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Corruption, as one of the most persistent social pathologies, has accompanied humanity
since the emergence of the first civilizations. It arose alongside the development of social
hierarchies, administrative governance, and resource distribution, becoming an integral part of
the relationship between authority and society. In ancient states, corrupt practices were so
prevalent that many scholars consider them a systemic factor influencing the evolution of
political and legal institutions.

In the antiquity era, corruption posed a significant threat to the stability of societies and
the efficiency of state governance. States such as Athens, Sparta, and Rome faced a wide range
of corrupt practices, including bribery, abuse of power, and embezzlement of public resources.
In response, ancient societies began implementing anti-corruption mechanisms based on both
legal and moral-ethical principles.

Corruption, as a social phenomenon, has accompanied state formations since ancient
times, and the civilizations of Ancient Greece and Rome developed various mechanisms to curb
it. In Ancient Athens, this issue was seen as a threat to democracy, which led to the introduction
of ostracism-a mechanism of popular voting that allowed for the expulsion of politicians
suspected of abusing power or accumulating excessive influence. If a person received more than
6,000 votes on pottery shards (ostraka), they were forced to leave the polis for ten years, serving
as a preventive measure against the concentration of power in one person’s hands. Additionally,
there was dokimasia, a pre-appointment screening of candidates for public office, which
assessed not only their financial standing but also their moral character. After completing their
term, officials underwent euthyna, a process of public accountability in which they had to report
to the assembly, and if abuses were found, they faced punishments ranging from fines to the
death penalty. During the Peloponnesian War, anti-corruption efforts intensified, as state
resources were critical for military operations, and any embezzlement was equated with treason.
Nevertheless, despite these mechanisms, history records numerous instances of Athenian
officials evading responsibility by manipulating the assembly or resorting to bribery.

In Ancient Rome, corruption became particularly acute during the late Republic when
governing provinces became a means of personal enrichment for officials. The first attempt to
address this issue was the Law on Bribery (Lex Calpurnia, 149 BCE), which provided for the
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prosecution of officials who abused their positions, with penalties including property
confiscation and exile. However, this law proved insufficient, leading to the enactment of Lex
Julia de repetundis in 59 BCE, which introduced stricter sanctions, requiring guilty officials to
return illicitly acquired funds and property, and even face permanent exile. A significant role in
combating corruption was played by censors, special officials responsible for overseeing the
moral conduct of magistrates and senators, who had the authority to remove corrupt individuals
from office. However, during the decline of the Republic and the transition to an imperial
system, corruption became even more rampant, and emperors often used bribery as a tool of
governance. Some authoritarian rulers took particularly harsh measures against corruption,
such as Nero, who ordered the execution of bribery offenders without trial, or Diocletian, who
implemented strict control over state financial flows. Similar methods were used in other ancient
civilizations; for example, in Babylon, under the Code of Hammurabi, corrupt officials could be
sentenced to death, highlighting how seriously this crime was regarded in society. Thus, even in
the ancient world, corruption was seen not only as an ethical issue but also as a threat to the
state system, necessitating strict legal and administrative measures.

These mechanisms included laws regulating the activities of officials, financial reporting
obligations for public servants, and institutions of public oversight. For instance, in the Roman
Republic, special tribunals were established to handle cases of bribery, while in Athens, citizens
participated in judicial processes through a lottery system. However, despite the progressive
nature of some approaches, their effectiveness was often limited by inequalities in civil rights,
insufficient institutional maturity, and the influence of private interests on state affairs.

The study of historical forms of anti-corruption efforts not only provides insights into
their impact on the stability of ancient societies but also offers valuable lessons for contemporary
governance systems. This article examines the key anti-corruption mechanisms of antiquity,
their impact on the political and social structures of those societies, and their relevance in the
modern context. The ancient experience of combating corruption serves as a reminder that, even
in the most developed societies, eradicating corruption is a complex yet essential task.

Keywords: corruption, anti-corruption mechanisms, ancient world, antiquity, Greece,
Rome, Athens, Sparta, bribery, abuse of power, effectiveness, legal norms, moral and ethical
principles, social hierarchy, public administration, financial control, public oversight,
legislation, social stability, political institutions, judicial system.

Formulation of the problem. The issue of combating corruption, which today concerns not only the
scientific community but also broad circles of the public and the entire world, is by no means a trend of the
present day or a challenge of today’s times. It, without exaggeration, has its roots in ancient times and traces
its beginnings to the moment of the emergence of civilization and the formation of interstate relations.
Foreign researchers on the problem of corruption, K. Barnick, J. Braemer, and J. Ludwig, believe that
“corruption as a form of deviant criminal behavior is as old as humanity itself” [1]. Indeed, references to
corruption appear frequently in the oldest preserved written sources. These references can be found in the
cuneiform texts of Babylon and in the Old Testament. For many contemporaries, this may seem surprising;
however, already 4,000 years ago, rulers of the most developed states recognized the dangers of corruption
and introduced strict responsibility for corrupt offenses. At the same time, the very word “corruption”, which
we use today, has a history that is half as long. This all underscores the relevance of studying the features of
combating corruption in countries such as Babylon and Ancient Rome.

The issue of corruption is as relevant in the context of ancient states as it is in the modern world, as
these phenomena share common roots that arose with humanity’s first steps toward a civilized society. The
fight against corruption in ancient states was viewed not only as a means of ensuring public order but also
as part of the moral and ethical responsibility of every citizen. Babylon and Ancient Rome were among the
first examples where special mechanisms of legal control were created to prevent abuses, including both
legislative acts and systems for overseeing the activities of officials.
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Analyzing these ancient practices can help uncover deeper aspects of the evolution of corruption
schemes and countermeasures, as well as reveal certain parallels with modern approaches. It is worth noting
that many of the ideas embedded in ancient legal systems became the foundation for later legal norms and
anti-corruption mechanisms in the medieval and modern periods. Studying such examples helps not only to
understand how ancient societies fought against this phenomenon but also to determine which principles
could be applied in solving contemporary corruption problems. At the same time, it is important to consider
that the fight against corruption in ancient times often faced limitations arising from inefficient power
institutions, insufficient mobilization of civil society, and the lack of a clear legal system. These problems,
as in our time, remain a significant challenge on the path to overcoming corruption. It is crucial to realize
that despite the millennia that separate modern times from antiquity, the effectiveness of anti-corruption
mechanisms depends on a deep understanding of political, social, and legal conditions, as well as on society’s
ability to adapt to changes. In this context, the ancient experience of fighting corruption remains an important
reference for today, offering valuable lessons for building modern anti-corruption strategies.

Analysis of the study of the problem. Historical and theoretical issues regarding the study of
corruption’s place in the fields of public administration and law have been addressed in the works of
numerous domestic researchers, such as L. I. Arkusha, P. D. Bilienchuk, K. I. Bryl, V. O. Veklych,
A. V. Haiduk, V. D. Gvozdecky, V. M. Harashchuk, V. L. Grokholskiy, V. I. Lytvynenko, H. A. Matusovsky,
M. 1. Melnyk, Y. V. Nevmeryzhitsky, S. V. Omelchenko, S. A. Podolyaka, S. H. Stetsenko, O. V. Tere-
shchuk, O. D. Tereshchuk and V. S. Tsymbalyuk. However, there are very few detailed studies on the
formation of anti-corruption activities in individual ancient countries within the domestic scientific
community, which determines the relevance of this research.

In 2024-2025, research on this issue at the national level gained new momentum due to the
development of interdisciplinary approaches that combine historical, legal, and sociological methods.
Domestic scholars are actively turning to ancient sources, reconstructing mechanisms for combating
corruption in ancient states, particularly in Ancient Rome and Babylon. In the works emerging during these
years, attention is paid to the comparative analysis of ancient legal systems and their mechanisms for
preventing corruption offenses, which helps identify potentially effective principles for modern anti-
corruption strategies. Specifically, researchers emphasize the importance of implementing citizen control
institutions and democratizing governance processes as effective mechanisms to combat corruption, drawing
on examples from the past.

The purpose of the article. The article is aimed to study how ancient civilizations, particularly
Babylon and Ancient Rome, developed and implemented mechanisms to combat corruption. Specifically,
attention will be focused on legal norms and institutions that ensured the prevention of abuses by officials
and rulers. The effectiveness of these mechanisms will also be considered in the context of the political and
social realities of that time and their potential application in modern anti-corruption strategies.

Presenting main material. Historically, the first state to begin recognizing the problem of corruption
at the national level was Babylon-one of the most famous ancient civilizations, which emerged in
Mesopotamia, in the area of present-day Irag, around the middle of the 3rd millennium BCE. This city-state
became the central hub of political, cultural, and economic power in the region. Babylon reached its greatest
height under the rule of King Hammurabi (c. 1792-1750 BCE), who created the famous Code of Hammurabi,
one of the first written laws in history. The city was renowned for its architectural grandeur, including the
famous Ishtar Gate and the Tower of Babel, which are mentioned in biblical texts. Babylon underwent
numerous changes in dynasties and conquests, including its fall to the Persians in 539 BCE. Although
Babylon was destroyed and forgotten for some time, its influence on the development of law, science, and
culture remained significant.
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Babylon can also be considered the first country to begin fighting corruption. The first anti-corruption
fighter is often regarded as the Sumerian king Urukagina (Ur-Guinimga), who stopped abuses by judges and
officials who demanded illegal rewards. This is known from the deciphered cuneiform texts of ancient
Babylon dating back to the mid-3rd millennium BCE. Urukagina was the king of the ancient city-state of
Lagash in Sumer, ruling around 2400 BCE. He is famous for implementing some of the earliest reforms in
history, including his famous legislative act, which became the foundation for improving the social status of
the lower classes. Urukagina opposed abuses by the aristocracy and officials, implementing laws to protect
the poor from exploitation. He also reformed the tax system and reduced the burden of state debts on the
population. His reign became an example of the struggle for social justice in the ancient world.

One of the earliest surviving monuments of written law is the stele of the Babylonian king Hammurabi
(who ruled Babylon around 1792-1750 BCE), which is now known as the “Code of Hammurabi” or the
“Collection of Laws of Hammurabi”. The primary reason for writing the Code of Hammurabi was the need
to establish fair and centralized governance in Ancient Babylon. As king, Hammurabi sought to strengthen
his power and ensure order in his vast and diverse kingdom, which included various peoples, cultures, and
legal traditions. An important reason was also the need for a single legal code that would regulate the
interactions between people from different social classes, as well as ensure the stability of economic
relations, particularly in trade and land ownership. The Code of Hammurabi was created to address social
injustice arising from various forms of abuse and corruption among officials and the higher classes of society.
Therefore, this code became the foundation for punishments, rights, and duties of citizens, as well as an
important tool for strengthening state power.

The surface of the stone slab, dating from the 1780s BCE, contains 282 legal norms (often referred to
as the paragraphs of the Code), regulating various spheres of social relations. The author does not distinguish
corruption as a specific category of crime. However, punishments for blatantly corrupt actions also found
their place among these paragraphs.

Most domestic researchers of the history of anti-corruption efforts [3; 4] pay special attention to § 5
of the Code, which regulates the responsibility of a judge for document falsification, and which prescribes
relatively mild (compared to other paragraphs) penalties of an administrative and disciplinary nature: “If a
judge examines a case, makes a decision, produces documents with a seal, and then changes his decision,
the judge should be exposed for altering the decision, and he must pay the sum of the claim in that case
twelve times over, and he must be removed from his judicial seat and must not return to sit with the judges
in the court”.

Of course, when studying the history of anti-corruption efforts specifically within judicial bodies, this
approach may seem exhaustive. Moreover, the substantial amount of the fine, especially the prohibition from
conducting judicial activities (judging by the lack of clarifications on the term — possibly for life), may be
viewed by contemporary researchers as a rather harsh punishment. However, the Code of Hammurabi
contains a number of other norms that address actions that, under modern domestic definitions, would fall
under the concept of “corruption”.

According to the Law of Ukraine “On Preventing Corruption”, corruption is the use by a person, as
specified in part one of Article 3 of this regulation, of the powers granted to them or associated opportunities
to gain illegal benefits or to accept such benefits or accept a promise/proposal of such benefits for themselves
or others, or, accordingly, the promise/proposal or provision of an illegal benefit to a person, or at their
request to other individuals or legal entities, to induce this person to unlawfully use the powers granted to
them or associated opportunities” [5].

At the same time, according to subparagraph “g” of part 1 of the first section of Article 3 of this law,
the subjects to whom it applies also include “military officials of the Armed Forces of Ukraine, the State
Service for Special Communications and Information Protection of Ukraine, and other military formations
created in accordance with the laws, excluding conscripts, cadets of higher military educational institutions,
cadets of higher educational institutions containing military institutes, cadets of faculties, departments, and
divisions of military training” [5]. In the case of the Code of Hammurabi, the mentioned “dekum” and
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“lubuttum” (sergeants and centurions) are precisely “military officials”. Their abuse of power was punished
by Hammurabi much more severely than the aforementioned fraudulent judges.

For example, according to §33, “If a “‘dekum’ or ‘lubuttum’ (centurion or sergeant) has taken a person
who is not subject to conscription, instead of a ‘reduma’ (a soldier who must serve) or if he accepted a
mercenary for the royal campaign and sent him as a replacement for the ‘reduma’ (again — a soldier who
must serve), then this ‘dekum’ or ‘lubuttum’ must be killed” [2].

The next norm is a sort of continuation of the previous one. According to 834, “If a ‘dekum’ or
‘lubuttum’ takes the belongings of a ‘reduma’, causes harm to the ‘reduma’, rents out the ‘reduma’, hands
over the ‘reduma’ to a stronger person, or takes a gift given by the king to the ‘reduma’, then this ‘dekum’
or ‘lubuttum’ must be killed” [2]. Thus, abuse of power by military officers was punished exclusively by the
death penalty. Moreover, the list of possible abuses was quite extensive and was recorded in writing. It is
difficult to assess the effectiveness of such anti-corruption policies today, but it is possible that it was
precisely this approach that contributed to the greatness of Babylon, which is now considered one of the first
civilizations on our planet.

The Laws of Hammurabi and the Law of Ukraine “On Preventing Corruption” share several common
aspects, despite the millennia-long difference in time and cultural context. Both documents are aimed at
ensuring justice and equality for all citizens, regardless of their social status. The Laws of Hammurabi
establish punishments for various social classes, taking into account their social status, while simultaneously
setting clear legal norms. The Law of Ukraine also strives to create equal conditions for all in the fight against
corruption. The Code of Hammurabi contains provisions aimed at combating corruption among officials and
judges, including punishments for bribery and other forms of abuse of power. The Law of Ukraine “On
Preventing Corruption” also seeks to reduce corruption risks among officials and defines measures to combat
corruption in various areas of activity. Both documents establish specific punishments for offenses. The
Code of Hammurabi clearly outlines the consequences for violators, particularly those who violate the rights
of others, engage in corruption, or abuse their powers. The Law of Ukraine defines punishments and control
mechanisms for the corrupt actions of officials. The Code of Hammurabi was an important tool for state
stability and economic development, as clear legal norms allowed law enforcement agencies to prevent
unjust practices. The Law of Ukraine “On Preventing Corruption” also contributes to the stability of society
by ensuring legal order in government institutions and authorities.

Thus, both documents have similar functions in establishing clear legal norms to combat corruption,
prevent abuses, and promote justice in society. However, despite the clear sanctions, during that period, the
problem of corruption was not completely solved due to the limitations of the legal institutions of the time,
such as the lack of an independent judiciary and weak citizen participation in control processes. The idea of
fighting corruption in Ancient Babylon was also linked to the idea of justice and ensuring state stability, as
any corruption undermined faith in state institutions and justice, which in turn could lead to social and
political upheavals.

Centuries passed, some states disappeared, while others just began to emerge. And only corruption
accompanied each of them both in their formative stages and in times of decline. A millennium and a half
after Hammurabi, the issue of combating corruption fell to the rulers of Ancient Rome. The term
“corrumpere” itself comes from Latin and was passed down to us from Rome.

In Ancient Rome, corruption became a serious problem as it permeated all areas of life, from
administrative and military structures to judicial bodies. There were well-known cases where corrupt
practices, including bribery and abuse of power, became the norm among officials. However, it was Rome
that created some of the first institutions to combat corruption, such as special positions designated to oversee
officials and prevent abuses. In particular, the activities of bodies like the “Censors” — magistrates
responsible for the morality and behavior of citizens — were aimed not only at monitoring public morality
but also at reducing corruption among rulers. Despite the creation of certain mechanisms to combat
corruption, it remained a significant issue that negatively affected the functioning of the state.

It is also worth noting that the understanding of the problem of corruption did not come to the Romans
immediately. Trying to understand the nature of corruption, Cicero repeatedly raised the issue of bribery
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among officials in his public speeches, attributing its cause to human nature and the vices inherent in it.
However, it took centuries for legislators to begin active work on anti-corruption tools.

In Ancient Rome, corruption was not only seen as a societal evil but also as a serious challenge to the
preservation of stability and order in the empire. The Romans, aware of the scale of this problem, developed
certain legal mechanisms aimed at limiting corrupt practices among officials and citizens. They believed that
corruption destroyed not only legality but also the foundations of public morality, which, in turn, led to a
decline in trust in state institutions. Special attention was given to the role of the “censores” — magistrates
who, in addition to other functions, monitored the morality and behavior of officials, as well as conducted
audits of public finances, attempting to reduce the scale of corrupt offenses. However, due to its structure,
Roman society often could not effectively fight corruption due to the internal weakness of control
mechanisms and the lack of sufficient independence of judicial bodies. Furthermore, complex social and
political conditions, particularly the struggle for power and political intrigue, only contributed to the
flourishing of corruption in various areas of public life. The problem of corruption in Rome was not just a
legal one, but also a deeply social issue, caused by numerous internal contradictions and limitations of the
existing political system.

Over time, anti-corruption efforts in Rome gained significant momentum. There were even specific
lawsuits called “action de albo corruption”, which were filed against anyone who damaged or altered the text
of the praetorian edict displayed on the white board (album) for public announcements, which was written
in black or red letters. Julius Caesar promoted the practice of severe punishment for bribery and gifts to
officials. For instance, he prohibited provincial governors from accepting golden wreaths from subordinate
cities. At the same time, voter bribery in Ancient Rome became so widespread that some Roman citizens
began to view the sums they received as legitimate payment. Julius Caesar, one of the most famous Roman
political and military leaders, recognized the extent of corruption in the Roman Republic and took a series
of measures to curb it. One of his key initiatives was the reform of the tax collection system. He abolished
many private contractors, who often abused their positions for personal gain, replacing them with public
servants to reduce opportunities for bribery. He also initiated judicial reforms, particularly changing the way
judges were selected to reduce the influence of corrupt magistrates. Caesar also attempted to curb corruption
among his supporters and military commanders by establishing strict norms for conducting military
campaigns and distributing military awards. He strengthened control over the allocation of land to veterans,
reducing the potential for dishonest deals.

At the same time, one of Caesar’s main challenges was that corruption was part of the very political
structure of the Roman Republic, and even his reforms could not completely eradicate the phenomenon.
However, he made a significant contribution to the fight against corruption by creating new mechanisms and
reforming existing institutions. At one point, Emperor Augustus even gave his personal funds to voters so
they would no longer demand anything from candidates for public office. However, this approach did not
work, nor did any other attempts to placate extortionists with funding.

There are also references to corruption in the greatest monument of Roman law — the Twelve Tables:
“Table IX. Aulus Gellius. Attic Nights, XX. 17: Will you consider it harsh to enact a law that punishes with
death a judge or intermediary who was appointed for the trial (of a case) and was found to have accepted a
monetary reward for it?” Among the special commissions of magistrates was the commission on bribery and
extortion by public officials, established by the Calpurnian Law in 149 BCE, which developed measures to
fight corruption and proposed official definitions of illegal rewards for officials.

The renowned researcher of the history of corruption and anti-corruption activities, V. O. Veklych,
identifies a whole system of anti-corruption measures from Ancient Rome: the recognition of the
inadmissibility of senators’ involvement in certain areas of activity: “the prohibition of engaging in maritime
trade, financial transactions, as well as state contracts™; efforts to counter the degradation of public morals,
which led to an expansion of the environment for the spread of corruption. To this end, laws concerning
luxury were enacted and implemented in Rome-"leges sumptuariae.” Specifically, the “Law on Gifts” (lex
Cincia de donationibus) of 204 BCE, [9] restricted the size of gifts from clients to patrons and introduced a
ban on certain types of gifts and forms of giving; other laws (The Law of Gaius Orhidius of 181 BCE, The
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Law of Fannius of 161 BCE) [9] strictly regulated the conduct of public events—such as dinners and banquets
(including setting the number of guests and the amount of money allowed to be spent); special legislation to
limit the size of certain types of property that could be held by individuals or their families, or the use of
certain benefits: “The Law of Claudia (lex Claudia de nave senatorum) of 218 BCE prohibited senators and
their families from owning ships with a capacity greater than 300 amphoras (these norms were later used by
Caesar in 59 BCE in lex de repetundis); The Law of Oppius (lex Oppia) of 215 BCE [9] prohibited Roman
women from possessing more than half an ounce of gold, wearing multicolored clothing, riding in carriages
in Rome and other cities, or around them within a mile, except on state and religious holidays”; restrictions
on consumption: The Law of Publius Licinius Crassus Mucianus of 131 BCE introduced a limit on the
amount of meat that could be consumed [10, p. 4].

The Ukrainian legal scholar also addressed the issue of corruption in his academic research,
particularly in the context of the history and current challenges of the legal system. His works focused on
analyzing corrupt practices in public administration, including their impact on scientific and legal activities.
V. O. Veklych viewed corruption as a structural problem that permeates not only political and economic
spheres but also educational and scientific activities, where it can have a devastating impact on the objectivity
and integrity of research, evaluations, and publications.

An important aspect of his studies was the examination of corrupt practices in legal systems,
particularly in Ukraine, with an emphasis on how these practices can infiltrate the scientific community,
distorting research results and even complicating access to funding and resources for scholars.
V. O. Veklych emphasized the need to implement effective anti-corruption mechanisms in the academic
sector, particularly through transparent procedures for the appointment, financing, and evaluation of
scientific projects. He also highlighted the importance of public oversight, anti-corruption bodies, and ethical
norms within scientific communities to ensure integrity and fairness in scientific activity.

By the beginning of our era, in the most developed states, attempts were already being made to
establish, if not a fully functional anti-corruption mechanism, then at least a system of punishments for
corruption offenses. These attempts to formalize anti-corruption measures were evidence of an early
recognition that corruption has the potential to undermine the foundations of state power and pose a threat
to social stability. In Ancient Rome, in particular, the systems of punishment for corruption were closely
linked to the political and social hierarchy, which allowed rulers to attempt to minimize the negative impact
of corrupt practices through harsh sanctions for officials. However, despite these early institutionalized
efforts, the effectiveness of such mechanisms was limited due to the lack of real mechanisms for public
oversight and an independent judiciary, which allowed corrupt elements to maintain their power. Moreover,
the influence of corruption on legislative processes, granted by individuals in collusion with the authorities,
enabled such offenders to avoid punishment, undermining the overall effectiveness of legal norms.
Therefore, although punishments for corrupt actions were established, in practice, the fight against corruption
often turned into a tool for political manipulation, which demonstrated its limited effectiveness in practice.

Conclusions. Throughout all of known human history, corruption has been a companion of the state,
as its foundation lies in the desire of officials to gain additional benefits from their position. At the same
time, corruption relentlessly destroys the state mechanism, corrupts both public servants and ordinary
citizens, and undermines the value of the law. The analysis of anti-corruption norms and traditions of ancient
Babylon and Ancient Rome provides grounds to believe that even then, attempts were made to identify a
range of corrupt practices (such as document forgery, bribing judges, bribing voters, receiving expensive
gifts, abusing authority over subordinates), as well as the development of mechanisms to combat corruption
(primarily by establishing a system of punishment for corrupt actions). Further attention from researchers
should be given to the issue of corrupt practices in other countries of the same historical period and the study
of its impact on the development and decline of civilizational projects throughout known human history.

Research into anti-corruption norms and practices in Ancient Babylon and Ancient Rome suggests
that even in the early stages of civilization, attempts were made to legally document corrupt practices and
introduce sanctions aimed at preventing them. These practices included a detailed analysis of corrupt
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behaviors such as voter bribery, abuse of power, falsification of official documents, and the giving of
expensive gifts for personal gain. From this, it is evident that there was a systematic effort not only to hold
wrongdoers accountable but also to establish clear mechanisms to prevent corrupt offenses through the
imposition of punishments.

However, despite these early attempts to combat corruption, their effectiveness was limited due to the
lack of an independent judiciary, the mismatch between the legislation and the real needs of governance
structures, and the absence of widespread citizen involvement in oversight processes. This means that even
in those times, anti-corruption efforts faced significant challenges that reduced their effectiveness. The next
step in research should involve examining corruption practices in other civilizations of the same period,
particularly in India, China, Egypt, and the Greek city-states, as comparing anti-corruption mechanisms
across different cultures allows for a better understanding of general patterns and local peculiarities of this
phenomenon. Studying how corruption influenced the decline of great empires and state formations opens
up new opportunities to analyze its destructive impact on the development of civilizations. Furthermore,
such historical parallels could contribute to the development of more effective modern anti-corruption
strategies capable of minimizing this phenomenon in the context of a globalized world.
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AHTHKOPYIIIMHI MEXAHI3MHU B EHOXY AHTUYHOCTI TA iX EGEKTUBHICTH

Kopynuis, sik oaHa 3 Hali0olIb1I cTiliKMX coliaIbHUX MATOJIOTIH, CYNPOBOIKYE JIOACTBO 3 MOMEHTY
3apo/JKeHHsl NepMX uHuBLIi3auii. BoHa BHHMKJIA OJHOYACHO 3 MOSIBOK CYCHUIBHOI iepapxii,
aIMIiHICTPATHBHOIO YNPABJiHHS Ta PO3NOALIY pecypciB, cTal04YM HeBiI €MHOI0 YaCTHHOK B3a€EMOBI-
HOCHH MK BJaJ0I0 i CycmiIbCTBOM. Y CTapoJaBHIX JepxaBaX KOPYNUiiiHI NpaKkTHKHU 0y/aH HACTIIBKHU
NMOLIMPEHUMH, 110 6araTo BYEHHUX PO3IJISAAAIOTH iX SIK OAWH i3 CMCTEMHHX YHHHUKIB, 110 BIVIMBAJIM Ha
PO3BHTOK NOJITHYHHX i IPABOBHUX iHCTUTYTIB.

B enoxy aHTHYHOCTI KOPYINifA CTAHOBUJIA CEPHO3HY 3arpo3y MJIf cTaldiIbHOCTI cycnijibeTB i eex-
THBHOCTI Aep:kaBHoOro ynpasJjinHa. Taki nepxasu, ik Apinn, Cnapra ta Pum, cTukajamcs 3 IIMPOKUM
CIIEKTPOM KOPYNUiiiHMX NpPoOsiBiB, 30KpeMa Xa0apHMUTBOM, 3JIOBKHBAHHSM BJIAJ0I0 Ta He3aKOHHUM
NPUBJACHEHHS JeP:KABHUX pecypciB. Y BiINoOBiAb CTapojaBHi cycHiJIbCTBA NMOYadd BIPOBAIKYBATH
AHTHKOPYNUiliHi MexaHi3MM, sIKi IPYHTYBaJIMCS IK HAa IPABOBHUX, TAK i HA MOPAJIbHO-eTHYHMX 3aCA/IAX.

Kopynuisi, ik conianbHe siBHIIe, CyNPOBOKYBaJIa /ep:KaBHi YTBOPEHHS 11le 3 AHTHYHHUX YaciB, i
nuBiiizanii CrapogaBuboi I'penii Ta PuMmy BupoOuiau pi3HOMaHITHI MexaHi3Mu Ui ii cTpuMyBaHHs. Y
CrapoaaBHix A¢inax us npobiema po3riasganacs sik 3arpo3a AeMoKpaTii, Tomy 0yJi0o 3anpoBaJ:KeHO
0CTpaKi3M — MeXaHi3M HapOIHOIo0 roJIOCYBaHHs, IKUIl A03B0/IAB BUTHAHHS MOJITHKIB, 3alli103peHUX y
3JI0BKABAHHI BJIa1010 260 HaAMipHOMY 3pocTaHHi BILMBY. SIkmo JroquHa orpumyBaia monax 6 000
rojiociB Ha 4Yepenkax (0CTpaKkoOHax), BOHA MycWja 3ajumutru noiic Ha 10 pokiB, mo ciayrysajo
NpeBeHTHBHUM 3aX0J0M NPOTH KOHUEHTpauii BJAagu B pykax oaHiei ocodu. Kpim Toro, icuyBana
JoKimMacisi — mepeBipka KaHIMIATIB HA MOCAAM, NI Yac SIKOI OWiHIOBAJM He Juule ixHi (iHaHcu, a |
MopaJibHi ikocTi. Ilicis 3aBepuIeHHs TepMiHy NpaBJIiHHS YMHOBHMKHU NPOXOIMJIU €BTHHY, TOOTO 3BiTY-
BaJIM Nepe/l HAPOJAHUMHM 300paMu PO CBOIO JislJILHICTH, a B pa3i BUSIBJICHHS 3/10BKUBaHb NMiAgaBaaucs
NMOKAPaHHIO, IKe MOIJI0 BapiloBaTucs Bix mrTpagis 10 cMepTHoi kapu. Ilig yac IleJonoHHechbKoOl BiliHN
0opoTb0a 3 KOPYNUi€I 3arocTpUIIACs, OCKUIBKHU Jep:KaBHI pecypcu 0yJiM KPUTHYHO BAKJIMBUMHU IS
Be/leHHs1 000oBUX Aill, a OyAb-siKi 3/10B:KMBAaHHSI NMPUPIBHIOBAJMCA /10 Jep:kaBHOI 3pagu. BogHouac,
He3BaKAK4YM HA Ui MexaHi3Mu, icTopin 30eperya ynciaeHHi cBiTYeHHsI NPo apiHCLKUX MOCAAOBUIB, fAKi
YXWJISIJIMCA Bill BiAMOBiZaAbHOCTI, MAHINY/ 1101044 HAPOAHUMH 300paMu 200 BUKOPMCTOBYIOYH MiAKYII.
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Y CrapoagaBubomy Pumi mpodjema kopynuii Ha0y/ja 0co0JUBOI rocTPpOTH B Nepio Mi3HBLOI
Pecny0Jliku, KOJM yNpaB/liHHS MPOBIHIISIMM NEePeTBOPHJIOCSH HAa CHOCI0 0cOOUCTOr0 30aravyeHHs
nocagosuiB. [lepuroro cnpodoro ii moxonanus cras 3akon npo xadapuuurso (Lex Calpurnia, 149 p. no
H. e.), sIKuii mepea6avyas cy10Be MepecilyBaHHsI YMHOBHHKIB, 1[0 3J10BKUBATH CBOEI0 MOCA/I0K0, 3 MOKA-
PaHHAMM y BUIJISAI KoH(pickanii MaiiHa Ta Burnanus. OqHaK neii 3aK0H BUSIBMBCSI HEAOCTATHBO e(ek-
THBHHUM, i TOoMy B 59 poui 10 H. e. Gysno yxBasneno Lex Julia de repetundis, sikuii 3anpoBaaus cyBopiuri
CaHKMii, 3000B’SI3yl0OYN BHUHHUX MOBEPTATH HE3aKOHHO HA0yTi KOIITH ii MaliHO, a TaKoXK NepexdavaB
MOXKJIUBICTH TOBiYHOT0 BUTHAHHA. 3HAYHY PoJib y 60poTh0i 3 Kopynui€ BiairpaBaJju neH3opH — cre-
niajJbHi MocaaoBui, BiAMOBiAAJbHI 32 KOHTPOJIL 32 MOPAJLJII0 YMHOBHUKIB i 4/ieHiB ceHaTy, siki Maju
NMOBHOBAKCHHS BUJIY4aTH KOPYMIIOBAHHX 0Ci0 31 ckiaay kepiBHHX oprasiB. OfHak y 4acu 3aHenmaay
Pecny6aiku Ta nepexoay 10 iMmnepcbkoi ¢gopMu npapJiHHA Kopynuis Hady.a e 0inbmioro po3maxy, a
iMnepaTopu Hepiako caMi BUKOPHCTOBYBAJIM MiIKYyN SIK iHCTPYMeEHT ynpapiaiHHs. Oco0JMBO XKOPCTKI
3aX01U NPOTHU 3JIOBKUBAHb 3aCTOCOBYBAJIM JesIKi aBTOpUTApHi nmpaBuTeli, cepen sikux Hepon, sikumii
HAKAa3yBaB CTpPAaTMUTH Xa0apHuKiB 0e3 cyay, a0o liokueriaH, 1o 3anpoBaguB CyBOPUiIl KOHTPOJb 3a
(¢inaHCcOBMMM NOTOKAMH Jep:KaBM. AHAJOriYHi MeTOAM BHKOPHUCTOBYBaJMCH i B IHIIMX AaBHIX
nuBimizamiax: Hanpukian, y BaBuioni 3a “Koaekcom Xammypani” kopynumioHepiB MOIJIN 3acyIKyBaTH
10 CMEePTHOI KapH, W0 CBiIYMTH NP0 HAA3BHYANHY CEPHO3HICTH LBLOIO 3J0YHMHY B 04aX CYCHIJIbCTBA.
Ortixe, e B AHTUYHOMY CBiTi KOpynuisi po3rjsaajiacs He JMIle IK eTHYHe MUTAHHSA, a il AK 3arpo3a
JepAKaBHOMY YCTPOIO, 110 NOTpedyBasia CyBOPUX NPABOBUX Ta aAMiHICTPATUBHHUX 3aX0/iB.

Cepen Takux MeXaHi3MiB 0yJ14 3aKOHH, 110 PeryJ/JI0BaJIi AislJIbHICTh YMHOBHMKIB, iHAHCOBI 3BiTH
nocafioBUiB i iHcTUTYTH rpoMajachkoro koHrtpoJwo. Hanpuknan, y Pumcebkiii pecnmyOaini aissam
crneniajJbHi TPUOYHAIH VIS PO3IJIAY CPaB NMPO Xa0apHUUTBO, a B AQiHax NpaKTUKYBAJIU 3a71y4eHHS
TPOMAJISIH 10 CYyAOBHMX NpouLeciB yepe3 cucremy skepedkyBaHHs. IIpoTe nmonpu nporpecuBHiCTh JesIKUX
nmiaxoAiB iXHs eeKTUBHICTH YacTo Oy/1a o0MeskeHA HEePiBHICTIO IPOMAASIHCHLKMX NMPaB, HEJOCTATHHOIO
iHcTUTYNifiHOIO 3piIicTIO T2 BIVIMBOM NPUBATHHUX iHTepeciB Ha Aep:KaBHi cipaBu.

JocaigxkeHHs icropuyHux (opm npoTuaii kopynuii Aa€ 3Mory He Juie 3po3yMiTH ixHiil BIIMB Ha
cTadiIbHICTDh CTAPOJABHIX CyCHIILCTB, ajle i BU3HAYMTH YPOKH, L0 MOXKYTh OYyTH aKTyaJlbHUMM IS
CYYacHUX CHCTeM YNPaBJiHHA. Y Wil cTaTTi po3risigalThesl KJAKOYOBI aHTHKOPYNUiiiHI MexaHi3Mu aH-
THYHOCTI, IXHil BIJIMB HA MOJITHYHY TA COLIAJIbHY CTPYKTYPY CYCHiIbCTB, 2 TAKOK IXHS peleBaHTHICTh
Y CY4YaCHOMY KOHTEeKCTi. AHTHYHHI 10CBiA 00pPOTHLOM 3 KOPYNUI€EI0 CJYry€e HAragAyBaHHAM, 110 HABITH Y
HAHOUIBII PO3BHHEHUX CYCHIBCTBAX il BUKOPIHEHHS € CKJIAJAHUM, ajie HeOOXiTHMM 3aBAAHHAM.

KirouoBi cjioBa: kopynuisi, aHTUKOPYNUiiiHi MexaHi3Mu, cTapoaaBHiil cBiT, anTu4HicTh, I'penis,
Pum, Adinn, Cnapra, xabapHHUTBO, 3JI0BKUBAHHA BJIA/1010, eeKTUBHICTH, IPABOBi HOPMHU, MOPAJIbLHO-
eTHYHi 3acaaM, cycHiibHA i€papxis, Aep:KaBHe ynpaBJ/iHHs, (IHAHCOBUII KOHTPOJb, I'POMAJACHKUIA
KOHTPOJ1b, 3aKOHO/JaBCTBO, COIiaJIbHA CTA0IILHICTD, MOJITHYHI IHCTUTYTH, Cy10Ba CHCTEMA.
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