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The article deals with the problem of criminal liability for human infection with various types
of infectious and viral diseases. Considering that the Criminal Code of Ukraine singles out the
special articles envisaging the criminal liability for infecting a person with certain types of
diseases, the author provides the comparison of the size of liability for such infection with the
liability for causing harm to health as a result of various kinds of traumatic factors. It is concluded
that in its essence the infection of a person with various kinds of infections and viruses can be
considered as a special kind of causing harm to health, as well as causing harm to health due to
any other traumatic factors. The conclusion that there is no need for special norms that provide
for liability for infecting with diseases, since in all cases such acts can be qualified under the
general norms, which stipulate liability for causing harm to health is substantiated.
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The title of Section I1 of the Special Part of the Criminal Code of Ukraine «Crimes
against the life and health of a person» clearly testifies to the fact that the object of
criminal legal protection within this section is human life and health. However one can
assert about the existence of a whole range of criminal legal norms within this section,
regarding which, it can be stated with a certain convention that they foresee not the
direct, but so to say the veiled (false) encroachments on human life or health. It goes
about a whole range of special criminal legal norms, which, due to the complicated, as a
rule, non-legal, terminology, unsuccessful or unnecessary differentiation of criminal
liability, create artificial problems in distinguishing the relevant norms from the norms
that provide for general encroachments on life or health of a person.

These are the rules stipulated in Art. 130 of the CC «Infection with a human
immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease», Art. 131 of the CC
«Ilmproper performance of professional duties that caused the infection of person with a
human immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease», as well as Art. 133
of the CC «Infection with venereal disease». Let's try to consider the named norms and
analyze their correlation with the general norms, which foresee the general (classical)
encroachments on human life or health. It is this analysis that can provide arguments to
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substantiate the assumption about the possibility of sufficient unification of Section Il of
the Special Part of the CC of Ukraine.

First of all, 1 would like to point out that many controversial issues concerning the
crimes against life and health are caused by the imperfect legislative technique, especially
in legislator’s attempts to differentiate the criminal liability for encroachments on the
respective objects of criminal legal protection by constructing special norms. In fact, it can
be argued that excessive and, sometimes, unreasonable singling out the special norms leads
not to differentiation, but to a peculiar accumulation of articles, to understand the
correlation of which is not only extremely difficult, but sometimes impossible.

Taking into account the location of the respective norms in the system of the Special
Part of the CC, | will start an analysis from the norms provided for in Art. 130 of the CC
«Infection with a human immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease»
and Art. 131 of the CC «Improper performance of professional duties that caused the
infection of person with a human immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious
disease». First of all, I would like to note that in the scientific literature it is quite
correctly noted that the philological drawback of Articles 130, 131 of the CC, which is
immediately striking, is that their dispositions are grammatically formulated in such a
way as to criminalize the infection with the diseases of viral etiology only [3, c. 308]. It
is difficult to say whether this is the principled position of the legislator, or simply an
error that is associated with inadequate review of the text of the Articles by the
philologists. But at present time it looks as if from the formal point of view the liability
in the abovementioned Articles is foreseen only for infection with viral diseases.

Accepting the scholars' views about this disadvantage, | cannot agree with the idea
that the improvement of these Articles should be aimed at eliminating only their
philological deficiencies in order to expand the types of pathogens of various diseases
from which infection may occur. It seems that it is such an improvement that can
criminalize the corresponding actions regarding the possible infection with the other
various life-threatening illnesses caused not by viruses, but by bacteria, prions or other
pathogens [1]. In this respect, | consider to be quite correct the opinion of
P. P. Andrushko, who proves that human infection with any other disease of non-viral
etiology should be qualified as a crime against life or health [3, c¢. 308]. Consequently, in
this case, we are immediately faced with the problem of distinguishing the considered
corpora delicti from classical corpora delicti, which involve the infliction of various
kinds of bodily injuries and murders, as well as the problem of expediency of
independent singling out Art. 130 of the CC, if its shortcomings can be eliminated by
applying classical norms that provide for liability for causing harm to life and health.

I cannot agree with the position of those scholars, who attribute the corpora delicti,
provided by Art. 130 of the CC «Infection with a human immunodeficiency virus or
other incurable infectious disease», Art. 131 of the CC «Improper performance of
professional duties that caused the infection of person with a human immunodeficiency
virus or other incurable infectious disease» and Art. 133 of the CC «Infection with
venereal disease», to the so-called group of crimes that pose a danger to life or health of a
person, actually contrasting them with crimes that cause real harm to human life or
health. As one of the main arguments in favor of this position, scientists point out that the
named corpora delicti are characterized by the fact that the legislator does not indicate
the specific size of the harm caused to health. At the same time, such an approach, as
scientists point out, is entirely justified, since the very fact of infection is socially
dangerous, as far as at this moment it is absolutely impossible to foresee further course,
treatment and the ultimate effects of the disease, which largely depend on the immune
status of a particular person [2].
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However, the fact that the legislator does not specify the harm to health in any way
does not indicate that the mentioned crimes do not cause the harm to health at all. After
all, the very fact of the infection of any etiology getting inside the human body from the
point of view of medicine will require treatment, and in some cases, an urgent medical
care in order to destroy the respective infection. So, for example, the presence in the
human body of parasites (helminths) is quite rightly attributed by physicians to health
disorders. However, it is obvious that predicting the harm from their parasitism, as well
as the timing of possible treatment is very difficult. In other words, infecting a person is a
harm to health. I think that this is so obvious fact that it is clear not only to doctors.

The presence of any infection immediately affects the immune system and all other
systems of the body and forces them to work for destroying these non-native organisms
of the human body, exhausting the body of the person itself. Of course, it is impossible to
predict the duration of such treatment and its results with absolute precision in all cases,
but in this field there are as well certain patterns of treatment, in particular, depending on
the etiology of the infection. In addition, it should be noted that in the case of injuries,
which are considered as the so-called classical (traditional) health harm, it is quite often
impossible to predict treatment outcomes. After all, the healing of bones of a typical
fracture as well depends on the immune status of a particular person, the treatment
regimen, the quality of the medicine and many other circumstances that may call into
guestion any treatment prognosis, but this does not in any way prevent the attribution of
such kind of health harm to bodily injuries.

Consequently, there are all the grounds to consider human infection with any disease,
regardless of its etiology, as a kind of bodily injury. Of course, the definition of a particular
type of bodily injury in this case, first of all, will depend on how much time the doctors will
need to neutralize the respective infection, as well as on the extent to which the infection of
a person has affected his ability to work. After all, these factors, in accordance with
national legislation, primarily affect the severity of the harm to health. Such an approach to
the understanding of bodily injury is fully consistent with the understanding of this notion
in the Rules of forensic assessment of the severity of bodily injury. In accordance with
these Rules, bodily injury is a violation of the anatomical integrity of tissues, organs and
their functions, which arises as a result of the action of one or several external harmful
factors — physical, chemical, biological, and psychic. Opponents of this position that does
not consider a person infection as harm to health, should be remembered that many HIV-
infected persons register disability because of the presence of respective virus in their
organism, indicating the loss of ability to work, and, consequently, the presence of certain
features of bodily injury (of actual harm to health). Thus, | believe that the criminal legal
norms, which provides for criminal liability for cases of actual human infection with any
disease, can be considered as special rules in relation to the rules that provide for liability
for causing various kinds of bodily injuries. A special feature in such cases is the method of
committing a crime — the infection of a person with a certain disease, which does not affect
the degree of social danger of the crime as a whole, which confirms the conclusion that
singling out the special norms is groundless.

The position, according to which infecting a person is not considered as a form of
causing direct harm to her health, can create quite dangerous situations in law
enforcement, when the actual infecting another person with a certain type of infection
cannot be qualified according to Articles 130, 131 of the CC. Indeed, for such an
understanding of the public danger of the appropriate encroachment the act of a person
who has infected another person with an infection of non-viral etiology, generally cannot
be qualified under any of the articles that criminalize crimes against life or health. At the
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same time the imperfect construction of Art. 130 of the CC precisely in such cases will
require the qualification of the perpetrator's actions under the general norms, which
provide for liability for crimes against the life or health of a person.

Legislative constructions of Part 1 and Part 4 Art. 130 of the CC give grounds for a
formally correct conclusion that the subject in the named corpora delicti is general, that
is, an uninfected person can as well be the subject. However, this can’t be applied to Part 2
and 3 Art. 130 of the CC, the disposition of which clearly implies that the subject of
these crimes may be only the person who is the carrier of the corresponding virus. Part 2
Art. 130 of the CC provides for criminal liability for the careless infection of another
person with a human immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease, if the
perpetrator knew that he is the carrier of this virus. Hence, the question arises as to how
to qualify the acts of a person who is not himself a carrier of the corresponding virus, but
nevertheless has infected another person with the corresponding infection by negligence?
The actions of medical, pharmaceutical or other workers who have improperly executed
their duties may be qualified in such cases under the relevant part of Art. 131 of the CC.
However, how should be qualified in such cases an act of a person, if the subject of the
crime is general? | consider that in such cases, in the presence of all other grounds, there
are no obstacles to the qualification of the perpetrator's actions under Art. 128 of the CC
as for causing grievous or moderate bodily injury by negligence. This very conclusion
can be reached on the basis of the stated above argumentation that the norms that
establish the liability for infecting a person with various diseases are special in relation to
the norms that provide for liability for causing bodily injury (causing harm to health).

In my opinion, the abovementioned problem situations allow us to ask a more
general question: what is the need for singling out the special rules, which provide for the
liability for infecting a person, if there are general norms that provide for liability for
causing harm to health? It should be noted that in the cases under consideration it can be
argued not only about the lack of sufficient justification for the differentiation of liability,
but as well about the unjustified establishing more severe liability in comparison with the
general norms that provide for liability for harm to health. Thus, for example, it is
difficult to explain why a negligent infection of a person with a human
immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease under Part 2 Art. 130 of the
CC causes the possibility of imposing a punishment in the form of imprisonment up to
five years (qualified corpus delicti, stipulated in Part 3 Art. 130 of the CC, — up to eight
years), while causing grievous or moderate bodily injury by negligence under Art. 128 of
the CC causes maximum punishment in the form of restraint of liberty for a term up to
two years. For intentional infection in accordance with Part 4 Art. 130 of the CC the
maximum punishment in the form of ten years imprisonment not only exceeds the
sanction of Part 1 Art. 121 of the CC, which establishes liability for intentional grievous
bodily injury, but as well for three years exceeds the minimum amount of punishment for
the basic corpus delicti of intentional murder.

| consider that there are no compelling arguments to prove that the mentioned way
of causing bodily injury (infection) can so greatly increase the public danger of the
respective encroachments. The crimes against life and health are characterized by the fact
that the method of committing the crime can be a qualifying feature in the cases where its
application poses a danger to the life or health of others, or if a particular method directly
enhances the suffering of the victim while causing him harm. These properties are not
inherent in infection as a method of causing harm to human health, and therefore there
are hardly any reasons to construct the qualified corpora delicti of bodily injuries, taking
into account this method as a qualifying feature.
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The situation with the sanction of Part 1 Art. 131 of the CC «Improper performance
of professional duties that caused the infection of person with a human
immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease» is even more strange. The
legislator in this case as well makes the criminal liability more severe in comparison with
the sanction of Art. 128 of the CC. However, to a certain extent, establishing more severe
liability in this case may be justified by a special subject of this corpus delicti: a medical,
pharmaceutical or other employee who improperly performs his professional duties.
After all, within this category of workers there are special (higher) requirements for
observance of the certain rules of security. At the same time it is not completely clear
why Part 1 Art. 131 of the CC is actually a privileged norm in relation to a similar act
committed by negligence, but by the general subject, stipulated in Part 2 Art. 130 of the
CC. Thus, the maximum punishment in the sanction of Part 1 Art. 131 of the CC is two
years lesser than the maximum penalty provided for in the sanction of Part 2 Art. 130 of
the CC. As for the general trend of differentiation of criminal liability, one should ask the
legislator: why not to increase the criminal liability for intentional infections committed
by a special subject? After all, these categories of people possess much more special
knowledge, as well as special opportunities for such an infection?

Considering that Part 4 Art. 130 of the CC envisages the liability for the infection
with the incurable disease virus that is dangerous to human life, which in its turn
determines the possibility of causing death to a person from such infection, there arises a
problem of distinguishing this corpus delicti from the corpus delicti of attempted murder.
| have already stressed on the legislator’s not quite right approach to defining the terms
and kinds of punishments in the sanction of Part 4 Art. 130 of the CC, which provides for
liability for intentional infecting a human immunodeficiency virus or other incurable
infectious disease that is dangerous to human life. Because despite the fact that Part 4
Art. 130 of the CC, as follows directly from the disposition of this Article, does not cover
the death of a person, the maximum limit of the punishment in the form of imprisonment
in the sanction of this Article exceeds for three years the minimum amount of
punishment for intentional murder.

However, even such a sanction does not allow, in my opinion, to assert that Part 4
Art. 130 of the CC envisages a special form of attempted murder, taking into account the
special way of encroaching life — the infection of victim with a virus or other illness that
is dangerous for life. After all, the very fact of the human infection with an incurable
disease virus that is dangerous for life does not allow asserting that such infection
necessarily leads to the death of a person within more or less defined period. Different
clinical pictures of the disease do not allow the guilty, in all cases, of infection to rely on
the obligatory causing the death of the victim, which is typical of the attempted murder.
In this regard, one should agree with the opinion of P. P. Andrushko, who considers that
the issue of attributing a certain disease to the incurable is rather conditional and depends
on various circumstances [3, c. 308].

Theoretically, one can model a situation when the human infection with a dangerous
to his life disease can be qualified as an attempted murder. If such intentional infection
was caused during, for example, a long expedition to the mountains, when the guilty is
clearly aware of the impossibility to provide timely medical assistance to the victim in
case of rapid development of the disease. In such cases, only the extraordinary properties
of victim’s immune system or other unforeseen for the guilty circumstances may prevent
the victim's death. However, such examples are more likely to be the exceptions to the
general rule concerning the infection of a person with a particular illness.
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If Parts 2, 3, 4 Art. 130 of the CC and Art. 131 of the CC envisage in fact special
rules on causing bodily injury, then in Part 1 Art. 130 of the CC the legislator has
constructed the so-called delict of danger creation. In Part 1 Art. 130 of the CC it goes
about creating the situation when a person creates a real danger of infecting another
person with a human immunodeficiency virus or other incurable infectious disease that is
dangerous to human life. Certainly, in this case, it cannot be argued that this norm is
special in relation to the norms that provide for liability for bodily injury (causing harm
to health). In this case, it goes about so-called delict of danger creation. In literature it has
already for a long time been suggested the need to single out the general norms that
would establish criminal liability for creating a real danger to life or health, regardless of
those factors that are the cause of such a danger [5].

The idea of creating such norms when it goes about the danger only to health can
hardly be considered justified because the range of possible harm to health is extremely
broad and it is virtually impossible to determine the creation of danger of which harm to
the health has taken place, and consequently, to differentiate liability properly. Actually,
this does not apply fully to Part 1 Art. 130 of the CC, which in this respect is quite
acceptable in its design, since it clearly stipulates what kind of danger to health is
concerned. At the same time, the construction of such rules aimed at criminal legal
protection of human life, but not the health, is well-grounded. The existence of a separate
norm in which criminal liability for the intentional creation of a danger to a person’s life
without the purpose of causing his death would be envisaged will allow to criminalize a
large number of such acts that are currently occurring in the most various spheres. In
particular, it is an issue of theft of sewage hatches, the lack of which on unlit roads turns
the movement of people into the game of the so-called Russian roulette.

Critical remarks are caused by the separate singling out Art. 133 of the CC
«Infection with venereal disease» by the legislator. In fact, in this case, it actually goes
about a special way of causing bodily injury (harm to health), which, depending on the
disorder of health and disability, can be qualified under the general articles, which
stipulate liability for causing harm to health. The differentiation of criminal liability for
such kind of health harm by the way of singling out the special norm with an separate
sanction in a separate Article, as is currently the case in the standing CC, can as well lead
to problematic situations in law enforcement. Firstly, 1'd like to note that Part 1 Art. 133
of the CC provides for criminal liability both for intentional and for the negligent
infection with venereal disease, which in principle is the violation of the rules of liability
differentiation. However, the analysis of the sanction of Part 1 Art. 133 of the CC gives
grounds as well for other critical remarks.

Thus, in particular, the maximum punishment in the form of imprisonment for a
term up to two years, on the one hand, allows us to conclude that according to its public
danger the legislator equates this crime only to minor bodily injuries. And only such
qualifying feature as «grave consequences», provided in Part 3 Art. 133 of the CC,
allows to cover such a disorder of health caused by intentional infection with sexually
transmitted diseases, which is equivalent to intentional moderate bodily injury. However,
sexually transmitted diseases can cause even more serious harm to health, which, in its
effects, is equivalent to grievous bodily injury.

Today, medicine has no effective medications to completely destroy cytomegalovirus,
which can be sexually transmitted. In some cases, infection with such a virus will give
grounds for concluding that there are signs of grievous bodily injury in the form of a
health disorder, combined with a permanent loss of capacity of at least one third, or loss
of reproductive function (loss of the body functions). Thus, the question arises
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concerning how to qualify the intentional infection with cytomegalovirus, if the sanction
of Art. 133 of the CC does not cover health harm at the level of social danger of
intentional grievous bodily injury?

On the other hand, when it goes about negligent infection with venereal disease, in
Art. 133 of the CC there is an unjustified making criminal liability more severe in
comparison with liability for negligent bodily injury. In particular, if the sanction of
Art. 128 of the CC «Negligent grievous or moderate bodily injury» provides for
maximum punishment in the form of restraint of liberty for a term up to two years, then
Part 1 Art. 133 of the CC provides for the possibility of sentencing in the form of
imprisonment for a term up to two years. It is unclear by what circumstances the
legislator’s approach has been caused, if the liability for negligent infection with venereal
disease is much more severe than liability for negligent grievous or moderate bodily
injury? If the sanction of Part 1 Art. 133 of the CC makes it possible to conclude that the
main corpus delicti covers the negligent grievous or moderate bodily injury, then the
question arises as to what, then, the consequences for a person, except the death, does the
qualifying feature «grave consequences» include in Part 3 Art. 133 of the CC, the attitude
towards which can be expressed in negligence?

The construction of this corpus delicti poses as well the other questions concerning
subject of the corpus delicti which are similar to those that have already arisen during the
analysis of the corpora delicti provided in Art. 130 of the CC. It goes about how to
qualify the actions of a person who is not ill with a venereal disease, but intentionally or
by negligence has infected another person with venereal disease? In such cases, the
scientists propose to qualify the offender’s actions under the general articles envisaging
liability for bodily injury [4, c. 331]. Despite the fact that the social danger of such
infection, especially if it has been committed intentionally, will be no lesser, the liability
of the subject under the general norms envisaging liability for causing bodily injury will
be substantially mitigated. This will be especially evident in those cases when the
infection has been committed by negligence. In addition, the legislator does not
differentiate the liability for the infection with a venereal disease, committed by a
medical or other employee, who was obliged to follow the special rules for protecting the
other persons from infection. At present time the respective acts as well of such subjects
can be qualified only under the general articles that provide for liability for the crimes
against life and health.

Consequently, an analysis of the norms that provide for the liability for infecting a
person with various types of diseases, shows that there is no need in the existence of such
separate norms. After all, in their essence, they are only the special norms that actually
provide for liability for causing various kinds of bodily injury (harm to health),
depending on the way they are caused. At the same time, absolutely groundless and
unjustified differentiation of criminal liability takes place during their creation. Instead,
in this case, the differentiation of liability is quite possible and it should be provided not
with consideration of method of causing the harm to health, which in this case does not
increase the social danger of the act, but considering the features of the special subject of
the crime, that can be indicated in disposition of the article by the reference to breach of
the special rules aimed at protecting human life and health.
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PosrnsaHyTo npobnemy KpuMMiHanbHOI BiANOBIAANbHOCTI 3@ 3apaXXeHHS MIOAMHU Pi3HUMU
BMAAMM iHpeKUiHMX Ta BipyCHUX 3axBopioBaHb. Bpaxosytoun Te, wo B KK YkpaiHu BugineHo
oKpeMi cTaTTi, AKki nepenbavatoTb BiANOBIAANBHICTE 3a 3apaXeHHA 0Ccobu AeskMMu BUAaMu
3axBOpOBaHb, NPOBEAEHO MOPIBHAHHSA PO3MIpy BiAMOBIAANbHOCTI, sika nepeabayeHa 3a Take
3apaKeHHs, 3 BiANOBIAanbHICTIO 3a 3anodifgHHA LWKOAWM 340POB’t0 BHACMIAOK Aji pisHOro poay
TpaBMyHOUMX hakTopiB. ApryMeHTOBaHO, Lo, Ha NepLUniA NOrnsa, CTBOPHETLCS BPAXEHHS, L0
3aKOHOAaBELb LUMAXOM BUAINEHHA OKpeMux (crnelianbHuX) HOpM, siki nepeagbayaroTb BianNoBi-
[anbHICTb 32 3apaXKeHHs1 Pi3HOro poay 3axBOPHOBAHHAMMW, HAaMaraeTbcsa 3abe3neynTu peanisa-
uito NpuHUMNy AuvdepeHuiaLii KpuMiHanbHOI BignosiganbHOCTI. HaToMicTb y cTaTTi AoBeAeHo,
WO B Takum cnocib 3akoHoAaBeLpb CTBOPHOE nuwie HenoTpibHy KasyiCTUKy y BCTaHOBIEHHI
KpVMiHanbHOI BiANOBIAANbHOCTI 3@ 3aMnOAisiHHA LUKOAW KMTTHO UM 300POB'I0 NMIOANHU. Amxe
OKpeMme iCHyBaHHS Takux HOPM CTBOPHE nuLie ChipHi npobnemu, siki CTOCYOTLCS CMiBBiOHO-
LLUEHHS1 BKa3aHWX HOPM i3 3aranbHMMW HOPMaMM MPO 3anOAisHHS LWKOAWN XUTTHO YM 300POB’0
noanHn. MNpy LBOMY CTBEPMKEHO, IO iCHYBAHHS Takoi rpynn HOpM € npobnemaTtuyHuMm He
TiNbKM 3 nornsgy keBanidpikadii, ane v 3 nornsaay o6rpyHTyBaHHS BU3HA4YEHHS 3MICTy CaHKLin 3a
BUMHEHHS [isiHb, SKi NOB’s13aHi 3i 3apa)KeHHSAM NEBHMMM 3aXBOPIOBAHHAMU. AXXe O4YEBUOHUM €
TON akT, Wo AudepeHuiauis KpuMiHanbHOI BigNOBIAANbHOCTI Nonsirae He NpocTo y BCTa-
HOBJEHHI iHWWX pO3MIpiB UM BMAIB MOKapaHb Y CaHKLUiX KPUMiHaNbHO-NPaBoOBUX HOPM, SKi
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nepeabayalTb OAHOPIAHI NOCAraHHS, a B 00r'pyHTOBaHI HEOOXIQHOCTI NOCUNEHHS YM nocnab-
NEHHs BiANOBIAANbHOCTI MOPIBHAHO 3 BXe ICHYNYMMW 3aranbHUMK Hopmamu. 3pobneHo
BMCHOBOK MpO Te, L0 3a CBOEK CYTTIO 3apaeHHs ocobu pisHoro poay iHdekuismu Ta Bipy-
caMn MOXHa po3rnggaTtv fK cneuianbHUM BuA 3anofisiHHS LIKOAM 340POB’t0, Tak camo $K i
3anofisiHHA LWKOAW 340POB’t0 BHACNIAOK Oyab-SKMX iHWMX TPaBMYHOUMX UYMHHUKIB. AKWO 3
nornsgy MeauumMHM MOXHa i NoTpibHo AudbepeHuitoBaTh pisHi BUAW 3apaxeHHs, Lo BU3Ha4vae
XapakTtepu nikyBaHHA Ta MporHo3m nepebiry 3axBoproBaHHs, TO 3 MOrMsQy KpuMiHanbHOro
npaea Taka AudepeHLlialis BianoBiganbHOCTI 3 ypaxyBaHHAM BUAY 3axXBOPIOBaHHsS € 6eania-
CTaBHOK. APryMeHTOBaHO BMCHOBOK MPO Te, L0 HEMAa€E NOTPedu y KOHCTPYIOBaHHI crewianbHux
HopM, SKi nepenbGavaloTb BiONOBIAANbHICTE 3@ 3apaXXeHHSA PI3HOro pPoAy 3axBOPHBAHHAMM,
OCKifbKM Y BCIX BMNagkax Taki OisHHA MOXHa KBanidikyBaTu 3a 3aranbHUMW HOpMamu, Lo
nepeabayaloTb BiAnNoOBiAANbHICTL 3a 3aMOAisiHHA LIKOAM 300POB’0, a AoAaTKOBOI AudepeH-
uiauii KpymiHanbHOT BiANOBIAANLHOCTI BOHM HE NOTPEebYoTh.

Knroyosi crioea: wkopa 300pPOB’O; 3apaXkeHHs1 BipyCOM abo iHGeKUiew; KpuMiHanbHa
BiQNOBIAAaNbHICTb; 3M0YMH NPOTU 340POB’S; AndepeHLiauisa BianoBiaansHOCTi.
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