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Adnotacja. Artykut przedstawia wyniki analizy porownawczej doktryny res judicata w systemach tradycji prawnej
prawa zwyczajowego. Koncentruje si¢ na systemie zasad, ktore stopniowo wypetnialy ztozone zjawisko res judicata w
prawie zwyczajowym, takie jak preclusion pozwu i odpowiadajacy mu estopel w odniesieniu do identycznego pozwu,
preclusion w odniesieniu do pojedynczej sprawy i odpowiadajacy jej estopel, doktryny przejecia i naduzycia procesu.
Artykut zwraca uwage na rézne podejscia do rozwigzywania probleméw dotyczacych tego, czy res judicata jest instytucja
prawa materialnego lub procesowego, w tym zasadg dotyczacg dowodow lub o$wiadczen proceduralnych stron, a takze
niezbednymi warunkami stosowania zasady res judicata, ktore sa doskonate w systemach prawnych prawa zwyczajowego.
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Abstract. The article presents the results of comparative analysis of the res judicata doctrine in common law systems.
It mainly focuses on a system of principles that were over time integrated into the complex phenomenon of res judicata
in common law, such as claim preclusion and cause of action estoppel, issue preclusion and respective estoppel, doctrines
of merger and abuse of process. The article pays attention to different approaches to deciding whether res judicata is
an issue of substantive or procedural law, in particular whether its place is among evidentiary rules or rules of pleadings,
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AHoTamis. Y cTarTi BUKJIAJICHO Pe3yJbTaTH MMOPIBHIBHOTO aHANi3y JOKTPUHHU res judicata y CHCTEMax IpPaBOBOT
TpaauIlii 3araJpHOTO mMpaBa. BoHa 30cepemkye yBary Ha CHCTEMi MPHUHIUIMIB, SKi 3 TIOCTYIIOBO HATIOBHMIIN CKJIQIHHUN
(dbeHOMeH res judicata y 3aranbHOMY TIpaBi, Taki sIK MPEKITIO3isl TIO30BY Ta BIAMOBIAHUHN ii €CTOMENb CTOCOBHO 1JICHTHY-
HOTO TI030BY, IIPEKITFO3isl CTOCOBHO OKPEMOTO ITUTAHHS Ta BIATIOBIAHUH 1if ecToreNb, JOKTPHHU OTTHHAHHS Ta 3JI0BXKH-
BaHHS nporiecoM. CTaTTsd 3BepTae yBary Ha pi3Hi HiIXOIU A0 BUPIMICHHS MUTaHb MPO Te, UM € res judicata THCTUTYTOM
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MaTepiaibHOro abo [POLECyaIbHOro Ipasa, 30KpeMa IPABUIIOM [P0 JOKA3H 4K PO IPOLECyalbHi 3asBH CTOPIH, a TAKOK
Ha HEOOX1/IHI YMOBH 3aCTOCYBaHHs IPUHLUILY res judicata, siKi € BIIMIHHUMH y IPaBOBUX CHCTEMaX 3araJibHOro Ipasa.

KorouoBi ci1oBa: 0CcTaToOYHICTH CYOBOTO PIillICHHS, IPEKIII03iS TOTOXXHOTO MO30BY, MPEKII03isl CTOCOBHO OKPEMOTO
ITUTAHHSI, €CTOIICIIb, JOKTPUHA TIONIMHAHHS, 3JI0BXHUBAHHS IIPOLECOM, transit in rem judicatam.

Beryn. JlocmigHUKY BiJI3HAYaIOTh, IO TIOMPH CIIJIbHE KOPIHHS Y PUMCBHKOMY IpaBi, 3 SKOTO JIOKTPUHA res
Jjudicata po3BUHYNACH y MIPABOBHX CHCTEMaX 3arajbHOTO MPaBa Ta KOHTHHECHTAJIBHUX CHCTEMaX, BOHA Ma€ Y HUX
ICTOTHI BiIMIHHOCTI B CyTTeBHX acmekrax (Boying, 2021). SIkimo y KOHTHHEHTAIBHUX CHUCTEMaX, SIKi Oynu mpen-
METOM O1ITBII PAaHHBOTO JOCIHIKCHHS, JIOKTPpUHA res judicata cipsMOBaHa MEPEBaKHO HA HEJIOMYIIEHHS OBTOP-
HOTO PO3IISIY iICHTUYHOI CIIPABH i 30CEPEHKEHA Ha OCTATOYHOCTI PIllICHHSI Cy/Iy SIK BJIaHOTO BEIiHHS, TOOTO Ha
MyOJIIYHOMY aCIIeKTI OCTAaTOYHOCTI BUPIIICHHS CYNICPEUKH, a HE Ha IIPHUBATHOMY, KUl MOJISITac y MPEKIFO3UBHOMY
3Ha4eHHI oBeiHKH cTopiH ([TiumekoB, 2022), TOo y cHCTEeMax 3arajibHOrO NpaBa ISl JIOKTPHUHA PO30CEePEIKCHA, BTi-
JieHa y 0arathoX NPUHIMIIAX. be3yMOBHO, i€ € HACTiJIKOM il iIHTeHCUBHOTO PO3BUTKY CaMe y TPAIUIlii 3aralb-
HOTO npaBa. BogHouac, o4ikyBaHO, IO PO3BUTOK MPH3BIB /10 YCKIQJHEHHS Yy 11 po3yMiHHi, (hOpMyBaHHS MiIXO/IB
HACTUTBKHU PI3HHX, IO iX MOXKHA BBKATH MPOTHWIICKHUMHU. Tak, 3 0MHOTO OOKY, JOKTPHHA res judicata y cuctemax
3arajbHOTO IMpaBa, 30KpeMa B aHIIIMCHKOMY MpaBi, BBAXKAETHCS OB’ A3aHOI0 a00 i TaKO, IO OXOILTIE OKpeMi
MPUHLUIMN ecTomeNnsd. 3 1HIIOro, B aMEePUKAHChKINA MpolecyaibHil cucTeMi res judicata 4acTo BiIMEKOBYETHCS
BiJI ecTomelis sk (eHoMeHa 1iikoM Bigminaoro (Frazer, 2015: 1510—-1511). JocaianTy 1i BIAMIHHOCTI y MiIX01ax
y PI3HUX IPaBOBUX CHCTEM Yy MEXKax TPaJHIIii 3araJlbHOTO MPaBa, MPOCTESKUTH X BUTOKHU, HACKLUTEKA I1€ MOYKITUBO
0e3 3MiHCHEHHS OKPEMOTO ICTOPUKO-TTPABOBOTO JOCIIKCHHS, € METOXO I1i€l CTaTTi.

Marepiaa i meTonu. Y (oKyci TOCHIHPKEHHS 3HAXOIATHCS MMPABOBI CHCTEMH 3arajbHOTO NpaBa Ta PO3BHHEHI
y HUX JOKTPHUHH, CIIPSIMOBaHI Ha 3a0€3MEUCHHS 0CTATOYHOCTI BUPILICHHS IOpUANYHOI cynepeukn. OCHOBHA yBara
MpUJIJIeHA JOCTIKEHHIO BUTOKIB IIMX JOKTPHUH y 3arajlbHOMY IpaBi AHINII 3 HACTYITHUM BHJIIJICHHAM OCOOJH-
BOCTEH, SIKHX BOHU HA0YIIU B IHIIUX CIIOPiTHEHUX CHCTeMaX. Y 3B’S3KY 3 IIMM OCHOBHHMH METOAAMH I[LOTO JIOCITi-
JDKSHHS € IOPIBHSJIPHO-IIPABOBHH Ta ICTOPHKO-NIPABOBUI METOIH 3 y3aralbHEHHSM, JIe e OyJI0 TOPEUHO.

Pe3zyabraTn Ta ix odroBopennsi. JlokrpuHa res judicata po3BUHEHA y BCIX CyYaCcHHX IIPABOBUX CHCTEMaX Tpa-
JMIIIT 3arajgbHOTO IMpaBa, 30KpeMa B aHriiickkoMy mpasi (Clermont, 2004: 1745), nipasi Ipnannii, Kanagu, Tamii
(Kumari 2020: 21), Ascrpamnii (Fry, 1952: 9) Ta HoBoi 3enannii, y sIkux npaBuiia npo res judicata CXoxi 10 KaHOHIB
aHIIIMCBKOTO MpaBa, MPOTEe MAlOTh TEBHY cenu¢ixy (de Ly, Sheppard, 2009: 41). Ilinxomn 1o res judicata, Bnac-
THUBI aHITIHCHKOMY TIpaBy, OyJIM CHPUITHATI TAKOX 3MILIAHUMH [TPABOBUMHU CHCTEMAaMHU KpaiH, sSIKi 3a3HATH KOJIOHi-
anpHOro BIUIHBY, Hanpukian Kinpy (Loizou, Christofi, 2021: 146).

I. Mexi JOKTpHHA

Res judicata y npaBoBUX CHCTEMaX TPAJWIIii 3araIbHOTO TpaBa € 30ipHUM TOHATTSIM, K€ BUKOPHUCTOBYEThCS
JUTS TTIO3HAYCHHS PI3HUX MPAaBOBUX MPHHIIMIIIB, 0 MAIOTh Pi3HE MOXOKEHHs Y MpaBi. 3a ipOHIYHUM BHCIOBOM
3 cynmoBoro pimeHHs BepxoBHoro cyny Crioiy4eHOro KOpomiBcTBa y cnpasi Virgin Atlantic Airways Ltd v Zodiac
Seats UK Ltd. 2013 poxky, sike y3araJpHHUJIO MiJXiJ 3aTajdbHOTO paBa AHMIIT Ta YelnbCy A0 HUX NPHUHIUIIB Y CKIaIi
res judicata, sIX 1 1HILI MOHSTTS TaKOTO POAY, "€TUKETKa paJlle BiABOMIKa€e Bix BMicTy Tsimku'". B anmmiiicekomy
IpaBi MEPIIUH MPUHIMIL Y CKIIAMI res judicata BKa3ye Ha Te, IO SKIIO M030B (aHIIL. cause of action) BUZHAHO TaKUM,
110 Ma€ IiacTaBy abo, HaBIIaKH, HE Mae€ IiJCTaB, TO IeH pe3y/IBTaT He MOXKe OyTH OCITIOPEHUI SKOJTHOIO 31 CTOPIH
Y HacCTyMHHX MPOBAKCHHIX. Ile € eCTOIIeNIb CTOCOBHO QHAJOTIYHOTO TO30BY (aHTN. cause of action estoppel).
Jlpyrum € IpUHLAIL SIKHUii HE IPOCTO ONUCATH SK B/ CCTONEIS 1 KUl 3BOAMTBCS 10 TOTO, IO SIKILIO [O3MBAY HE
OCKap KHB YCIIIITHUMA JJIsi ce0e pe3ylbTaT po3riIsay MO30BY, BiH HE MOXKE 3BEPHYTHCH 3 HACTYITHUM MTO30BOM ISt
BIJIIKO/TyBaHHS JJOAATKOBUX 30MTKIB (1Ie¥ MPUHIIMII apTUKYIbOBaHO Y cripaBi Conquer v Boot 1928 poky). TpeTboro
€ JOKTpUHA MOTIUHAHHS (aHTIL. doctrine of merger), sika po3MIIac MO30B SIK TAKUH, [0 BUIEPITYETHCSI, IIOWHO CTO-
COBHO HBOTO YXBAaJICHO PIIICHHS, a y TI03UBAYa 3aJIHIIA€THCS €MHE TIPABO — IIPABO 32 CYJOBUM PIillIeHHIM. X04a IIei
TMPUHIIKIT CTBOPIOE TOM K€ HACIIJIOK, IO W APYTHii PHHLAII, HACIIPAB/] BiH € MaTepialbHO- -TIPABOBHM IPABUIIOM
TIPO FOPHAMYHAI HACTIZIOK aHIIIIACEKOTO CYIOBOTO PIIICHHS!, SIKE PO3TIIAIAETCS SIK (PCHOMCH "BHIIOTO 3HAYCHHS "
1, BIATMOBI/IHO, 5K Te, IO NIepeBaXkac Mpasa, Ha 3aXMUCT SKUX MOJAHO 1M0308. Lleil npuHIHI chopMyIBOBAHO y CIIPaBI
Kzng v Hoare 1844 poxy. IIpukMeTHO, 1110 y 3aranbHOMY TpaBi Lei MPUHINI HEe MOLIIHPIOETHCS HA IHO3EMHI Cy/I0Bi
PpIlIEHHS, X0ua pelTa CKIa0BUX res judicata mommproeTsest. HatomicTh, BiIOBIAHE MPABUIIO 3aCTOCOBYETHCS 10
IHO3EMHHX CYIOBHX PILIICHb BXKE HE 3 3araJIbHAM IIPABOM, & B CHJIy HOPMATHBHUX IPHUITUCIB 3aKOHY PO LUBUIBHY
FOPUCIIUKINIIO Ta CyJ0Bi pimeHHs: 1982 poky. UeTBepTHM € MPHHIIUI, BiIMOBIHO IO SKOTO HABITh SKIIO ITO30BH
y OUTBII paHHI# Ta MI3HININA clIpaBax HE ICHTUYHI, OJTHAK € IIEBHE OKpeMe IMUTAHHS, SIKe HEOOX1IHO BCTAHOBUTH
JUTSL BUPIIICHHS 000X CIIpaB 1 sike OyJI0 BUPIMICHO Y MEPIIOMY BUTIAJIKY, TAKE PIIEHHS CTOCOBHO OKPEMOTO MTUTAHHS
€ 000B’s13k0BUM (TIpUHIIHI C(HOPMYIIBOBAHO Y cripaBi Duchess of Kingston's 1776 poky, a BIAIOBIHHI HOMY eCTo-
nenb (aHII. issue estoppel), TOOTO ecTONeNh CTOCOBHO NIEBHOTO MUTAHHS, SIK IHCTPYMEHT, SIKAH BTIIIO€ 1Iei MpUH-
I, 3akpituieHo y crpasi Hoysted v Federal Commissioner of Taxation 1921 poxy. IT’siTuM € mpyHIIHI, BIEpIe
chopmynboBanuil y cripaBi Henderson v Henderson 1843 poky, skuii 3a00pOHsI€ CTOPOHI Y HACTYITHHAX IIPOBAIXKCH-
HSIX 3asBJIATH NIPO TIMTAHHS, SIKI He OyJH 3asiBJieH] Y OUTBII paHHBOMY, X04a MOIJIM 1 Mau OyTH 3asBiieHi. BpemTi,
€ IIe O(He OLIBII 3arajibHe MPOLECyalbHe NPABHIIO MPOTH 3TOBKHBAHHS MPOLECOM (aHIL. abuse of process), sike
MOX€ PO3IVISILIATUCH SIK (DYHAAMEHT [UIS BCIiX BHILE MEPEIiYeHUX MIPUHIIMIIIB 32 BUHATKOM JTOKTPHHU MOTIMHAHHS
(Virgin Atlantic, 2013; Semakula, 2020: 307-308).

CrnpaBa Henderson v Henderson 1843 poky B3arajii BBa)KaeThCsl HAMOIIbII BaXXJIMBUM JHKEPEIIOM CTOCOBHO
MIPUHLIUIY 7es judicata He TUTbKU 715 cyaiB AHIIII1 Ta Yenbcy. BoHa € Halibib11 TUTOBAHOIO CIIPABOIO BIKTOPiaHCHKOT
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eTOXH 3 MocwiIaHHsAMH Ha Hel y 290 crnpaBax y Crnomydenomy Kopomisetsi, y 139 cnpaBax B ABctpanii, 323 —
B Kanani ta 48 —y CIIA. [1pu 11bOMy BU3HAETHCS TAKOXK, 1110 3HAYHA YACTHHA ITOCHIIAaHb HA HEl € HeZIOPSYHUMH 200
1 TOMUJIKOBUMH, & TIPUHIIUITH, OXOTIEH] JTOCHIHKYBAHOK JOKTPUHOIO, 9aCTO OOTSKEH]1 HETOCITiIOBHUM BHKOPHC-
TaHHAM TEPMiHiB, 3aliBUM YyCKJIQIHEHHSAM y MUTAHHI iX PO3MEXyBaHHS 200, HABMAKH, CIIPOOAMHU IITYYHO 3BECTU
BOEJIMHO Pi3Hi npuHuunu (Sime, 2015: 36).

[Nompu Takwii cTaH CIpaB 3 pO3YMIHHIM CKJIaHOT MOKTPHHH, SIKOIO res judicata € y 3araapHOoMy TipaBi, C. Cime
BBaXKAa€ 32 MOXIIMBE C(HOPMYITIOBATH OCHOBHI 11 CKJIaJIOBI B aHIIIIHCHKOMY TIpaBi:

1) CynoBe pimieHHs SIK JJOKYMEHT € JIOCTAaTHIM JIOKa30M HOTO iCHYBaHHS, JaTH, Y SIKy HOTO OyJIO yXBaJeHO,
Ta #oro 3akoHHOT cwid. lle BUIIIMBAE 3 OTO 3HAUEHHS K (OPMAILHOTO, MyOIIIYHOTO PIllICHHS CYIy, BCTAHOBIIE-
HOTO JICPKABOIO, YH1 aKTH MPE3IOMYIOThCS TOCTOBIPHUMHU. JJOCTATHICTh CYJIOBOTO aKTa CTOCYEThCS BCIX, & HE TUTbKU
CTOPIH BIAMOBIAHOTO MPOBaKeHHs. OJJHAK BOHA CTOCYETHCS JIMIIE MUTAHHS JOCTOBIPHOCTI TEKCTY PILLICHHS, 1 HE
OXOILTIOE TIUTaHb MPABUIBHOCTI PIlICHHS.

2) PiteHHs in rem Mae MIHAPILY [if0, HIX PIICHHS i1 personam, y TOMY CEHCI, [0 BOHO BU3HAYAE CTATyC OCOOH
a00 peXHM pedl Ta Mae YHIBEpCallbHY CHITY, SIKa BUXOIMTH 32 MEXKi 3000B’S3yHOUOro 3HAUEHHS JUTS CTOPIH Ta 1X
MPaBOHACTYIHHUKIB. [IpuKiailaMu € pillieHHs PO BU3HAHHS OaHKPYTOM, a y CIMEHHHUX CIIpaBax — PIlIeHHs, SKi
BITMBAIOTH HA CTATyC 0COOU.

3) PimeHHs Ha KOPUCTH MO3MBaua y LUBLIBHIN CIIpaBi MOIIMHAE BCi MpaBa, Ha sIKi MO3MBAY MIr IPETEHAY-
BaTU 3 ONIAY Ha MiJCTaBU MO30BY. B 1IbOMY BTiNMIOETbCA JOKTPUHA MOMIUHAHHS a0o0 transit in rem judicatam.
[TornuHaHHS IEPENIKOPKAE MTO3UBAYY 1HIIIFOBATH HACTYITHE MMPOBA/KEHHS 3 MICTAaB, K1 "MOMTHHYTI", HABITH KO
piteHHs OyJI0 CTOCOBHO 00CSTY BUMOT, sSIKi MEHIIIE 32 Ti, Ha sIKi TI03MBay MIT IPETEH/TyBaTH.

4) Bu3HAIOThCS JBa BHIU ecTONels per rem judicatam. Ectorenb 3 MPEKIO3i€l0 M030BY (aHTIL. cause of action
estoppel) iepenIko/pkae CTOPOHI 3asBIISITH UM 3alepedyBaTH iICHYBaHHS I1JICTABHOCTI TO30BY, sika Oylia miaTBep-
JDKCHa a0 CIpOCTOBaHA y OLNBII paHHbOMY NPOBAKCHHI. ECTOnens CTOCOBHO NMEBHOTO MHUTAHHA (AHIW. issue
estoppel) pO3TISIAETHCS SIK MIPOOBKEHHS EPIIOTO BULY €CTOIEINS 1 3aCTOCOBY€EThCS Y TUX BHUIIAJIKAX, KOJIU CTO-
pOHU a00 iX MPAaBOHACTYMHUKH 3aJy4eHi Y HACTYIHOMY IPOBA/KCHHI 3 PO3INISLY IHIIOTO MO30BY, y SKOMY Mae
3HAUCHHSI TIEBHE MMUTAHHSI, SIKE TAKOK OYJIO ICTOTHUM ITiJ] Yac PO3IISAY OLTBII PAHHBOTO MO30BY.

5) 3asBa 1M030BY, 3asBa PO OKPEeMy OOCTaBHHY UM MUTAHHS a00 3asBa 3 METOIO 3aXHUCTY, SIKi MOTIIH 1 TOBUHHI
OyTH 3po0JIeH] y B)Ke pO3DIISIHYTIM CIIPaBi, OHAK He OyJH 1 Tenep poOsAThCs Yy HOBIM CIIpaBi, MOKYTh PO3IIIHIOBA-
THUCh SIK 3JIOBKHUBaHHS MporiecoM (aHr. abuse of process) (Sime, 2015: 37-38).

B anmiiicbkoMy mpaBi NPUHIUI NPEKTI03ii CTOCOBHO (DAaKTiB, HAHOMIKYINM BiIOBIAHUKOM SKOMY Y AESKHX
MIPaBOBUX CUCTEMaX KOHTUHEHTAJIBHOI TPAIUIIii € MPEIOIUIis, Ta MPaBUIIO PO BiIMIOBIIHUI ecToneNb (aHIII. issue
preclusion Ta issue estoppel), Takoxx Oynu y3aranbHeHi BepxoBHum cygom Crnomyuyenoro KoposnicTBa y crpasi
Virgin Atlantic Airways Ltd v Zodiac Seats UK Ltd y 2013 poui: "sKmo cmip y OLTBII Mi3HIH CIIpaBi HE ieHTHY-
HUH TOMY, 110 OyB y OUTBII paHHIi, OHAK TICBHE MUTAHHS, BUPIIIECHHS SIKOTO € HEOOX1THUM JJis1 000X cripaB, Oyiio
BHpIIIICHE Y MEPIIOMY BUTIAJIKY", 1I€ PIICHHS Ma€ 000B’I3KOBHH XapakTep I CTOPiH Y HACTYITHOMY MPOBA/KCHHI
(Virgin Atlantic, 2013).

Bapro Big3HaunTH, 110 IIeH €CTONENb IS0 BiIPI3HAETHCSA BiJ] IPEIOAUIIIT y TOMY 3HAUCHHI, sIKC BOHA Ma€, HaIlpHU-
KJIaJl y HAI[lOHATBHUX CYIOBUX MPOBA/PKCHHSAX B YKpaiHi, aJ)Ke CTOCYETHCS KOMIUICKCHOTO TMOHSTTS "MUTaHHI"
(issue), a He cyTo oOcTaBUHH, (PakTy, TOOTO HE € (GaKTUUHUM ecTomeneM (aHri. fact estoppel) (Sime, 2015: 40).
[oHsATTS "IUTaHHA" SIK BOHO 3aCTOCOBYETHCS Y 3arajIbHOMY MPaBi B KOHTEKCTI €CTOIIEIISI, OXOILIIOE HE JIMIIE BIACHE
(haxr, a i fioro ropuaryHe 3HaUCHHS, TOOTO topuanyauid GakT ([Tinmekos, 2020: 166), i HaBITH BIIACHE BUCHOBKH PO
HACTaHHS WX IOPUANYHUX HACIIAKIB, HAIPUKIIAT BUCHOBOK CYIy NP0 HEMIHCHICTH TOTOBOPY y CYZOBOMY IIpOBa-
JUKCHHI, Y SIKOMY TT030B HE 30CepeKEHHI Ha BUMO31 ITPO BU3HAHHS JJOTOBOPY HEMIHCHNM, OJJHAK HOTO BUPIMICHHS
3aJIe)KUTh BiJl BACHOBKY MPO JIIHCHICTD Y HEAIWCHICTh JOTOBODY.

[Migxin no okpecienHs Mex AokTpuHu y CILIA nemto Bipi3HAETbCA: BIACYTHS JOKTPUHA 3JIOBKUBAaHHS MpoLe-
COM y TOMY BHUIJISIII, B IKOMY BOHA IIPHCYTHS B aHDIIHCHKOMY TIpaBi, OHAK MTPaBUIIA IIPO MPEKITIO31I0 T030BY MAIOTh
MIUPIIIE TIIYMaYCHHS 1 OXOILTFOIOTh ITUTAHHS, IKi MOJIM OyTH 3asBJICHI, III0 CTBOPIOE cXOK1 Haciaku (Nazzini, 2018:
614).

XapaKTepHOIO JUIsl aMePUKAaHCHKOTO TIpoliecy MpoOIeMOor0 € BiIMEXKYBaHHS res judicata BiJi CX0XKOT TOKTPUHH
IIIKOBUTOT BipH Ta moBaru (aHri. full faith and credit), sxa TpyHTY€TbCS Ha KOHCTUTYIIHHOMY IOJIOKEHHI PO
00OB’SI3KM IITATIB 3a0€3MEUUTH MOBAry IO CYJOBUX DIIIEHb IHIIMX IITATIB 1 SKiif MU NPUIUTHUIN yBary y OiibIl
panubomy nociimpkenHi (ITinekos, 2021: 20). OOuABI JOKTPUHU CTOCYIOTHCSI OCTaTOYHOCTI CY/IOBHX PillIeHb, TPOTE
JeTall peajisalii NpUHIKIY res judicata y TpolecyaJbHOMY IMPaBi IITATIB MOXYTh BIIPI3HATHCH 1 CTOCYBATHCh
TaKOX 1HO3EMHHX pillieHb, B TOW Yac sIK JIOKTPHHA I[UIKOBUTOI BIpH Ta TOBArW 3aCTOCOBYETHCS IITATaMH OUIBIII
YHI(IKOBaHO 1 CTOCY€EThCS IMOBAry JIO pillieHb Cy/iB ofaHe oaHoro (Sterk, 2001: 48).

Takok B aMepUKaHCHKOMY (eliepanbHOMY LUBUIBHOMY MpoIeci res judicata BiIMEXOBYETHCS Bill JOKTPUHH
€CTOIIeJNIA 3a CYJJOBUM pillleHHAM (aHru1. judicial estoppel) siKuil y 3aralbHUX pHCax XapaKTEPU3YEThCS SIK TaKHId,
10 HE JIONyCKae, abU CTOPOHA OJHOYACHO «3’ifa TopT i 30epemnia Horo», To0TO HE AOMycKae, abM CTOPOHA CKO-
pHUcTanach MOXKIMBICTIO 3alHATH TO3ULIIO, IKa O Cynepeunsia paHile 3aiiHATii B iHmomMy npoueci (Frazer, 2015:
1543). Ilpu niboMy ecToresb 3a CYJJOBUM PIIIICHHSAM BIIPI3HAETHCS TAKOXK BiJI OOIYHOTO ecTonens (aHnl. collateral
estoppel), OCKIJIbKU OCTaHHIA CTOCYEThCS JIOBSIICHHS OKPEMOTo MHUTaHHS (akTy uM mpaBa, a He MO3MINT y CrpaBi
CTOCOBHO NMUTaHHsI (akTy. Bimpi3HIeThCS BiH TAKOXK BiJl €CTOIENSI 3a CIIPABEUIMBICTIO (aHTIL. equitable estoppel),
SKHId 3aCTOCOBYETHCS B YMOBAaX, KOJIM MPUUHATTS CYIIOM MPOTHIICKHOT MO3UIIT OMOHEHTa BiJl paHilie 3alHATOl
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B IHIIIN CIpaBi CTAHOBWJIO O HECTPABEIUBICTD JUIS 1HIIOT CTOPOHHU. TOOTO, SKIIO €CTOIENb 3a CIPaBEeITHBICTIO
CIpsSIMOBaHUHU Ha 3a0e3MEeYCHHs JJOOPOCOBICHOCTI CTOPIH, TO €CTOTEIb 3a CY/IOBHM PIIICHHSM 3aXHIIA€E MiTICHICTh
cynoBoro pimeHss. [Ipu pomy res judicata Bipi3HSAETHCS BiJl IbOTO OCTAHHBOTO BHUJIY €CTOMENS THUM, IIO 7es
Jjudicata OMIMPIOETHCS HA BC1 BUMOTH, SIK1 TI03MBay 3asBUB YM MaB MOXKJIUBICTH 1 TOBHHEH OyB 3asiBUTH B MEKax
OJIHOTO TIPOLIECY, & €CTOMEIb 32 CYIOBUM PIIICHHSM HE CTOCY€EThCS BUMOT, a CIIPSIMOBAHUI HA HEOMYIIICHHS ITepe-
DIy Y HACTYITHUX CYAOBUX IIPOBAKEHHIX BUCHOBKIB PO (haKTH, PO SIKi BIKE OYII0 3asBJICHO 1 Ha sIKi CyJ OKJIa-
JaBcs y OUTbIn paHHbOMY TipoBapkeHHI (Frazer, 2015: 1511). V npoMy BiH 32 HacliKaMH CXOXKHH Ha MPEHOIHIIIIO
y HaIllOHAJILHUX IMBUILHOMY Ta TOCTIOapchbkoMy mporiecax B Ykpaini (ITinbpkos, 2019: 108).

B uinomy nokrpuHa res judicata y npaBoBHX CHCTEMaXx 3arajbHOrO Mpasa, K BUIHO, 10CUTh 00’eMHa. OKpiM
TOTO, 1[0 y IIUPOKOMY CEHCi BOHA OXOILTIOE HE TUIBKH MPEKITI031I0 CTOCOBHO aHAJIOTTYHOTO MO30BY, & if CTOCOBHO
Mepenisay OKPEMOTo BXKE BUPIIIICHOTO MUTAHHS, BOHA ¢ i OXOILIIOE HEJOMYCTHMICTh MEPENIsIy TUX IUTaHb, SKi
MajM OyTH 1 MOTIIM OyTH PO3IVISHYTI MiJl Yac BUPIIIEHHs OiIbII PAHHBOI CyNEePEeyKH, 110 3arajioM He BIaCTUBO IS
MiAX0My KOHTHHEHTAIFHIX MIPaBOBHX crcTeM. Kpim Toro, HOKTpHHa res judicata 3aCHOBYETBCS y CHCTEMaX 3arajb-
HOTO IpaBa Ha JOKTPHHI PO eCToIebh a00 MEXKYE 3 HEl0, OTXKE BU3HAE 3HAYCHHS JOOPOCOBICHOCTI CTOPiH, TOOTO
BpaxoBYy€ TIPUBATHUH aCIIEKT OCTATOYHOCTI BUPINICHHS CYNEPEUKH, a He JIHIIe MyOIiuyHuiA actekT, skuil Gokycy-
€THCS Ha IIIHHOCTI JJIS CYCIIIJILCTBA B [IIJIOMY OCTaTOYHOTO CYJIOBOTO PIllICHHS, SIK 1€ Ma€ MicIie y KOHTHHCHTAIBHIX
CHCTEMax.

I1. 3B's130K res judicata 3 npouiecyaqbHUM Ta MaTepiaIbHUM IPAaBOM

Hlomo mpupomu res judicata, BTiEHOTO, 30KpeMa y IpaBHiIax PO €CTONEIb B aHIIIHCHKOMY Iporeci abo Ha
MEXi 3 HIMH, HEMa€ €JHOCTI SIK B I[IIOMY Y TPaIHMIIii 3aralbHOTO IIPaBa, TaK HaBITh B MEXKaxX OTHIET IPaBOBOI CHC-
TEMH.

Tak, B aHIIIHCHKOMY TIPaBi MPaBUIIO PO €CTOTEIh PO3MIIIAETHCS K MPaBUIIO TIpo jokasu (cipaBa Carl Zeiss
Stiftung v Rayner & Keeler Ltd 1967 poky (Carl Zeiss, 1967)), a y 611bI1I Ii3HIX JpKepesax — K MPaBHIIO MaTepialib-
Horo nipasa (pimenHs [lanatu nopais y cnpasi Johnson v Gore Wood & Co 2002 poxy (Johnson, 2002)).

TpeTiM TpaKTyBaHHAM, 3aKPIINIEHUM Y TOKTPUHI, € TAXiA 10 res judicata K 10 MPOUECyaIbHOTO MpaBuiia Mpo
3as1BU (aHTI. pleadings) croponu y cupasi (Sime, 2015: 41), amke npuHIUT res judicata 3aJIFOETHCS 3a MPOIIECY-
QIIEHOIO 3asBOI0 CTOPOHH Y HACTYITHOMY IIPOBA/DKCHHI 1 0OMEXKY€ 1HIITy CTOPOHY Y MOKJIMBOCTI POOUTH CyTieped-
TIMBI 3a51BU Y PI3HUX CIIPaBax.

B anrmificekoMy TipaBi BUALISIIOTS YOTHPH BUIH TAKKX 3asIB: TIPO €CTOMENb CTOCOBHO ITO30BY; PO €CTOMENb CTO-
COBHO OKPEMOI'0 MMUTaHHS; PO MOIIMHAHHA a00 TTOBHE BI/IIIKOJYBaHHS y MOINEpeJHbOMY Mpolieci (aH1. merger/
Jformer recovery) Ta npo 3JI0BXHBaHH: MponiecoM. [lorpu Te, 1110 IpaBHiIa CTOCOBHO 3JI0BXXHBAHHS ITPOLIECOM BBa-
JKAFOTHCSI OKPEMHUM (PCHOMEHOM, JIeSIKi aBTOPH BBAXKAIOTh, IO JOKTPUHAIBHO BCI YOTHPH BUIH 3a5B 00’ € THYIOTHCS
3a TIEI0 03HAKOIO, III0 BOHU CIIPSIMOBAHI Ha 3armo0iraHHsl 3I0BKHBAHHIO ITPOIIECOM, TOMY II¢ ITOHSATTS OXOILUIIOE BCi
yotupu 3as8u (de Ly, Sheppard, 2009: 42).

Taki pi3Hi MAX0IU 0 BU3HAYCHHS ITPABOBOI PUPOJIH res judicata MOYKHA TIOB’ I3aTH 3 TUM, 110 caM Tiei 30ipHUi
NPUHINI y CHCTEMaX 3arajJlbHOTO IpaBa OXOIUTIOE, SIK MU B)KE 3 SICYBaJH, pi3Hi IPaBOBi ()eHOMEHH: TaK B OCHOBI
IpaBUJIa PO €CTOMNENb CTOCOBHO PO3MISAY AHANOTIYHOTO IMO30BY JIEKHTh MPUHIUI JOOPOCOBICHOCTI SIK 3acana
MarepiajlbHOrO MPHUBATHOTO TPaBa, a TAKOXK IMPOIIECy, TOMY res judicata 3HaXOIUTh BHUSB y MPOLECYAIbHUX IIpa-
BIJIaX PO HEIPHUITYCTUMICTh BIAMOBITHHUX 3asB, CIPSIMOBAHUI HA TAKUI PO3INIS]] aHAIOTIYHOTO MO30BY, B YOMY
BTUTIOETBCST HOTO TIporiecyaiibHa mpupoaa. OCKUTBKH IpaBHiIa PO €CTOIETh CTOCOBHO BXKE HE MO30BY B ILIOMY,
a OKpEMOT'O TMTaHHS, TAKOXK CTAHOBIAThH CKIIAJIOBY res judicata, ONHAK B Il HOTO YaCTHHI CTOCYIOThCS OLIbIIe
BCTAHOBIJICHHS OKPEMHX BaXJIUBHUX JJISI CIIPaBU MHUTAHb, y CKIAJl SKUX € MUTaHHS (aKTy, SKi BCTAHOBIIOIOTHCS
y Tpoleci J0BEACHHS, TO il IIpaBuiia PO ECTOIeNIb CTOCOBHO OKPEMOT0 MUTAHHS 3aKOHOMIPHO PO3IIISIAEThCS K
YaCTHHA MPABUII PO JOKA3H 1 JOBENCHHS, SIK CXOXKHMM YHHOM IMPABUIIA PO MPEIOIHIIII0 B YKPATHCHKUX MPOIIECY-
QIBHUX TaTy3sX € YACTHHOIO [UX IIPABHIL.

II1. YMoBHM 3acTocyBaHHS ITpaBuUiia Mpo res judicata

Pimennst Mae 3HaueHHs res judicata i BIAOBIIHHNA €CTONENbL CTOCOBHO IICHTUYHOTO MO30BY (cause of action
estoppel) 3aCTOCOBYETBCS y IPOIIECYaTbHIX CHCTEMaX 3arajlbHOTO MpaBa, 30KpeMa AHTIIIT Ta Yelbcy, 3a YMOB, SIKi
e Ha3WBalTh Kputepismu CrieHcepa-bayepa ta [enmni (Spencer-Bower and Handley) 3a npi3BUIIaMH aBTOPiB
HaOIIBII aBTOPUTETHOT IOKTPUHANILHOT Tpalli ipo res judicata:

1) pimenHs, HaioHaJIbHE a00 1HO3eMHE, TOBUHHO MaTH 3HAYEHHSI CY/I0BOTO;

2) pilieHHs MOBUHHE OyTH HAaclpaB/li BUAAHE;

3) IOpUCIUKIIHHUI OpTraH MOBHHEH MaTH FOPUCIHUKIIIO CTOCOBHO CTOPIH Ta IMPEIMETY CIIOPY;

4) pillIeHHS € OCTaTOYHUM Ta MIOJI0 CYTi CIIPABH;

5) cTopoHH € ineHTHYHi a00 iX MpaBOHACTYITHHUKH, a00 pimeHHs 0yi1o in rem (Sime, 2015: 39).

[Ipekaro3uBHA Iisl CyMOBOTO PILICHHS in personam y HACTYIIHUX CYIOBUX IPOBADKECHHIX B aHDIIHCHKOMY
3araJbHOMY TIpaBi 0OMekeHa MpaBUIIaMu TPABOHACTYITHOCTI (aHIII. privity) Ta B3aeMHOCTI (aHIIL. mutuality). Ilpa-
BWJIO TIPAaBOHACTYITHOCTI BCTAQHOBIIIOE, 110 JIMIIE CTOPOHH, HA SKUX IOIIUPIOETHCS 3000B’s3yI04a JIisi CyZOBOTO
PIIICHHS, a TAKOX IX TMPABOHACTYITHHUKH (SIKHX B aHDIIHCHKOMY IIPaBi € TPU KaTeropii: KpOBHI MPaBOHACTYITHUKA
(cmagkoeMmIi), THTYIIBHI IPABOHACTYITHUKH (HAIIPHUKJIIA, IPABOHACTYITHHK IIpaBa Ta 000B’sI3KiB B IIPOIEIypi HeTlIa-
TOCIIPOMOYKHOCTI) Ta MPAaBOHACTYITHUKHU iHTepecy (HalpuKiIa, yIpaBUTEeIh MaiHa, SIKHH 3BEPTAETHCS 3 TI030BOM
BiJl iMeHI OeHedimiapa, Xo4a KOMIIaHig Ta ii akIlioHep, 3a 3arajlbHUM MPAaBHJIOM, HE BBOKAIOTHCS TaKUMH). Tpeti
0co0M y IPOBAKSHHSX JI0 11i€1 Kareropii oci0, 3a 3araibHUM IpaBwiioM, He HanexaTh (de Ly, Sheppard, 2009: 44).
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3aouHi piteHHs (aHMI. judgment in default) po3TIAIAIOTHCS SIK OCTATOYHI JUISI I[IJIEH 3aCTOCYBAHHS MPUHIIAITY
res judicata. Y TIHX BHUMAAKaX JETall MO30BY BHCTYMAIOTh OCHOBOIO JJIS PIICHHS CyAy, @ B THX BHIIAJKax, KON
piIICHHS MOXKE HE MICTUTH OOTPYHTYBAHHS, JOCTATHHOTO ISl BCTAHOBJICHHS BCiX MUTAHb, SIKI IM1JIATaIN BCTAHOB-
JICHHIO JUIA HOT0 MPUMHATTA, MO030B MiJUIArae JeTaIbHOMY JOCIHIIKEHHIO Y HACTYNHUX NPOIEcax, A€ 3aCTOCOBY-
€TbCA MTPABUJIIO TIPO Fes judicata, 3 METOIO BCTaHOBIIEHHS LuX Aetaneit (Sime, 2015: 40).

SIK1Io 3a3HaveHi YMOBH JUTS MIPEKIIO3i1 TO30BY BUKOHYIOTHCS, OLIBII PAaHHE PIIICHHS BCTAHOBIIOE a0COMIOTHY
3a00pOHY JUIsl HACTYITHOTO IMPOBAHKEHHS, 1 CYJl HE Ma€ JTUCKpeIii y BUpilIeHH] boro nmutaHHs (Sime, 2015: 39).

CXOXHUH IMTiIXi]] 3aCTOCOBYETHCS JIO TIPEKITFO3ii B OKPEeMUX MUTAHHSAX (issue estoppel), Xi0a 10 y IbOMY BHITAIKY
MOXITBE BPaxyBaHH OKPEMHX 00CTaBHH, SIKi JO3BOJISTH HE 3aCTOCYBaTu ecromelns (Sime, 2015: 40).

OcCKiJIbKY res judicata po3TIagacThes K CKIAJHUN (EHOMEH, EIIeMEHTH, K1 OXOIUTFOIOTHCS TBOMA ONHMCAHUMHU
BUIIIE CTOIEISIMHU, € MUTAHHIMU MPUBATHOTO IHTEPECY, B TOW Yac SIK MyOTIYHHUN SIEMEHT BTLTFOETHCS Y TOKTPHHI
3JI0BKUBAHHS IPOIiecoM. Take MiAIPYHTS JO3BOJISIE BUTIPABIATH TOBHOBAXKCHHS CYIly CAMOCTIHHO BYKHUBATH 3aXO0/N
JUTSL HEITOITY ICHHS 37I0BKUBAHHS IIPOLIECOM, SIKE Y TPAIHLIii 3arallbHOTO IIPaBa € AUCKPELiitHIM. [HOII BOHO pO3IJIs-
JIAETHCS HABITh OKPEMO BiJl JOKTPHHU res judicata. Res judicata € G1TbIIOI0 MipIO TIPABUIIOM MaTepialibHOTO MpaBa,
a 3JI0OBXMBAHHS MPOIIECOM PETYIIOE TPOIECyalbHi MOBHOBAXEHHS CYIy, X0Ua 0OMABI JOKTPUHH MEPETHHAIOTHCS
y TOMY, III0 MalOTh OCTaTOYHY METy OOMEXHTH HemnoOpocoBicHI abo mosTopHi mpoBakeHHs (Loizou, Christofi,
2021: 144-145).

B amepukancekomy mporieci 1okTpuHa collateral estoppel po3risgaeTbes sIK CyMidKHA TOKTPUHI res judicata,
ofHaK He ii ckiagoBa. Hatomicts, res judicata orotoxHIOeThes 3 claim preclusion (Segal, 2009: 1308). B amepu-
KaHCHKOMY TIPOIIECi yMOBaMU 3aCTOCYBaHHS res judicata CIPOIICHO € TaKi: HOBHI II030B CTOCY€ETHCS THX YK€ BUMOT,
TpaH3aKIii abo MOJIiT; CKIIaJ CTOPIH IICHTHYHHMIA; iICHY€ OiIbIII paHHE YHHHE OCTATOYHE PIIICHHS 110 CYTi B YMOBax,
KOJIM CTOPOHA MaJjia MOXKITUBICTh BUMOTH Yy OUTBIN paHHbOMY poBapkeHHi (Segal, 2009: 1308). Collateral estoppel
B aMEPHUKAHCHKOMY IMPOIECi Y TOMY BHIVISIAI, SIK I JOKTPUHA 3aCTOCOBYETHCS 3apa3, € HOPIBHSIHO HOBUM SIBHIIIEM,
oopMIIeHUM y JIeTalIAX Ha piBHI penepanbHoi cynoBoi cuctemMu BepxoBaum Cynom B kinmi XIX cromitrs (Segal,
2009: 1309). AmepukaHCBKHIi IPOLIEC PO3BUHYB JOKTpUHY collateral estoppel, BUAIMMBIIN B il CKIa/l aTaKyro4i
(anrun. offensive) Ta 3axucHi (aHri. defensive) ecromeni, e nepumn BHKOPHCTOBYETECS II03UBAYCM ISl TIO/OJIAHHS
3alepeueHpb BiAMOBIaYa Y HOBOMY IIPOIIECi, B TOW Yac SK APYTHIl — BIAMOBiIaYeM JJIsl YHUKHEHHS 3aI0BOJICHHS
mo3oBy (Segal, 2009: 1310). AMepHKaHCHKHIA €CTOTIENh 3a CYI0BUM pilleHHM (judicial estoppel), Sk CTOCY€EThCS
OKpPEMHX ITUTAHb (PAKTY, € CTBOPCHOIO CYIOBOIO NMMPAKTUKOIO JOKTPHUHOIO, sIKa 3ACTOCOBYETHCS Ha 3acajax CIpaBel-
JIUBOCTI 3 JIUCKPEITIEI0 CY/y 32 3asBOK0 CTOPOHU abo cynom sua sponte (Frazer, 2015: 1502).

Inmra knacugikanis, Ky HapanoBaia JOKTPHHA €CTOIIENs, € IO Ha B3aEMHI Ta HeB3aeMHi. B3aeMmHuil ecto-
neinb nepeadadae ieHTHYHMI CKIaj CTopiH B 000X CIpaBax i € BUMOTOKO JUIsl 3aCTOCYBAHHS SCTOIICIIS B aHIVIji-
CHKOMY IpaBi i B THX CHCTEMaX TPajWiii 3arajbHOro mpapa, siki oMy CirixyBai y OUIbIIIH Mipi, HK amepu-
KaHCbKe, B npuHipmi. Tak B ABctpaiii Ta Kanai, e 3a IPHKIazoM aHIIIACEKOTO MIXO/L, 3aCTOCYBAHHS issue
estoppel BHUMarae B3a€MHOCTI, TOOTO iIEHTUYHOCTI CKJIQAy CTOPiH, B iHIINX BHIIAJKAaX, J€ Taka B3a€MHICTH Bif-
CYTHSI, IIUPIIIE 3aCTOCOBYETHCS JOKTPHHA 3N0BXKUBaHHs mporiecoM (de Ly, Sheppard, 2009: 43). V CIIA na piBHi
ITaTiB y 0araTbox BHUMAJKAX TaKOX ICHy€e BUMOTa B3a€MHOCTI, BOJHOUAC (pefepaabHi Cyau 1 IPoLeC y TPUAISTH
JIBOX ILITaTax JOIMyCKalOTh HeB3aeMHMIA ectomenb (Segal, 2009: 1311).

AKIo 3aCTOCYBAHHS NPEKITO3ii MO30BY BUSHAETECSA AOCOMIOTHUM i, K MPABHUIIO, HE JI0MyCKa€ uncxpeuu cyay,
JI0 CTOCOBHO IOOIYHOIO eCTOIEIS MOKIINBI BUHATKH, 8 aMCPUKAHCEKHH (pe/iepallbHuil MBLIBHUIT IPOLIEC HABITH
JOTyCKa€e TUCKPEINIo CYAy y BUPIMIEHH] MTUTAHHS CIIPAaBEIIIMBOCTI Y 3aCTOCYBaHHI €CTOIIEIS, 0COOINBO ¥ BUTIAIKaX
HEB3aEMHOTI'0 aTaKkyrdoro nodiunoro ecromnens (Segal, 2009: 1311).

BucHoBku. 37iificHeHe TOCTI/DKSHHS J03BOJISIE IIATH BUCHOBKY, IO y MPAaBOBUX CHUCTEMaXxX 3arallbHOTO IpaBa
JOKTpUHA res judicata Mae 3HAYHO IIUPIINIT 0OCST, HIX y KOHTHMHEHTAJIBHIN MpaBoBii Tpaauiii, 1 Ha BiAMIHY BiX
Hel, OMUPAETHCS 3HAYHOIO MIPOIO HA NMPUBATHUN acleKT J0OPOCOBICHOCTI CTOPiH MPOLIECY CTOCOBHO OJHE OJHOIO,
IO BTUTIOETHCS y 3IHTTI L€l JOKTPHHU 3 JOKTPUHOIO ecTomneis. Res judicata y 3aralbpHOMY IpaBi y MIHPOKOMY
PO3YMiHHI OXOILTIOE MPaBHJIa, CXOXKI Ha MPpaBKJIa PO MPEIOIUIIIIO, SKi TAKOXK BTUTIOIOTHCS Y BIAIOBITHOMY €CTOIEII.
YMOBH 3aCTOCYBaHHS IPaBHJI TIPO res judicata y HACTYITHUX CYHOBHX IIPOIECaX B MIIOMY CXOXi 3 THMH, IO TIOTh
Yy KOHTHHEHTAJBbHUX CHCTeMax. SIKIo res judicata B 4acTHHI 3a00pOHU TIOBTOPHOTO PO3MIISIY 1IEHTUYHOTO MO30BY
(claim preclusion) Mae aBCONMIOTHUI XapaKTep, €CTOIMENb CTOCOBHO OKPEMOT'O TUTAHHS MOYKE MAaTH BUHITKH Y 3aCTO-
cyBaHHi. CTOCOBHO BUMOTH JI0 CKJIay CTOPiH Y IPOBAPKEHHSX B MEXaxX TPaJullii 3araJbHOTO NpaBa TaKoXk iCHYIOTh
BIIMIHHOCTI Y 3aCTOCYBaHHI JOKTPHHHU €CTONENs, SIKHii CTOCYEThCSI OKPEMOro MUTaHHS (issue estoppel B aHIIiN-
CBKOMY TIpOIleci Ta JOKTpHUHU collateral estoppel, judicial estoppel, equitable estoppel — B aMepHUKaHCHKOMY): TIPO-
[ecyabHi CUCTEMH, SIKI MArOTh OUTBII TICHHI 3B'SI30K 3 aHDIIIHChKOIO Tpaauiiero (Kanana, ABcTparnis 1 3Ha4Ha Yac-
THHA MPOIECyaIbHUX MpaBWII Ha piBHI mtaTiB y CIIIA) BUMararoTh iICHTHYHOTO CKJIy CTOPIH ISl 3aCTOCYBaHHS
MpaBmiIa, TOOTO Tak 3BaHOI B3aEMHOCTI, B TOH 9ac SIK B IHIINX CHCTeMax, 30kpeMa y Oinprocti mrariB CIIIA Ta Ha
(henepanbHOMY piBHI MOXKJIMBE 3aCTOCYBaHHS ITUX TPaBUII 0€3 1ICHTUYHOTO CKIIQJy CTOPIH MPOBAIKEHb.
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