 of the Rules of Ethics, a judge may not receive a discount when purchasing goods
or receiving services, unless such a discount is granted regardless of the judge's position or is
approved by the general rules of court administration.

— a judge may not enjoy the benefits of free admission to events or places where admission is charged,
unless the invitation comes from a family member or close friend, or when the judge accompanies
one of the invitees, regardless of his or her position [25].

Alike the supervisory functions of the State Comptroller (Ombudsman), a separate Office of the
Judicial Ombudsman, under the Law on the Ombudsman for Complaints against Judges, monitors
judges' compliance with the Rules of Judicial Ethics. Its purpose is to improve the unique functions
performed by the judiciary while preserving the independence of judges. The Law aims to combine
the principles of independence and accountability of the judiciary. The Office of the Israeli Judicial
Ombudsman provides an opportunity for anyone who believes that they have suffered from judicial
misconduct to contact the Ombudsman. The Judicial Ombudsman investigates complaints about the
behavior of judges, such as the use of offensive language in court decisions or during hearings,
misconduct outside the court, as well as complaints about the way trials are conducted, such as
unreasonable procedural delays [25].

In addition to the regular criminal system dealing with more severe offences, Israeli law establishes
several provisions regulating the behavior of public servants in general, designed also to prevent
corruption by public servants. The main ones are: The Civil Service Regulations (hereinafter referred
to as the "Takshir") includes, inter alia, prohibitions on personal gain from public office and acting
in a conflict of interest. The Civil Service Law of 1963 empowers the Civil Service Commissioner to
prosecute civil servants for any violation of the Takshir, and the Law on the Promotion of Public
Morality in the Civil Service of 1992 provides a framework for encouraging civil servants to report
corruption in public administration [25].

Alike European practices, Israel has an obligation for civil servants to report information about
suspected corruption, which is an integral part of the duty of loyalty of a civil servant. This notion is
also enshrined in Art. 4.02 of the Code of Ethics (part of the Takshir) and Art. 17 of the Civil Service
Law of 1963 [25].

While analyzing Israel's current anti-corruption course, it is important to consider the historical aspect
and current challenges related to the constitutional crisis in the country.

The immediate cause of the current constitutional crisis was the November 2022 Knesset elections,
which created a viable coalition after a long period of political gridlock that has been lasting since
2019. The new coalition included parties hostile to the Supreme Court. The longer historical view of
the causes of the constitutional crisis favored by the Israeli government can be traced back to 1995,
when the Israeli Supreme Court used the "Bank Mizrahi" case to introduce judicial review of primary
legislation, although Israel does not have a constitution. Relying on the Basic Laws on Human Dignity
and Freedom and Freedom of Occupation adopted in 1992, Israeli Supreme Court declared the Basic
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Laws themselves to be the source of supreme law and brought about a "judiciary constitutional
revolution". According to the government and its allies, this "undemocratic" step should be reversed
[26, p. 2].

Thus, the role of the Supreme Court (sitting as the High Court of Justice) was to monitor the laws
adopted by the Knesset and under certain circumstance to recognize them as "unconstitutional," which
results in their becoming invalid. Another very important, yet controversial, Supreme Court's
common practice was to scrutinize, and abolish if needed, government's decisions through the "
reasonableness doctrine ". By the way, a similar practice is applied by the highest courts of Australia,
Canada, the United Kingdom, and other countries [27], which seriously proves its democratic nature.

Attempting to find ways to overcome the power of the Supreme Court in Israel, the current
government, initiated a so called "legal reform", led by the Minister of Justice, Yariv Levin. There
were several initial proposals for the "legal reform", including: adjusting the composition of the
judicial selection committee, so that it includes more parliamentary political representatives and less
professional judges; allowing the Knesset to overturn judges' decisions, that abolish Knesset laws by
a simple majority vote; abolishing the " reasonableness doctrine "; and allowing ministers to reject
the opinions of their own legal advisors [26, p. 4].

As a result of the Knesset's ongoing attempts to limit the Supreme Court's "legislative oversight"
based on Levin's proposals, a vast public protest arose in the State of Israel, including huge
demonstrations. Most of the legislation has stopped (or was postponed) except of the abolishment of
the " reasonableness doctrine ", a vital legal tool of the Supreme Court, in maintaining Israel's rule of
law regime. However, even this attempt failed with the Supreme Court's consideration of the case
"Movement for Quality Government in Israel v. the Knesset", in which on January 1, 2024 a decision
was made on two important issues, namely: the first issue was whether the court has, in principle, the
legal authority to strike down basic laws or amendments to basic laws; and the second was, if the
court does possess this authority, whether the reasonableness constitutional amendment (to deprive
the Supreme Court of the power to review and repeal government decisions - ed.) should be struck
down. Given the dramatic importance of this case for Israeli constitutional law, it was the first time
in the State's history that all 15 justices sat on the panel. The outcome of the decision is also dramatic:
eight judges decided to grant the petition, and seven decided to reject it, as a result of which the
Supreme Court's powers to review, declare "unreasonable" and, as a result, invalidate governmental
acts and decisions were preserved, i.e., the "reasonableness doctrine" was saved [28]. The Supreme
Court based its decision on the thesis that the challenged law caused "severe and unprecedented
damage to the basic character of the State of Israel as a democratic country" [29].

In our point of view, it is impossible to disagree with the view that the doctrines (mainly
reasonableness doctrine — ed.) used by the Court in this respect happen to overlap with substantive
constraint on government actions and decisions, and so the rise of judicial power is associated in the
public eye with the judicial role as guardian of probity. The strategy of bolstering the Court's judicial
reputation in this way has been effective [26, p. 7].

It should be added that the activity of the Supreme Court in this way, provided the real independence
of its judges is fulfilled, becomes a serious and influential tool in the system of checks and balances
of the state of Israel, who as mentioned before does not have a constitution, designed to neutralize
the consequences of dubious legislative decisions at the initial stages, leveling the negative
consequences during their implementation, which is certainly a significant preventive anti-corruption
factor.

Comparing the current state of anti-corruption legislation and prospects of anti-corruption policy in
Israel with the European Union, there are significant similarities in the strategies chosen by these
states (the EU referred to herein as a state or a country in a comparative manner). In particular, each
state harmonizes its legislation in accordance with the UNCAC, takes measures to broadly involve
the public in anti-corruption practices and to provide the widest possible access to information in this
area. The discipline of public servants in both the EU and Israel is regulated in detail by ethics rules
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with appropriate mechanisms for supervision and response to public servants. The similarities
between the countries are also reflected in the special anti-corruption bodies. It should also be noted
that each of the states is committed to more effective investigation of corruption offenses and bringing
the perpetrators to justice. It should not be overlooked that in both the EU and Israel, one of the key
anti-corruption strategies is directly related to a strict policy of combating corruption involving
foreign officials.

Conclusions

Taking into account that the course of both countries is based on the UNCAC, which was adopted
and ratified by the EU (2008) before Israel (2009) [30], the latter's introduction of similar anti-
corruption practices following the EU shows its effectiveness in the examples of both countries,
which indicates the reasonableness of adapting them to the needs of Ukraine.

Also, Israel's experience with judicial oversight of legislation, as well as other anti-corruption
instruments, is appropriate for consideration and use by Ukraine, given the similarity of the
geopolitical conditions of both countries - Russia's full-scale war against Ukraine and Hamas' and
Hisbullha's aggressive attacks against Israel and the demonstrated effectiveness of Israeli policy in
such conditions.

The strength and independence of the judicial system, as it is in Israel, and the vesting of courts with
the necessary forms and scope of anti-corruption powers, following the example of Israel, could be
an effective response to Ukraine's current challenges and, given, for instance, the problems with the
judicial system identified in the US Department of State's Report [5], would help to radically affect
the fight against corruption at the strategic level.

Israel, like the EU, demonstrates the importance of a comprehensive approach to legislative changes
that include anti-corruption measures in all problematic and key areas of state and public life, which
could be used as a model for Ukraine to consider implementing similar reforms.

Thus, based on the analysis of the EU and Israeli experience, Ukraine should develop and improve
its existing anti-corruption strategies, focusing on the following steps: priority reform of the judiciary
to guarantee its real independence; creation of mechanisms for more active participation of citizens
in monitoring compliance with anti-corruption rules by public officials, as well as greater
transparency of information related to the processes of preventing and combating corruption;
improvement of procedures for investigating and prosecuting; wider cooperation and interaction with
international partners and organizations. The implementation of these and other practices in the
aggregate, provided that all branches of government, the public, and international partners work in a
coordinated manner, will certainly help Ukraine make progress on existing problematic issues, which
will strengthen the trust of the public, international partners, and business in national public
institutions.

References

1. Sarhan, Ahmed A., Elmagrhi, Mohamed H., & Elkhashen, Emad M. (2024). Corruption Prevention
Practices and Tax Avoidance: The Moderating Effect of Corporate Board Characteristics. Journal of
International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 55, 100615.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2024.100615.

2. Chen, Yefeng, Ding, Yuli, Mao, Lei, Pan, Yiwen, & Wang, Xue. (2024). How Corruption Prevails: A
Laboratory Experiment. China Economic Review, 88, 102290. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2024.102290.
3. Commission Opinion on Ukraine's Application for Membership of the European Union Brussels. (June
17, 2022). COM(2022) 407 final. EUROPEAN COMMISSION. Retrieved from https://neighbourhood-
enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/c8316380-6cb6-4{fd-8a84-
d2874003b288_en?filename=Ukraine%200pinion%20and%20Annex.pdf.

4. Ukraine 2023 Report Brussels. (November 8, 2023). SWD(2023) 699 final. EUROPEAN
COMMISSION. Retrieved from https://neighbourhood-
enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/bb61ea6d-dda6-4117-9347-

a7191ecefc3f en?filename=SWD 2023 699%20Ukraine%20report.pdf.

157


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2024.100615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2024.102290
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/c8316380-6cb6-4ffd-8a84-d2874003b288_en?filename=Ukraine%20Opinion%20and%20Annex.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/c8316380-6cb6-4ffd-8a84-d2874003b288_en?filename=Ukraine%20Opinion%20and%20Annex.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/c8316380-6cb6-4ffd-8a84-d2874003b288_en?filename=Ukraine%20Opinion%20and%20Annex.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/bb61ea6d-dda6-4117-9347-a7191ecefc3f_en?filename=SWD_2023_699%20Ukraine%20report.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/bb61ea6d-dda6-4117-9347-a7191ecefc3f_en?filename=SWD_2023_699%20Ukraine%20report.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/bb61ea6d-dda6-4117-9347-a7191ecefc3f_en?filename=SWD_2023_699%20Ukraine%20report.pdf

5. Ukraine 2023 Human Rights Report. (2023). US Department of State. Retrieved from
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/528267-UKRAINE-2023-HUMAN-RIGHTS-
REPORT.pdf.

6. Corruption  Perceptions  Index. (2023). Tramsparency International. Retrieved from
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2023/.

7. Shrabani, Saha, & Kunal, Sen. (2023). Do Economic and Political Crises Lead to Corruption? The Role
of Institutions. Economic Modelling, 124, 106307. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2023.106307.

8. Peirone, F. (2023). Another Brick in the Building of the EU Rule of Law: Anti-Corruption. The ltalian
Review of International and Comparative Law, 3(2), 515-540. https://doi.org/10.1163/27725650-03020002.
9. Bellingeri, Matilde, & Luppi, Federico. (2023). Combating Corruption in EU Legislation. Eucrim, 3,
281-286.

10.  Van Roomen, T.R., & De Jonge, B. (September 20, 2024). Balancing Privacy and Public Interest in the
Fight Against Illicit Financial Flows: Lessons from an European Case Study. Journal of Economic
Criminology, 5. 100093. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconc.2024.100093.

11.  Anti-Corruption: Stronger Rules to Fight Corruption in the EU and Worldwide. (2023). European
Commission. Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip 23 2516.

12.  Procedure 2023/0135/COD COM (2023) 234. EUR-Lex. Retrieved from https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/HIS/?uri=COM:2023:234:FIN.

13.  Regulation No. 31 (EEC), 11 (EAEC), Laying Down the Staff Regulations of Officials and the
Conditions of Employment of Other Servants of the European Economic Community and the European Atomic
Energy Community. Eur-Lex. Retrieved from https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01962R0031-20240101.

14.  What is the Mission of OLAF. (2024). European Ant-Fraud Office. Retrieved from https://anti-
fraud.ec.europa.eu/about-us/what-we-do_en.

15. The  Independent  Ethical  Committee. European =~ Commission. Retrieved  from
https://commission.europa.cu/about-european-commission/service-standards-and-principles/ethics-and-good-
administration/commissioners-and-ethics/independent-ethical-committee en.

16. Transparency Register. European Union. Retrieved from https://transparency-
register.europa.eu/index_en.

17.  EU Legislation on Anti-Corruption. (2024). European Commission. Retrieved from https://home-
affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/internal-security/corruption/eu-legislation-anti-corruption_en.

18.  GDP per Capita, PPP (Current International $). World Bank Group Data. Retrieved from
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD?end=2022&start=1990.

19. General government debt. (2022). OECD. Retrieved from https://data.oecd.org/gga/general-
government-debt.htm.,

20. Israel Strengthens the Battle against Bribery and Corruption. (May 05, 2021). Gov.il: Ministry of Justice.
Retrieved from https:// www.gov.il/en/pages/corruption_fight.

21.  Kuzmenko V. Foreign anti-corruption experience. Higher Qualification Commission of Judges of
Ukraine. Retrieved from https://old.vkksu.gov.ua/ua/about/visnik-vishoi-kvalifikatsiynoi-komisii-suddiv-
ukraini/foreign-anti-corruption-experience;/.

22.  Pnina Sheffer, Emmanuel, Becher, Amit, & Dagan, Yaron. (2024). Israel: Bribery & Corruption. The
Legal 500 Country Comparative Guides. Legalease Ltd. Retrieved from https://s-horowitz.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/09/The-Legal-500-Bribery-Corruption.pdf.

23. OECD. (2023). OECD Economic Surveys: Israel 2023. Paris: OECD Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1787/901365a6-en.

24.  Thematic Compilation of Relevant Information Submitted by Israel Article 6 Uncac Preventive Anti-
Corruption Body or Bodies. United Nations. Retrieved from
https://www.unodc.org/documents/corruption/WG-Prevention/Art_6 Preventive anti-
corruption_bodies/Israel.pdf.

25.  Thematic Compilation of Relevant Information Submitted by Israel Article 8 Uncac Codes of Conduct
or Public Officials. United Nations. Retrieved from https://www.unodc.org/documents/corruption/WG-
Prevention/Art 8 Codes of conduct/Israel.pdf.

26. Ginsburg, T. (November 6, 2023). The Long Hand of Anti-Corruption: Israeli Judicial Reform in
Comparative Perspective. Israel Law Review, 56, Special Issue 3: The Constitutional Crisis in Israel, 385-396.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021223723000158.

27.  Cook, Steven A. (July 26, 2023). Israel's Judicial Reforms: What to Know. Council on Foreign
Relations. Retrieved from https://www.cfr.org/in-brief/israels-judicial-rerforms-what-know.

158


https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/528267-UKRAINE-2023-HUMAN-RIGHTS-REPORT.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/528267-UKRAINE-2023-HUMAN-RIGHTS-REPORT.pdf
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2023/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2023.106307
https://doi.org/10.1163/27725650-03020002
https://www.bijzonderstrafrecht.nl/home/balancing-privacy-and-public-interest-in-the-fight-against-illicit-financial-flows-lessons-from-an-european-case-study
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconc.2024.100093
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_2516
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/HIS/?uri=COM:2023:234:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/HIS/?uri=COM:2023:234:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01962R0031-20240101
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01962R0031-20240101
https://anti-fraud.ec.europa.eu/about-us/what-we-do_en
https://anti-fraud.ec.europa.eu/about-us/what-we-do_en
https://commission.europa.eu/about-european-commission/service-standards-and-principles/ethics-and-good-administration/commissioners-and-ethics/independent-ethical-committee_en
https://commission.europa.eu/about-european-commission/service-standards-and-principles/ethics-and-good-administration/commissioners-and-ethics/independent-ethical-committee_en
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/index_en
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/index_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/internal-security/corruption/eu-legislation-anti-corruption_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/internal-security/corruption/eu-legislation-anti-corruption_en
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD?end=2022&start=1990
https://data.oecd.org/gga/general-government-debt.htm
https://data.oecd.org/gga/general-government-debt.htm
https://www.gov.il/en/pages/corruption_fight
https://old.vkksu.gov.ua/ua/about/visnik-vishoi-kvalifikatsiynoi-komisii-suddiv-ukraini/foreign-anti-corruption-experience/
https://old.vkksu.gov.ua/ua/about/visnik-vishoi-kvalifikatsiynoi-komisii-suddiv-ukraini/foreign-anti-corruption-experience/
https://s-horowitz.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/The-Legal-500-Bribery-Corruption.pdf
https://s-horowitz.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/The-Legal-500-Bribery-Corruption.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1787/901365a6-en
https://www.unodc.org/documents/corruption/WG-Prevention/Art_6_Preventive_anti-corruption_bodies/Israel.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/corruption/WG-Prevention/Art_6_Preventive_anti-corruption_bodies/Israel.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/corruption/WG-Prevention/Art_8_Codes_of_conduct/Israel.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/corruption/WG-Prevention/Art_8_Codes_of_conduct/Israel.pdf
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/israel-law-review
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/israel-law-review/volume/D2D516107CC864221E0D8303098AC287
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/israel-law-review/issue/2A36FE3ECF39A10F0B2456FB62E58CC0
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021223723000158
https://www.cfr.org/in-brief/israels-judicial-rerforms-what-know

28. Cohen, A., & Shany, Y. (January 11, 2024). The HCJ Strikes Back: Israel's Supreme Court Pulls the
Plug on "Judicial Reform". LAWFARE. Retrieved from https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/the-hcj-strikes-
back-israel-s-supreme-court-pulls-the-plug-on-judicial-reform.

29. Federman, J., & Lidman, M. (January 1, 2024). Israel's Supreme Court Overturns a Key Component of
Netanyahu's  polarizing  Judicial =~ Overhaul. The  Associated  Press.  Retrieved  from
https://apnews.com/article/israel-supreme-court-judicial-overhaul-78733a94428b8b9f2c311ee6779¢ba23.

30. Chapter XVIII Penal Matters 14. United Nations Convention against Corruption. (2003). United Nations
Treaty Collection. Retrieved from
https://treaties.un.org/pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY &mtdsg no=XVIII-14&chapter=18#EndDec.

Valentyn V. Lizun

Ph.D. Student of the Faculty of Law

Lesya Ukrainka Volyn National University
43025, 30 Vinnichenko Str., Lutsk, Ukraine
E-mail: lizun.valentyn@vnu.edu.ua

ORCID: 0009-0000-9253-9123

Avihai Mandelblit

Doctor of Laws, professor

Dean of the Faculty of Law

College of Law and Business
Ramat Gan, Tel Aviv District, Israel
e-mail: avihai.m@clb.ac.il

ORCID 0009-0000-4445-3683

Banentun Biktoposuu Jlizyn

acmipaHT PUINYHOTO (PaKyIbTETY

BonmHchkmii HanioHATBHUH YHiBepcuTeT iMeHi Jleci Ykpaiaku
43025, Byn. Bunanuenka, 30, JIympk, Ykpaina

e-mail: lizun.valentyn@vnu.edu.ua

ORCID 0009-0000-9253-9123

Asixaii ManneaoJir

JIOKTOD IpaBa, mpodecop
JeKkaH (GaKyabTeTy IpaBa
Konemxk mpasa Ta 6i3HECy
Pamar I"an, Tenb ABiB, I3painn
e-mail: avihai.m@clb.ac.il
ORCID 0009-0000-4445-3683

Suggested Citation: Lizun V.V., & Mandelblit A. (2024). Adapting European Anti-Corruption Strategies:
Israel's Experience and Opportunities for Ukraine. Theory and Practice of Jurisprudence, 2(26), 147-159.
https://doi.org/10.21564/2225-6555.2024.2(26).317908.

Submitted: 23.11.2024
Revised: 11.11.2024
Approved: 19.12.2024
Published online: 30.12.2024

159


https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/the-hcj-strikes-back-israel-s-supreme-court-pulls-the-plug-on-judicial-reform
https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/the-hcj-strikes-back-israel-s-supreme-court-pulls-the-plug-on-judicial-reform
https://apnews.com/article/israel-supreme-court-judicial-overhaul-78733a94428b8b9f2c311ee6779eba23
https://treaties.un.org/pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XVIII-14&chapter=18#EndDec
https://www.google.com.ua/maps/search/43025,%20Vinnichenko%20st.,%2030,%20%20Lutsk,%20Volyn%20region
mailto:lizun.valentyn@vnu.edu.ua
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tel_Aviv_District
mailto:avihai.m@clb.ac.il
https://www.google.com.ua/maps/search/43025,%20%D0%BC.%20%D0%9B%D1%83%D1%86%D1%8C%D0%BA,%20%D0%B2%D1%83%D0%BB.%20%D0%92%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%BD%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BA%D0%B0,%2030%20(%D0%9A%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%BF%D1%83%D1%81%20%D0%92)
mailto:lizun.valentyn@vnu.edu.ua
mailto:avihai.m@clb.ac.il

	Results and Discussion

