UDC 343. 352

A.R. Khassenova', A.V. Kudryavtseva®

"Ye.A. Buketov Karaganda State University, Kazakhstan;
!South Ural State University, Chelyabinsk, Russia
(E-mail: a_r_65@mail. ru)

Bribe extortion: theory and law enforcement problems

The article is devoted to one of the most acute problems of criminal liability for bribery — the problem
of qualifying a bribery, obtained by extortion. In the article, taking into account the materials of judicial
practice, the main missteps made by the courts of the Republic of Kazakhstan in this category of cases were
analyzed. The most common missteps is the courts’ ignoring of the requirement of the necessarily legal
nature of the rights and interests protected by the person giving the bribery under the influence of extortion.
In addition mandatory elements, which are a condition for this qualifying element imputation, were defined.
The types of bribe extortion are defined and described, depending on the method of committing the crime.
Special attention is paid to legal nature of exemption from criminal responsibility of a person being extorted.
The author referred this type of exemption to institute of special types of exemption from criminal liability,
provided by the Special Part of the Criminal Code. The concept of recognition of a bribe extortion as a state
of extreme necessity is considered which has recently become widespread. The author concludes that, if
bribe extortion is recognized as an irresistible coercion, then the act can be qualified as committed under con-
ditions of extreme necessity that exclude criminality of act.
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Introduction

Bribery taking is one of the most common types of corruption-related offences. Criminal law provides
for taking bribery by extortion as one of the classified elements of it (cl. 1 p. 3 of art. 366 of the Criminal
Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan). It should be noted that courts do not always impute correctly this
classified element: it is charged where there is not and, on the contrary, it is not charged if there is. Certainly,
this state of affairs is unacceptable, as it entails an unjust sentence decision that does not comply with real
public danger of the committed crime. In addition, improper imputation of this qualifying element entails
another significant consequence, related no longer to bribery taker’s actions, but to the bribery giver
in accordance with Note 2 to art. 367 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan as follows
«aperson who has given bribery is exempt from criminal liability if he has been extorted». If bribe
extortion is classified in an improper way, so, there can be a situation in which a person, who is subject to
exemption from criminal liability on this basis, will nevertheless be unfairly subjected to it. And, vice versa,
a person, who was not extorted, will be exempt from criminal liability.

In this regard, it is difficult to overestimate the correct meaning of «bribery extortion» by a law
enforcer.

The purpose of study undertaken in this article is to clarify legal nature of the institution of exemption
from criminal responsibility of a person being extorted, and to develop recommendations for proper applica-
tion of the law on taking a bribery committed by extortion.

The achievement of the above goals determined setting and solution of the main fasks: 1) to study
judicial practice in this category of cases; 2) to define the main typical missteps arising in application
practice of this provision; 3) to analyze the theory available in criminal law doctrine, concerning the grounds
for exemption from criminal liability of a person extorted.

The following basic methods of scientific knowledge were used during the research: formal and logical,
statistic, rather-legal, system-structural, methods of theoretic analysis and detail. Sentences, passed by
the courts of the Republic of Kazakhstan under Paragraph 1 of Part 3 of Article 366 and Article 367 of the
Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan for the period 2010-2018, have been studied. The statistical
data of the Committee on the legal statistics and special accounts of the state office of public Prosecutor of
Republic of Kazakhstan for the period 2008—2018 has been analyzed in this category of cases.
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Results

The main missteps arising in judicial and investigative practice in classifying these crimes were
revealed as a result of the sentence analysis passed by the courts of the Republic of Kazakhstan concerning
bribery extortion.

The imputation of such qualifying element as «taking bribery by extortion» and bribe giver’s
corresponding exemption from criminal liability are defined and described.

The author drew conclusions when analyzing literature views concerning the legal nature of the
institution of exemption from criminal responsibility of a person extorted.

Discussion

So, how should the meaning of «extortion of bribery» term be understood? The Supreme Court of the
Republic of Kazakhstan in its regulatory resolution Ne 8 of November 27, 2015 «On jurisprudence of some
corruption offences» gives the following explanation: «Extortion means bribe request by a person under
threat of actions that can harm the legitimate interests of a bribe giver or the persons he represents,
or intentionally creating conditions in which he is forced to give a bribe in order to prevent harmful
consequences for law-protected interestsy.

According to this clarification, extortion of bribery has two types:

«In the first case, the official intentionally and unequivocally demands to give him a bribe by
threatening to commit any actions that will harm the legitimate interests of the person being extorted
(bringing to justice illegally, dismissing illegally, etc.), or not to take any lawful action which the bribe giver
is interested in and which the official is obliged to perform without violating any order and legal acts
(for example, threatens with unlawful denial to register an individual entrepreneur or a legal entity, license
denial, etc.)» [1; 196, 197].

«In the second case, the official does not require a bribe intentionally and does not threaten the bribe-
giver. He just fails to fulfill his obligations aiming at encouraging the bribe giver to give a bribe, delays cer-
tain actions deliberately, in which the future bribe giver is interested in, although the official was obliged and
had a real opportunity to fulfill them, which entails harmful consequences for bribe giver’s law-protected
interests» [1; 197].

These two types of bribe extortion are committed in different ways from objective viewpoint. In the
first case, the bribe taker is active: he makes demands, reinforcing them with various kinds of threats. In the
second case, the bribe taker is mostly inactive, without fulfilling any actions needed for the bribe giver, and
thereby, forcing him to give a bribe. For example, he does not visa any documents, or give land allocation
permission, or include in the waiting list for subsidized housing, etc. But sometimes such a form of bribe
extortion is not excluded. For example, the head always finds a subordinate’s faults that prevent his
promotability, advancement, etc.

The common feature of these two types of extortion is exclusively legitimate interests which a person
protects by giving an extorted bribe.

If the above mentioned bribe taker’s acts took place, but the demands put forward by him were not
aimed at bribe giver’s lawful interests, but in order to «conceal» his illegal and sometimes criminal actions,
the extortion is excluded.

In this regard, the investigation and the court should always clarify whether those interests were legal or
illegal, the violation of which could occur in the event of refusal to give a bribe.

It should be specially emphasized that in any case, to classify an act as extortion, the only fact
of demanding a bribe is not enough, regardless of the form in which this demand was made. This require-
ment needs to be accompanied by threat of harm to the bribe giver’s legal interests. «The mere offer to give
a bribe by a bribe taker, if there are no other conditions, in particular, threats to refuse person’s legitimate
interests, is not a sufficient ground forconstituting acknowledgment of extortion» [1; 197].

Nevertheless, there are cases of violating this particular demand. Thus, by the verdict of the Kordai
district court of Zhambyl region of December 26, 2016 according to case Ne 1-293/2016, a police officer
of «Rubezh» static checkpoints of the road police battalion sub-unit of the Department of Internal Affairs of
Zhambyl region was convicted for bribery extortion. The verdict states that the police officer demanded
money from a bus driver for «freecross through the check point, namely, for not checking vehicle docu-
ments, threatening to draw up a protocol for road traffic offense» [2]. Free cross through the check point, as
well as road traffic offense can hardly be called legal. As you can see, the court did not take into account the
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requirements of necessarily legal rights and interests protected by the bribe giver and classified as «taking
a bribe by extortiony.

As A.V.Koval notes, «in reality, this method of bribery does not go beyond the ordinary bribery
or «purchase and sale» misdoing, and is not different from cases when the initiative to give a bribe for illegal
actions (inaction) comes from the bribe giver. Therefore, the bribe taker’s requirement to give bribery for
illegal actions (inaction) does not have a high degree of public danger, which determines liability as
extortion» [3; 111]. «In such situations, the bribe giver pursues his own illegal interests even under pres-
sure» [4; 83].

A very difficult situation also occurs in such cases where the bribe taker has discretionary powers
towards the bribe giver, for example, when he has the right to perform or not to perform any actions in bribe
giver’s interests. With that, both variants on his part will be legal, but the bribe giver is interested only in one
of the variants, and it is due to choosing this variant by the bribe taker that a bribe is given. At the same time,
choosing the second variant, which is disadvantageous for the bribe giver, does not violate his legal rights
and interests. Can a threat on the part of a bribe taker choose the variant that is disadvantageous for the bribe
giver to be classified as extortion? Let us suppose that a judge, demanding a bribe from the accused or his
relatives, threatens to sentence him to prison under the article, the sanction of which is alternative and
provides for other types of punishment that are not related to deprivation of liberty, such as a fine. Certainly,
the accused is interested in sentence, not related to deprivation of liberty. Can we say in such a case that the
judge will violate legal rights of the accused by putting imprisonment while there are other types
of punishment? No, we can’t. It is the liability of the accused, found guilty, but not his right to be subjected
to any punishment imposed by the court, provided for by the sanction of the article. So, there is no bribery
extortion in such cases.

Thus, the key condition for classifying an act as extortion is solely legal rights and interests protected
by the person who gives bribe by extortion.

The next problem that needs to be resolved is the legal nature of exemption from criminal responsibility
of the person who gave the bribe by extortion.

This is not an idle problem, because its solution depends on the bribe giver’s status as a person who
committed a crime, but was exonerated, or as a victim, with all the ensuing consequences. One of such
consequences is return of the bribe amount to the victim.

In judicial practice, there is no certain approach on this problem. In some cases, the courts return bribe
to a person being extorted. So, for example, by the verdict of Taraz court Ne 2 of December 5, 2016
according to case Ne3111-16-00-1 \ 333, funds in the amount of $18000 were returned to K., who was
extorted [2]. In other cases, the court decides on returning those amounts that were real evidence in the case.
Thus, by the verdict of Kordai district court of Zhambyl region of December 26, 2016, funds in the amount
of 3000 tenge seized from the defendant during his detention red-handed when receiving a bribe, were
returned to O., who gave the bribe under extortion, since the sentence had taken effect. Moreover, the
whole bribe amount in this case was 20000 tenge. The rest of the bribe amount is not mentioned in the court
verdict [2].

Meanwhile, paragraph 29 of the regulatory resolution Ne 8 of the Supreme Court of the Republic
of Kazakhstan of November 27, 2015 «On review of certain corruption offences» states that «seized money
and other valuables that have served as bribes and are declared as real evidence are subject to the State
revenue». And further, the same paragraph says: «The property obtained as a result of corruption offence
commission, and (or) the cost of illegally obtained services is subject to appeal to the State revenue».

This resolution does not differentiate bribes, depending on whether it was obtained by extortion
or in a typical way. Two assumptions follow from this: 1) the Supreme Court did not make such a division
intentionally, meaning that bribes are subject to the State revenue under any circumstances; 2) a lack
of differentiated approach is the omission of the Supreme Court.

Can a person who has given a bribe under the extortion be recognized as a victim of a crime?

This question is important because sometimes the amounts of bribes, as it was demonstrated
in the above example, can be quite significant ($18000). In any case, this question should be clarified in the
judgement by the Supreme Court.

But the matter is less as in bribes and more as in social and legal assessment of such a bribe giver’s
actions and legal consequences of these actions. It is one thing when the act committed by a person
is assessed as crime, but a person is exempted from criminal liability due to the possibility in the criminal
code, but an entirely different because the act is not criminal at all due to special circumstances of
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its commission. Some writer expressed the opinion that the reason for such release is the state of extreme
necessity, which the person is in, being forced to give a bribe [5; 17].

Concerning the legal nature of the bribe giver’s relief from criminal liability, if there is extortion against
him, we see two variants:

1) Such relief refers to the institution of special types of exemption from criminal liability. The person
is recognized to have committed the crime, but is exempt from criminal liability;

2) Such exemption refers to the institution of circumstances decriminalizing a criminal act. An act
committed by a person is not criminal due to the extreme necessity commission.

So, in the first case, there are no grounds for returning bribes to such a person and in the second, bribes
must be returned to a person, since the act committed by him is not a criminal offence.

But as we noted above, the matter is not just in bribes.

Which of the following variants is correct?

Special types of exemption from criminal liability are provided by the Special Section mainly
for economic criminal offences, criminal offences against public safety, military criminal offences: pyramid
scheme development and management (art. 217), money laundering scheme and (or) another property
obtained unlawfully (art. 218), monopolistic activity (art. 221), illegal use of trademark (art. 222), act
of terrorism (art. 255), hostage taking (art. 261), etc. As a rule, the ground for such an exemption is
a voluntary compensation caused by economic criminal offences or criminal offences against public safety.
As for economic criminal offences, such an exemption is lawful from the expediency viewpoint, since the
injured party is more interested in compensation than in criminal prosecution. In the case of criminal
offences against public safety, the legislator has provided for exemption in order to prevent or minimize
possible harmful consequences that may be very significant in this category of crimes. In general, the pres-
ence of such rules in criminal law is a manifestation of incentive method in criminal law. The legislator
somewhat encourages crime committers to certain post-criminal behavior which is beneficial for victims and
other persons. But the situation is different with persons who gave a bribe under the influence of extortion.
In this case, we are not talking about post-criminal behavior. The reason for exemption from liability
is excusable causes and commission of a crime special circumstances, compelling nature of its commission.
In this case, the person acts under mental coercion. As it is known, the responsibility for committing an act
under mental coercion, in which the person is able to direct his actions, is decided according to the rules of
extreme necessity.

Note 2 to Article 367 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan states that a person is exempt
from criminal liability if bribery extortion has occurred against him. From the literal construction of this rule,
we can conclude that the legislator assesses such an act as a crime and the person who committed it as
a criminal with consequences relevant to his status, but considers it necessary to relief him from criminal
responsibility, since the act was committed as a result of extortion, that is, under mental coercion. Exemption
from criminal liability is possible where it is initially provided for, and it is provided for a criminal offence
commission. «If there is no crime, then there is nothing to exempt» [6; 113]. Thus, giving a bribe as a result
of extortion is recognized by the legislator as a criminal offense, which means the person, who committed it,
is the criminal and cannot be recognized as a victim. Therefore, a bribe cannot be returned to such a person.

Such a solution to the problem seems quite logical. However, it is not all as easy as it sounds.
As mentioned above, there is a position among scientists according to which, a person forced to give
an extorted bribe could be in a state of extreme necessity [7; 15, 5, 8; 1086]. Is it possible to recognize as the
extreme necessity in the actions of a person who has been extorted? As it is known, in order to recognize a
person as being in a state of extreme necessity, compliance with a number of mandatory conditions is re-
quired, the key of which is that «this threat could not be eliminated by other means»
(Article 34 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan). In most cases, a person, who is extorted,
has the opportunity to eliminate the impending threat by other means, for example, applying to law enforce-
ment agencies. In fact, giving a bribe within such extortion means action under the influence of avoidable
coercion.

But we cannot exclude the outside possibility of such a situation, when a person is really deprived
of any other possibilities to avoid threat, but to agree to the extortionist’s demands. «After all, in practice
there are such situations, when extortion does not give any free choice, for example, there is a situation
that requires a quick and urgent decision, a delay of which may result in the death of a person, disruption
of production process when giving the demanded bribe is the only way to prevent such threat. In such cases,
insurmountable coercion will take place, and the rule of extreme necessity can be applied to the bribe
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giver» [6; 113]. In such cases, the act is assessed as non-criminal and, accordingly, does not entail criminal
liability.

It should be noted that the legislation of some countries recognizes in principle that giving a bribe
can be made in the conditions of extreme necessity. Thus, in note 3 to ch. 35 of the Criminal Code of
the Republic of Belarus «Crimes against the service interests» provides that «property given as a bribe
or illegal gratification by persons in a state of extreme necessity, which is why they gave a bribe or illegal
gratification, is not subject to appeal to the State revenue». Decision Ne 6 of the plenum of June 23, 2003, of
the Supreme Court of the Republic of Belarus «On judicial practice in cases of bribe» clarifies that «money
and other valuables are also subject to return to a person being in a state of extreme necessity, and giving a
bribe was the only possible means of preventing harm to law-enforcement interests». We recognize and
agree with such Belarusian legislation and the Supreme Court, since in certain cases of bribery extortion, the
person is in a state of extreme necessity. It is necessary to provide that not any bribe extortion from a person
puts him in a state of extreme necessity. At the same time, any extortion is a mental coercion. Depending on
this, in one case, the person is not subject to criminal liability at all, in the other he is released from it.

In literature, it is proposed to provide a note to the article on giving a bribe in order to address the issue
of assessing the bribe giver’s actions in such a situation more correctly and accurately by the following:
«A person who has given a bribe under the influence of extortion is not brought to criminal responsibility
if it is determined that he was in a state of extreme necessity, or he is exempted from criminal responsibility
if there was extortion being avoidable coercion» [6; 113]. In general, having agreed with the need for
a differentiated approach to such situations, however, we consider it unnecessary to include it in the article of
the criminal code. The General Part of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan contains
the extreme necessity regulation (Article 34), which, like all the regulations of the General Part, is universal,
and thus, is fully applicable to extortion. But it is necessary to provide an appropriate explanation in the
regulatory resolution Ne 8 of November 27, 2015 «On judicial practice in certain corruption crimes» that
would guide the law enforcer on the need for a clear distinction between cases of criminally non-punishable
bribery committed in a state of extreme necessity, from giving a bribe, committed under the influence
of surmountable coercion. Giving bribery committed under the influence of extortion in a state of extreme
necessity is not a crime. Giving bribery should be distinguished from cases, when the coercion imposed on
the person is surmountable.

Thus, we distinguish two types of bribe extortion. If in the above types of bribe extortion the division
took place according to the method of extortion, then in this case, we classify extortion depending on
the nature of coercion provided as surmountable or insurmountable. Surmountable coercion does not exclude
criminality, but entails the person’s release from criminal liability who gave the bribe under such coercion.
Irresistible coercion is recognized as an absolute necessity and excludes criminality.

Conclusions

Based on the conducted study, the following general conclusions can be drawn: in judicial investigation
practice, taking a bribe committed by extortion causes classifying difficulties. The courts of the Republic of
Kazakhstan often make missteps in this category of cases, the most common of which include the courts’
ignoring of the rights and interests legal nature requirement protected by the person who gives bribes under
the influence of extortion.

As for legal nature of exemption from criminal liability of a bribe giver extorted, it should be concluded
that such an exemption refers to special types of exemption from criminal liability institution, provided for in
Note 2 to Article 367 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan. It does not mean the absence of
criminal elements in person’s actions. Extortion, which is an insuperable coercion, acquires the nature
of extreme necessity and refers to the institution of circumstances precluding criminality. These differences
in legal nature cause the above differences of legal consequences. Such consequences also include
determination of bribes.

The issue on classifying bribe extortion problems, we have considered, certainly requires further
discussion. This is related to the idea of dividing bribe extortion into types, discussion about the admission of
person’s act subjected to extortion, features of extreme necessity and determination of bribes under
the mentioned circumstances. The solution of these issues will allow minimizing missteps in the application
of the law on bribery extortion, and in general, contribute to the sentence imposition, corresponding to the
nature and degree of public danger of the committed act.
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A.P. XacenoBa, A.B. Kynpssuesa

ITIapa Gomncasiay: Teopus xKdHe KYKBbIK KOJIaHy MaceJesiepi

Makana napakopJblK YIIiH KbUIMBICTBIK XKayalKepLIUTKTIH €H ©3eKTi Macenenepinin Oipine — Oomncanay
apKbUIbl aJbIHFAH IapaHbl capajnay MocelsieciHe apHainraH. COT NpPaKTHKAChIHBIH MaTepUalJapblH ecKepe
oteipein, Kaszakcran PecmyOnmkackl COTTapbIHBIH OCBI CaHATTarbl ictep OoMbIHIIA >KiOepeTiH Herisri
KaTemiKTepl TalgaHmbpl. THOTIK Karelaep apachiHIa Oomcaylay ocepiHeH mapa OepeTiH amgaM KOpFaWThIH
KYKBIKTap MEH MYJIeNepIiH MIHAETTI TYpJe 3aHAbl CHIIATHl Typajibl TaJalTapAbl COTTapIbIH eleMereHi
ataiFaH. ABTOpJIap OCHI OUTKTLNIK Oenricin Genriney yImiH Oodybl miapT OOJNBIT TaOBUIATHIH MIiHIETTI
Genrinepni ambikTanpl. JKacay TociimiHe OailaHBICTBI MapaHbl Oorcamay Typlsiepi OeJiHIN, CHIATTalFaH.
Makxanaza napasbl KOPKBITBII aly OPbIH ajlfaH aJaMIbl KbUIMBICTBIK KayaIlTUIBIKTaH 00CaTyIbIH KYKBIKTBIK
TabWFaTel Typajbl Maceiere epekiie KkeoHinm OeisiHreH. Byn wmocene OoifbIHIIA aBTOPNBIK YCTaHBIM
TYKBIPBIMIANABI — GocaTy bIH OChl TYpi KpUIMBICTBIK KoziekceTiH Epekiue GeiMiHae Ko3/enreH KbUIMBICTBIK
JKayanTbUIBIKTaH OOCATYIbIH  apHaiibl  Typiepi HHCTHTYTbIHA KaTKbI3bUiFaH. COHFBI  yaKbITTa
GorcanaynibUIbIK MapaHbl aca KQKETTUTIKTIH XKai-KyiiHe MOMbIHIAY KOHLCTIMACH KapacThIPbULIbL. ABTOP-
Jap mapa Goricanay eHcepiIMeHTiH MaxxOYpiiey Jen TaHbUIFaH jKaFaiiia 9peKeT aca KaKeTTUIK JKaFaibIHaa
JKacallFaH, OPEKETTIH KBUIMBICTBUIBIFEIH OOJIIBIPMAMTEIH OpEKEeT pEeTiHAe capalaHybl MYMKIiH JereH
TYKBIPBIM/IbI KIKTETeH.

Kinm ce30ep: napa Gomcanay, OUTIKTIIIK, KYKBIKTBIK TaOUFaT, KbUIMBICTBIK JKayalnKepLIUIikTeHn 6ocaTy, aca
Ka)KeTTLIIK.

A.P. XacenoBa, A.B. Kynpssuesa

BbIMOraTejabCTBO B3ITKH: l'lpOﬁJIeMbl TCOPHUHU U IPABONIPUMECHECHU L

Crarest TIOCBSIIIEHAa OXHOM W3 Hamboiee aKTyaJbHBIX IPOOJIEM YrOJIOBHOH  OTBETCTBEHHOCTH
3a B3ITOYHUYECTBO — Ipo0OieMe KBATM(HUKALMK B3STKH, MOJY4EHHOH ImyTeM BbIMorareinbcTBa. C yueroMm
MaTepuaioB CylIeOHOH NMPaKTUKK, aBTOPaMU HPOAHAIU3UPOBAHbI OCHOBHBIC OIIMOKHM, AOIYCKAaeMble CylIaMU
Pecny6nuku Kazaxcran no nanHoi kareropuu gen. Cpean THIWYHBIX OLIMOOK Ha3BaHO UTHOPUPOBAHHUE CY-
JaMH TpeOOBaHUA O HEINPEMEHHO 3aKOHHOM XapaKTepe IIpaB U MHTEPECOB, 3aLMIAEMBIX JIULIOM, JAIOLIUM
B3TKY IO/ BO3JEHCTBHEM BBIMOraTeibcTBa. Kpome Toro, ompeneneHs! 00s3aTelbHbIe IPU3HAKY, HAINIUE
KOTOPBIX SBJISETCS YCIOBHEM JUIS BMEHEHMs JaHHOTO KBaJM(HUIMPYIOIIEro Ipu3Haka. B 3aBucumoctn or
criocoba COBEpIICHHS, BBIIEIEHBI M ONHMCAHBl BUABI BBIMOTAaTeNIbCTBA B3ATKH. Oco00e BHHMAHHE B CTaThe
YIIEJICHO BOIIPOCY O NPAaBOBOH IPHUPOIE OCBOOOXKACHHMS OT YTOJIOBHOH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH JIMI[A, B OTHOLICHUH
KOTOPOTO MMEJO MECTO BBIMOTaTebCTBO B3ATKU. CHopMynupoBaHa aBTOpPCKast MO3ULMS IO 3TOMY BONPOCY
— JIaHHBIIl BUJT OCBOOOMK/ICHHUS! OTHECEH K MHCTUTYTY CHELMAIbHBIX BUIOB OCBOOOXK/ICHHUS OT YrOJIOBHOH OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTH, IpeycMarpuBaeMbix OcOOCHHOI YacThio YTOJI0BHOTO KoJeKca. PaccMoTpeHa nosy4uBIas
B TIOCJIC/JHEE BPEMs paclpOCTPaHEHHE KOHIEIIUS NPH3HAHKS BHIMOTATENIBCTBA B3STKH COCTOSHUEM KpaiHeH
HEOOXOIUMOCTH. ABTOpaMH (GOPMYIHPYETCs BBIBO O TOM, YTO B CIIydae NPHU3HAHUS BHIMOTATENILCTBA B3ST-

Cepus «[lMpaBox». Ne 2(94)/2019 85



