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ITPABO HA ITPEABABJIEHHUE ITPOU3BOJHOI'O HCKA 11O
3AKOHOJIATEJIBCTBY AHI'JIMHU
THE RIGHT TO BRING A DERIVATIVE CLAIM ON THE LEGISIATION OF
ENGLAND
BacusnbeBa TarbsiHa AHIpeeBHA
Hayunslii pyxkoBoauresn. CaxnoBa TaTesina BragumupoBHa, 10KTOpP HOPHANYECKUX
HAYK,
npogeccop IOpuanyecknii uHcTHTYT COY
HOpuouueckuii uncmumym COY

B cmamve aemopom awnanuzupyromcs nooxoovl K npagy Ha npeovssieHuUe
npouseoono2o ucka 6 Awenuu (npouzeoomvlll uck no obwemy npasy, CmMamymHuli
NPOU3800HBLIL UCK).

Knrouesvie cnosa: npouszsooubwiil uUCK, eparcoOancKuii npoyecc, apoumpaicHolil
npoyecc.

In the article the author examines the approaches to the right to bring a
derivative claim in England (the Common Law Derivative Claim, the Satutory Derivative
Claim).

Keywords: a derivative claim, civil process, the arbitration process.

IMpoussoausie ucku (derivative claims) «ak oOpalieHne B Cyja y4aCTHHKA,
aKIMOHEpPa IOPUAMYECKOrO JIMLA, CIEHUAILHO HE YIOJHOMOUYEHHOrO MOCIEeIHUM, 3a
CyneOHON 3alMTOM HapyUIEHHOTO WM OCMapHUBaeMOro IpaBa IOPUAMYECKOTO JHLA -
BO3HUKINM B cepeauHe XIX B. B AHIMMM M NOJYyYWIM B IOCIEAYIOLIEM JalbHEWIIee
pazButHe. B JOKTpUHE BBLAENSAIOT JBa OCHOBHBIX IOAXO0/Ja K IPOU3BOJHOMY HCKY:
npou3BOIHBINA HCK 1o obmemy npaBy (The Common Law Derivative Claimy cratyrHbiii
npoussoausii uck (The Statutory Derivative Claint).

[IpousBomHbIA WCK 1O OO0IEMy TMpaBy MPEAMIECTBOBAI CTaTyTHOMY
IPOM3BOJIHOMY HMCKY M OBLI 3aKpeIicH B IIUPOKO M3BecTHOM pemeHun FOSS v. Harbottle
1843r. Cap Ixeiimc Burpam (Sir James Wigramg nene Foss v. Harbottlgkasan, uto «
OTHOIICHUH HapyIIEHHUs] IO OTHOIICHWIO K KOMIAHMM €W cienyeT IoAaBaTb MCK OT
COOCTBEHHOTO MMEHM WMJIM OT UMEHHU TOr0, KTO yKa3aH B 3aKOHE B Ka4e€CTBE MPEACTABUTENS
KOMITAHHH».2

Knaccuyeckoe omnpenencuue mpaBuiaa FOSS v. Harbottlexak ormewaror .
Pamceii (I. Ramsay b. Cayunepc (B.Saunders)psiio chopmynupoBano He B aene FOSS v
Harbottle,a Txeuxuncom (LJ Jenkins)s xene Edwards v HalliwelP [xenxunc (LI Jenkins)
numer: «[IpaBuwio Foss v Harbottle,kak s monsn ero, mpuBogutr He Oojee, 4eM K
cienyoomeMmy. Bo-mepBbix, Haamexamuid HCTEl MO HMCKY B OTHOIICHWU HapylleHus,
MPE/INOI0KHUTEIBHO COBEPIICHHOTO 10 OTHONICHUIO K KOMITAHUHU HJIM K accolyanuy, prima
facie — cama kommaHusi WM accouuanus. Bo-BTOpbIX, Te MpeanojgaraeMoe HapyluieHue —
crenka, 00s3aTh K KOTOPOH KOMITAaHMIO MJIM aCCOLMAIIMIO U BCEX €€ WICHOB MOXKET IPOCTOE
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OOJIBIIIMHCTBO, YYACTHUKY KOMIIAHMM HE TO3BOJISIETCS MOIACPKUBATh HUCK B OTHOIICHUU
3TOr0 BOMNpPOCA MO TOW MPOCTOW MPUYMHE, YTO €CJIM MPOCTOC OOJBIIMHCTBO YYACTHHKOB
KOMITAHUHU WJIM aCCOIMAIIMHU B MOJIb3Y TOT0, uTO OBLIO cenano, To cadit quaestioun Bompoc
ormagaer».’

OxHako, HECMOTPS Ha TO, 4To mpaBwio FOSS v Harbottl®suio ocnoBano Ha
NPUHIAIAX KOPIOPATHBHOTO TIpaBa, OHO MOIJIO MNPUBECTH K MHOTOYHCIICHHBIM aKTaMm
HEMpaBoCyaus. DTUM OOBSICHACTCS IMOSIBICHUE UCKIIOYCHUH K JaHHOMY MpaBuily. B umcie
UCKITFOUEHH K nipaBuity FOSS v Harbottl@&assiBator: coBepiiieHrne AUpeKTOPOM HE3aKOHHBIX
NCHCTBUI WM JEHCTBHMI ¢ mpesbinicHneM monHomouwii (the illegal or ultra vires act
exception),coBepiiicHre ISHCTBUS B HAPYIICHUE TPEOOBAHUS CICIMAIBHOIO OOJBITHHCTBA,
YCTAHOBJICHHOT'O JIJISl CAHKIIMOHMPOBAHUS, MpeIocTaBieHus paspemrenus (the special majority
exception), MomeHHUYECKUE JCHCTBUS B OTHOIIeHWH MmuHoputapues (the fraud on the
minority exception)aapyirenue uatepecos npasocyaus (the interests of justice exception),
HapyIIeHHe JIMYHBIX paB akiuoHepos (the personal rights exceptiom)ip.”

Ha ocuoBanuun R 12A(2) IIpaBun rpaxmanckoro cymonpoussojactsa (the Civil
Procedure Rules 1998hafice — I1I'C) wucren, HamepeBarOUIMCS TOJaTh UCK OT HUMCHH
KOMITaHWH, JOJDKEH OBbLT OOpaTUThCS B CyJ C XOJAaTaiicCTBOM O Jaue pa3pelieHus Ha
NPOJIOJDKCHUE PACCMOTPEHUS Jiejia 10 MPOU3BOJHOMY UCKY. B COOTBETCTBUU C MOAXOIOM K
POM3BOJIHOMY HCKY 10 obmemy mpaBy (The Common Law Derivative Clainakunonepy
HYXXHO OBLIO HE TOJIBKO MPEICTaBUTh JOKA3aTEIbCTBA, YTO KOMITAHHS, HHTEPECHl KOTOPOI OH
3aIlMIIaeT, UMECT MPaBO Ha MUCTPeOyeMbIil Croco0 3aIluThl, HO U yKa3aTh, YTO JCHCTBHE
NoJnanacT MmoJ OJHO W3 HUCKIoueHHi mnpaBwia FOSs v Harbottlellpu stom nanmume
uCKIoueHus u3 npaBwia FOSS v Harbottleseo6s3aTensno cBUAETENBCTBYET O TOM, YTO
noganHeli uck (claim form) xBanmudunmpyercs kak mpou3BOIHBIN UCK. OmnpeneracHHbIC
UCKIIIOYCHUSI, HAMpUMEp, HaApyIICHHWE JUYHBIX MpaB, HE MOANANAIOT IO ONpPEICICHUE
MPOM3BOJIHOTO UCKa, APYrHe )€ — B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT HUCTPEOYyeMOTro crocoda 3aIiuThl —
MOT'YT KBaTH(DUIIUPOBATHCS KaK MPOU3BOIHBIN HUCK.

OnenuBas mnpaBwio Fo0Ss V. Harbottle uccienoparenn ormeuaror ero
CKaHJIAbHYI0 M3BECTHOCTh, OJHAKO TAKXe MOAYCPKUBAIOT, YTO OHO JO CHUX MOP OCTACTCsS
OPHEHTHPOM B psiie CTpaH aHriocakcoHckoro mpasa.’ Tak, Kommuccust mo mpay B Law
Commission Report Shareholder Remedies (no 246,7)198koMenaoBana 3aMEHHUTH
CYIICCTBYIOIIUN MPOU3BOAHBIN HCK, TO €cTh MCK mo obmiemy npaBy (The Common Law
Derivative Claim), HOBbIM (CTaTyTHBIM) MPOU3BOAHBIM HCKOM C 00jiee COBPEMEHHBIM,
THOKHM U JOCTYIIHBIM KPHTEPHEM UL OIPEACICHHS TOT0, MOKET JIM aKIIHOHEp T0aTh HCK.
The Company Law Reform Steering Groepmycrtuia peKOMEHIAIIMH OTHOCHTEIBHO
YIPOIIEHHOHN MPOIEIYPhl PACCMOTPEHHS MPOM3BOAHBIX MCKOB. JTH PEKOMCHIANUHU ObLIH
agontupoBanbl B Akte 0 kommnanusax 2006r., koTopble BeTynwin B cuity ¢ 1 oxTsiops 2007T.

C »Toro MomeHTa OepeT CBOE Hayaio HCTOPHS CTATYTHOTO MPOM3BOHOTO
ucka (The Statutory Derivative Claim{taryrHblii mpon3BoHbIi HCK B AHIIIMN 1 CeBepHON
Wpnanaun perynupyercs SS 260-264Akra o komnanusix 2006r., B lllotnanauu - SS 265-269
Axkrta o kommanusgx 2006r, a takke RR 19- 19HII'C. B coorBerctBum ¢ S 260(1)AkTa o
koMmanusax 2006 . 1moj MpoW3BOJHBIM HMCKOM IOHHUMAETCS CYJONPOU3BOJICTBO B AHIJIUH,
Voanbce wmu B CeBepHoil Vprnanany, WHUIMHPOBAHHOE YYAaCTHUKOM KOMIIAaHHMHU. &) B
OTHOIICHUH OCHOBaHHS MCKa, HAJIaraeMoro Ha KOMITaHHUIo; 0) B MOKCKE crocoba 3aluThl OT
umenu komnanuu. C 1 oktsi6ps 2007T. npou3BoaHBIN UCK, onpenensieMblii 1o S 260(1)AkTa
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o kommanusax 2006r., Moxer ObITh moxad ToabKko Mo Part 11Akra o komnanusx 2006 . v B
pe3ynbrare ucnojHeHus onpexaeneHus (order)cyna B mporecce no S 994ykazanHoro Axra,
TO €CTh B MpOIeCCe MO 3allUTe YYaCTHHKOB OT HECIHpaBEIUBOrO npeayoekaenus (unfair
prejudice).

IIpaBoM Ha Mmomady MPOHM3BOIHOrO MCKa B coorBercTBHHM ¢ S 260(1)AxTa o
kommnanusix 2006r. obnamgaer yuactHuk komnanuu. Hu I1I'C, au Akt o kommanusx 2006r.
HE MPEABABIAIOT K JIMIly, HMMEIOIIEMY IpPaBO Ha MPEIbSBICHUE MPOM3BOIHOTO HCKa,
TpeOOBaHUSI BJIAJACTh OMNPEACICHHBIM KOJHYCCTBOM aKIUi KOMIIaHHUH. B  TOKTpuHE
OTMEYAeTCs,, YTO B IPOTHUBOIOJIOXKHOCTh MPOLEAYPHBIM CIOXKHOCTAM ¥ HESCHOCTSIM
AHTJIOCAKCOHCKOTO MpaBa (PaHIy3CKOE W HEMEIKOE IMPABO YCTAHABIMBAIOT MPEICIbLHOC
KOJIMYECTBO aKIIWH, KOTOPBIMH JIOJDKHO BJIAZETh JIHIO JUIS II0AAYH [POM3BOLHOTO HeKa. ° Bo
(bpaHIly3cKOM 3aKOHOATEIbCTBE 3TO KOJMUYECTBO cocTaBiisieT 5 % akiuii, a B HEMEIIKOM —
10 %.

OTBeTYMKOM MO MPOHM3BOJAHOMY HCKy B coorBerctBuu ¢ R 19.9 (3)II'C
SIBJISIETCSI KOMITAHUS, KOPIIOpPATUBHASI OpraHu3alis WiId npodcoro3, IS BBITOABI KOTOPBIX
CPEICTBO 3alIUThl UCTpeOyeT y cyaa ucrell. COOTBETYMKAMU KOMITAHHM SIBJISIFOTCS JIMIIA,
IPOTUB KOTOPBIX UCTEIl UCTPEOYET CIIOCO0 3alUThI OT MPUUYUHEHHOTO MU MTPABOHAPYILICHHUS.
B cootBerctBuu ¢ S 260 (2)Akra o kommnanusx 2006r. ocHoBanue ucka (the cause of action)
MOeT OBbITh HAIPABJICHO MPOTUB AUPEKTOPA WK JPYroro JIMIa Wik MpoTuB oboux. OmHaKo,
kak otrmeuaer ®@. Bymapumk (F. Wooldridge)u JI. [eituc (L. Davies), apyroe nuio, o
KoTopoMm yromuHaercs B S 260 (2)Akra o kommanusx 2006r1., —3T0 Takoe JHUI0, KOTOPOE
PUHAMANO YYacTHE B HAPYIICHHH AHPEKTOpoM obssanHocreil.” Kpome Toro, B mOHsTHE
«aupextop» B cuity S 260 (5) (a) (bAkTa o kommanusx 2006r. BKIFOYAETCSI HE TOJIBKO JIHIIO,
3aHUMaIoNIee JTOJDKHOCTh JTUPEKTOpa, HO Takke TeHeBblie (Shadow directorsy mpexuue
(former directorsyimpexropa.

Akt o komnanusx 200G ompenenseT OCHOBaHHWE MCKA, IPU 3TOM OCTaBIISIET
0e3 BHUMaHus nipeaMeT ucka. [.O. AGoIoHMH onpenesnseT mpeaMeT MPOU3BOJIHOTO UCKA KaK
CIIOPHOE TMPaBO IOPUIUYUCCKOTO JIMIIA, OOS3aHHOCTH WICHA €ro KOJUICTMaJbHOrO OpraHa
yrnpaBieHusi  (coBeta  AMPEKTOpoB  (HAOMIOAATENBHOTO  COBETA)),  CAMHOIUYHOTO
UCTIOJTHUTEIILHOTO OpraHa FOPUAMYECKOro JIMIA (IMPEKTOpa, TeHEPaJbHOTO IUPEKTOpa),
YJICHa KOJUICTHAIBLHOTO HCIIOJIHUTEIBHOTO OpraHa [opuadveckoro Juma (mpaBieHus,
JUPEKIIMHU), @ PABHO YIPABJISIONICH OpraHU3alMy WK YIPABJISIFOIIETO, TPAaBOOTHOIICHHS 1O
YIPABICHUIO IOPUIUYECKHM JIUIIOM, B 3allUTy IMpaBa MW 3aKOHHOTO HHTEpeca KOTOPOro
obpamaercss ucren.’’ C  JAaHHON TOYKOH 3pEHHS COMNIACHTBCS CIOJKHO, MOCKONBKY
AHTJIMACKHE FOPUCTHI CBS3BIBAIOT MPEAMET MPOU3BOIHOIO HMCKa C TpeOOBaHHEM HCTIA O
BO3MEIICHUH  yiiep0a, MPUYUHEHHOTO MpPABOHAPYIICHHEM KOMIIAHWH, B3bICKAHHEM
JICHEKHBIX CPEICTB HIIM BO3BPAILLICHHEM HMYILECTBA. - B Ka4eCTBE OCHOBAHHS IPOM3BOIHOTO
ucka ['.O. AGOJOHHH yKa3bIBaeT IOPUANYECKUE (PAKThI, C KOTOPHIMHU JIMIIO, OOPAIIAIONIEecs C
HCKOM B 3alllUTY MpaBa U 3aKOHHOTO MHTEpEca FOPUIMYECKOTO JINIA, CBA3bIBACT TpeOOBaHME
K Cyldy O BO3MECIICHHH OTBETYMKOM YOBITKOB, MPUYMHCHHBIX JTaHHOMY IOPUIAMYECKOMY
Jmuy.l2 B kauectBe ocHoBaHus ucka B coorBeTcTBUU ¢ 260 (3)AxTa 0 xommanusix 2006r.
BBICTYIIAET JCHCTBUTEIHLHOE WIIH MPE/IoiaraeMoe IeiicTBrue win Oe3IeicTBrE, BKITIOYAIOIIee
HeOpexxHocTh (Negligence)nencnonunenue (default),mapymenue (breach)ooszannocreii nmm
HapyIIEHHE TPACcTa TUPEKTOPOM KOMITAHUH.
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[Tpon3BoACTBO MO MPOM3BOJHOMY HCKY HAYMHAETCSI C MOMEHTA I10Jadd
uckoBoro 3aseieHus (claim form) B Beicokuii mnm okpyxHO# cyna. s mpojomkeHus
CyAeOHOTO TPOW3BOJCTBA IO HPOM3BOJHOMY MCKY HCTEIl JOJDKEH IMOJaTh XOAATaicTBO O
NOJYYCHUU pa3peuleHuss Ha MPOJODKEHHUE MPOU3BOJACTBA IO TPOU3BOJHOMY HCKY
(application for permission to continue derivatielaim), nmpexycmorpennoe S 261 Akra o
kommanusax 2006r., KOTopoe paccMaTpPUBACTCS CY/I0OM IOCJIEAOBATENFHO B IBYX CTAHUAX WIN
MOCPEACTBOM JIBYX Tiponeayp. Ha mepBoil craguum cya € y4eToM XoJaraiicTBa o
IPEOCTaBICHUH Pa3pelieHus JUIsl MPOJODKEHUS TIPOU3BOJICTBA 10 MPOU3BOJHOMY HCKY U
JI0Ka3aTeIbCTB, TOJAHHBIX B 3alUTY XOJATalCTBa, JODKEH yOeTUThCs, PACKPHIBAIOT JI OHU
prima facieneno. Bropast cragus mpencraiser co0OW CIIyIIaHHE MO XOAATalCTBY O Jaye
paspemeHns Ha MPOI0JDKEHHE IIPOU3BOJICTBA IO TIPOU3BOTHOMY HCKY.

Takum oOpa3oM, B Hacrosee BpeMsl CYIIECTBYeT JBa IOAXOJa K IpaBy Ha
HpeIbsBICHHE TIPOU3BOAHOTO HCKa. B cooTBeTcTBHHM ¢ mpaBmioMm FOSs v. Harbottlepasom
Ha [0J1a4y MPOU3BOJIHOIO MCKa 00J1aiaeT TOJbKO KoMnaHusa. CTaTyTHBIM IPOU3BOIHBIN HCK,
yperynmupoBanHbiii SS 260-264 Axra o kommanusx 2006 r. w RR 19- 19FIII'C,
npeaycMaTpuBaeT — MpaBa  yYyaCTHMKA  KOMIIAHWM,  KOPIOPATUBHOW  OpraHu3allui,
npodecCHOHATBHOTO COI03a Ha TOAAYy MPOU3BOJHOTO HCKA.
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