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nociipkye O.B. Kapramos. Haykoemi I'B. XKmyneBcbka, C.b. JKuimiHa A0CHIKYIOTh TPaBOBI
ACTICKTH (DYHKYIll 6AHKIE T OAHKIBCLKOT cucmemu 3aTallOM.

BucHoBku. fx 6aunmo, (yHKIII NpaBa € Ba)XJIIMBOK XapaKTEPUCTUKOI JUHAMIYHOCTI
paBa i MPaBOBITHOCHH, BiT0OpaKEHHSIM HAIPSIMiB MPABOBOTO BIIMBY Ha BCI MPOIIECH, IO OTpe-
OyI0Th Takoro BIUIMBY. Lle He numie cyTo HayKoBe HagOaHHS, apke MPaKTUIHA peastizaris QyHK-
it hiHaHCOBOTO MpaBa CYMPOBOKYETHCS 3A1HICHEHHAM MpaB Ta BUKOHAHHSAM 000B’A3KiB Cy0’€K-
TiB (piHAHCOBUX NPABOBIAHOCHUH (SIKIIO WAETHCS MPO aKTHBHY peanizawilo (QpyHKLiH, iX BTUICHHS
y MPaKTUYHIHN JiSIBHOCTI); CTOCOBHO MACHBHOI peatizauii (yHKILiN, TO MOKEMO HaBECTH pealiza-
1iro GyHKIIH HayKu (piHAHCOBOTO MpaBa (TOOTO TYT BIACYTHI YYaCHUKH 4H Cy0’ €KTH (DiHAHCOBHX
MIPaBOBITHOCHH, TYT HE BUHUKAIOTH FOPUINYHI IIpaBa Ta 000B’SI3KN).
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CLASSIFICATION OF TAX DISPUTES:
LEGAL-THEORETICAL PECULIARITIES

The paper substantiates the necessity of classification of tax disputes and proves
its scholarly importance and practical relevance. Approaches to the classification
of tax disputes are investigated and common features are singled out on the basis




ITIPABO I CYCIIIJIbCTBO Ne5/2019

of academic and educational literature review. The authors propose an original variant
of the classification based on the individual criteria. In particular, tax disputes are
classified: 1) by the entity that initiates the tax dispute: tax disputes initiated by
the subject of authority; tax disputes initiated by a private person (individual or legal
entity) tax disputes initiated by another participant in tax legal relations; 2) by the number
of participants in a tax dispute: individual tax disputes (if there are two parties with
counterclaims) collective tax disputes (if there are a plurality of participants on either
side, or on both sides of the dispute); 3) for the entity that resolves the tax dispute:
tax disputes that are resolved independently by the participants; tax disputes that are
resolved by public authorities (administrative procedure) tax disputes are resolved by
a court (court); 4) on the subject of a tax dispute: tax disputes arising in connection
with a violation of a person’s rights, freedoms or legitimate interests by a decision,
action or inaction of a subject of power authority; tax disputes arising from the violation
of tax obligations of entities; 5) according to the methods of judicial protection: tax
disputes regarding the recognition as illegal and invalid of a normative legal act or its
individual provisions; tax disputes on the recognition of unlawful and the abolition
of an individual act or its individual provisions; tax disputes on the recognition
of the actions of the subject of power as unlawful and the obligation to refrain from
performing certain actions; tax disputes on the recognition of the inaction of the subject
of power as unlawful and the obligation to perform certain actions; tax disputes on
establishing the presence or absence of competence (authority) of a subject of authority;
tax disputes on the recovery of funds from the defendant, the subject of authority, for
compensation for harm caused by his unlawful decisions, actions or inaction. The
article proposes other criteria for the classification of tax disputes.

Key words: classification, tax dispute, subjects of tax dispute, subject matter of
tax dispute, grounds for tax dispute.

Y crarti oOrpyHTOBaHO HEOOXiAHICTh MPOBEACHHS Kiacu(ikalii momaTKo-
BUX CIIOPIB, JIOBEACHO ii HAYKOBY 1 MpakTUUHY 3Hauyymicte. Ha migcraBi HaykoBOi
Ta HABYAJIBHOI JITEpaTypH JOCITIHKEHO MIAX0MU A0 Kiacudikamii IMogqaTkoBUX CIIO-
PIB i3 BHOKPEMIICHHSIM CIUTFHHUX O3HAK. 3alIPOIIOHOBAHO aBTOPCHKHI BapiaHT KJIACH-
(hikaiiHOTO PO3MOILTY 3 BUKOPUCTAHHIM OKPEMHX KpHTEpiiB. 30KpeMa, MoJaTKOBi
criopH KiacudikoBaHo: 1) 3a cy0’€KTOM, KU 1HIIIFOE TOJATKOBHH CITip: MOAATKOBI
CTIOpH, 1HIIIHOBaHI Cy0 €KTOM BIIaTHUX IMOBHOBaXKCHB; IMOJATKOBI CIIOPH, 1HIIIHO-
BaHi MPHUBATHOIO 00000 ((Pi3NIHOI0 a00 FOPUAMYHOI0); MOJATKOBI CIIOPH, 1HIIIHO-
BaHi IHIIUM yYaCHHKOM IOAATKOBHX ITPABOBITHOCHH; 2) 3a KiJBKICTIO YYAaCHHKIB
MOJIATKOBOTO CIIOPY: 1HIWBIAyalIbHI MOJATKOBI CIIOpH (32 HAsIBHOCTI JIBOX CTOPIH i3
3yCTPIYHUMHU BUMOTaMH); KOJICKTHBHI IOAATKOBI CIIOPH (32 HASBHOCTI MHO)KMHHOCTI
Y4acCHUKIB i3 Oylb-siKOi cTOpOHU a00 3 000X CTOPiH cropy); 3) 3a cy0’€KTOM, SAKHiA
BUPIILY€ MMOJATKOBUH CHIp: MOJATKOBI CIIOPH, SIKi BUPIIIYIOThCA CAMOCTIIHO y4acHH-
KaMH; ITOJIATKOB1 CIIOPH, SIKI BUPINIYIOTHCSI OpraHaMU JICpKaBHOI BIIaIu (3 MiHiCTpa-
TUBHHU TTOPSI0K); TIOAATKOBI CIIOPH, SIKi BHPIIIYIOTECS CYIOM (CYIOBHH HOPSIOK);
4) 3a IpeIMETOM TOJIATKOBOTO CIIOPY: TIOJATKOBI CIIOPH, SIKi BUHUKAIOTH y 3B’SI3KYy
3 TIOPYIICHHSAM TIpaB, cB000J] a00 3aKOHHUX IHTEPECiB 0COOM PIIICHHSM, €K YH
Oe3MisITBHICTIO CY0’€KTa BIIAJHUX TMOBHOBAKEHB; IOJATKOBI CIIOPH, SKI BHHHKA-
I0Th y 3B’SI3KY 3 MOPYIICHHSIM ITOJITaTKOBUX 00OB’SI3KiB Cy0 €KTiB; 5) 3a crocobaMu
CYJIOBOTO 3aXMCTYy: TOJAaTKOBI CIOPH MO0 BHU3HAHHS MPOTUIPABHUM 1 HEUMH-
HUM HOPMATHBHO-TIPABOBOTO aKTa YW OKPEMHX HOTO MOJOXKEHb; MOJATKOBI CIIOPH
1010 BU3HAHHS MPOTUIIPABHUM 1 CKACYBaHHS 1HIUBIAYaJIbHOTO aKTa YU OKPEMHUX
HOro MONIOkKEHb; MONATKOBI CHOPH 1100 BU3HAHHS il cy0’€KTa BIAJAHUX MOBHO-
Ba)KCHb MPOTUIPABHUMHU Ta 3000B’s13aHHS yTPUMATHUCS Bill BUNHCHHS MEBHHUX Iil;
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MTOJIATKOB1 CIIOPH OO0 BH3HAHHS OC3MisUTLHOCTI Cy0’€KTa BIIAQJHUX TTOBHOBAKCHb
MIPOTHUIIPABHOO Ta 3000B’s3aHHS BUMHHUTH TICBHI [IiT; TIOJATKOBI CIIOPH MO0 BCTa-
HOBJICHHSI HAsIBHOCTI YH BiJICYTHOCTI KOMITETEHIIIT (TOBHOBaXXEHB) CY0’ €KTa BIaIHUX
MTOBHOBAKEHb; IMOJIATKOBI CITOPH MO0 CTATHEHHS 3 BiJNOBia4a — Cy0 €KTa BIaIHUX
MIOBHOBA)KCHB KOIITIB Ha BiJIIKOIyBAaHHS IIIKOH, 3aMOAISHOI HOTO MPOTUIIPABHUMH
pilieHHsAMH, Ai€to a00 Oe3AiIsITBHICTIO. Y CTATTi 3aMPONOHOBAHO i 1HII KpUTEpil IIst
KiacuQikalii moJaTkoBUX CIIOPIB.

Kniouogi cnosa: xnacugikayis, nodamxosuii cnip, cyd €kmu no0amro8020 CHOPY,
npeomem nooamrKo8o20 Cnopy, Hiocmasu NOOAMKO8020 CHOPY.

When analyzing the general theoretical aspects of tax disputes, one finds it impossible to
consider them inconsistently and haphazardly. Therefore, it is important that the systematic anal-
ysis of tax disputes should group them according to the inherent characteristics to allow a uni-
fied study, singling out of common traits and differences, general features, and peculiarities. The
classification of tax disputes is not only a scholarly issue, but also has practical relevance, given
that the procedure for resolving them depends on the belonging of such disputes to a particular
category. Within the academic framework, such a classification contributes to a thorough inves-
tigation of the entire diversity of tax disputes. Within the practical framework, it ensures a schol-
arly approach to the choice of methods of legal regulation aimed at establishing optimal forms
of dispute resolution. The scholarly importance and practical relevance of the classification of tax
disputes lie in the fact that it provides opportunities to identify gaps in the work of jurisdictional
bodies and to determine the general directions of resolving such disputes. In addition, the ascer-
tainment of common features, specific traits of a particular type of a dispute makes it possible to
achieve the effectiveness of the resolution procedure.

Etymologically, the word “classification” (derived from the Latin noun “classis”, i.e. a cate-
gory, and the verb “facio”, i.e. do) signifies a system of arranging objects, phenomena or concepts into
classes, groups, etc. on the basis of common attributes, properties [1, p. 432] or action of “classifying”
[2, p. 175]. Thus, the classification of tax disputes is a theoretical division of tax disputes into different
types, categories, groups accompanied by the identification of common features. Classification of tax
disputes is a prerequisite for the study of their nature, as well as determining the order and mechanism
for resolving these disputes. For example, M.E. Litvinkova emphasizes that, given the variety of parties
involved and subject matter of the dispute, as well as the ways of proceeding with such a dispute, tax
disputes have a broad classification, and therefore the need for classification of tax disputes is due to
several reasons: 1) determining different types of disputes will allow to compare a specific dispute with
other legal disputes; 2) it will make it possible to systematize and generalize tax disputes; 3) this will be
instrumental in conducting a comparative analysis of the various legal disputes [3]. Thus, the necessity
to classify tax disputes is indisputable, so it is worth exploring academic views on this issue.

Administrative, financial, and tax law experts select different criteria for distributing tax dis-
putes into types. Quite often tax disputes are classified according to the party initiating the dispute.
V.K. Nazarov identifies three groups of disputes: 1) disputes arising from the initiative of taxpayers,
payer of fees or compulsory payments; 2) disputes initiated by the regulatory agencies; 3) disputes
initiated by other objects of tax relations [4, p. 26]. Elaborating the classification, I.A. Maliarchuk
suggests singling out the following categories:

— tax disputes between a taxpaying individual and a tax authority;

— tax disputes between a taxpaying sole proprietor and a tax authority;

— tax disputes between a taxpaying legal entity and a tax authority;

— tax disputes between a taxpaying non-resident individual and a tax authority;

— tax disputes between a taxpaying non-resident legal entity and a tax authority [5, p. 350].
One can see a rather broad approach to singling out the entities that are initiators of tax disputes,
given that each such entity has a special legal status, so the tax disputes that are initiated by them
and in which they participate will have their own specifics in each case.
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It has also been proposed to classify tax disputes by the subject of the appeal. Such a classi-
fication is quite broad in terms of its content, for example:

— the appeal against the amount of tax liability determined by the tax authority for reasons
unrelated to the violation of tax or other legislation;

— the appeal against the amount of tax liability and/or penalties determined by the tax
authority in connection with the detection of taxpayers' violation of the requirements of tax or other
legislation;

— the refusal to provide VAT refund from the state budget;

— the appeal against a claim for payment: a tax liability agreed by the taxpayer in their tax
return, but not paid within the prescribed time limits; the agreed amount of the monetary obligation
specified by the tax authority in the tax assessment notice, which is not paid by the taxpayer in due time;
the appeal against individual tax advice (or refusal to provide it);
the appeal against a normative legal act in the field of taxation;
the appeal against actions or omission of the tax authority;
the appeal against decisions and actions carried out by the tax authority during the audit;
the claim for a full recovery of losses (damages) caused by illegal actions (omission)
of the regulatory agencies (their officials) [6, p. 5-10]. That is, here the issues which are being
appealed against in a particular tax dispute have been chosen as the classification criterion.

Focusing on the grounds of tax disputes, A.A. Rozdaibida singles out the following groups:

— disputes about invalidation of acts of tax authorities;

— disputes about the collection of taxes and fees, fines and additional charges;

— disputes about the recognition of an enforcement document as non-enforceable;

— disputes about the return of funds from the budget which have been illegally collected
by the tax authorities [7, p. 132]. One could hardly argue that this list of grounds for tax disputes is
exhaustive.

I.V. Karachentsev proposes to group tax disputes on the basis of the way of the resolution,
and, therefore, singles out tax disputes that are resolved administratively and tax disputes that are
resolved by the court. The provisional nature of this classification is manifested in the absence
of clear attributes, which predetermine the use of judicial or administrative procedure for resolving
a tax dispute. The current Ukrainian legislation does not determine which of the tax disputes must
be resolved in one way or another [8, p. 116]. Such a position regarding singling out the adminis-
trative and judicial way of resolution can be potentially applied to any legal dispute or other juris-
dictional proceedings. A somewhat different approach is proposed by Ye.A. Usenko, who takes
into consideration the way of resolving a tax dispute, where the conflicting aspect of differentiation
of tax disputes on one side or the other leads to a two-tier construction of them: a) tax disputes,
which are resolved by the parties to the tax conflict; b) tax disputes, which objectively require
the intervention of a third party (court) [9, p. 78]. It is quite logical to divide the disputes into
the given categories based on the chosen criterion, however, a clarification should be made that not
only the court but also other parties, such as the authorities, can intervene to resolve the tax dispute
(if the administrative procedure for resolving disputes is being discussed).

According to I.V. Tsvietkov, tax disputes can be divided depending on judicial practice into
three groups:

— disputes about issues relating to law — disputes caused by a different interpretation or
application of particular substantive law rules;

— disputes about issues relating to the fact — disputes related to a different assessment
of the facts of the case;

— procedural disputes — disputes related to the violation of the procedure established by
the current legislation for conducting tax control or litigation in cases of tax offenses [10, p. 23].
Such a classification is appropriate as applied to a judicial settlement of tax disputes.

V.G. Parculab identifies legal regimes within which tax dispute arises and is being
resolved administratively and/or judicially as a criterion for the tax dispute classification. Among
such regimes one can single out the following ones: 1) the general tax regime (when the rights
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and obligations of the entities are not particularly affected by the specific conditions for their
exercise); 2) the special tax regime (in cases with a specific form and method of realization
of the tax liability, which are determined by the particular character of separate tax payments);
3) the consolidated tax regime (which implies a combination of taxpayers and tax liabilities
under the conditions of taxation); 4) tax and customs regimes (which involve both a combination
of tax and customs payments and specific instruments — for example, refunds on value-added tax
on export); 5) special territorial tax regimes (related to the existence and regulation of taxation
in free trade zones) [11, p. 61]. This position which bases the classification on the legal regimes
as the key criterion could be criticized in view of the singling out of the “special” (in connection
with the absorption of such a concept as “specific”’) and “tax and customs” (in connection with
the delimitation of the content) regimes.

V.V. Tylchyk, referring to the works of V.N. Nazarov [4] and D.A. Shynkariuk [12] proposes
the following systematic and detailed classification of tax disputes:

Depending on the party initiating the tax dispute:

— disputes arising from the initiative of taxpayers, payers of fees or mandatory payments;

— disputes initiated by the regulatory agencies;

— disputes initiated by other entities in the tax relations.

Depending on the subject matter of the dispute:

— disputes about the adherence of the relevant authorities to the tax legislation;

— disputes arising from damage caused by illegal acts of tax authorities or unlawful acts
(omission) of their officials.

By the subject of the claims made by any disputing party:

— about applying sanctions against persons who have violated the tax legislation;

— about invalidation of non-normative acts of tax authorities;

— about the recovery of the losses caused by unlawful acts (omission) of officials of the state
regulatory agencies with jurisdiction.

By the grounds of tax dispute:

— disputes arising from the non-application of the rule of law to be applied;

— disputes arising from the application of a rule of law that cannot be applied;

— disputes arising out of a misinterpretation of a rule of law.

Regarding the obligation of pre-trial conference:

a) Disputes subject to the mandatory pre-trial conference:

— tax disputes about tax penalties initiated by the tax authority;

— tax disputes about the invalidation of a decision to hold a taxpayer liable for committing
a tax offense which is initiated by a regulated entity;

b) disputes that do not require mandatory pre-litigation.

By the sphere in which the tax dispute arises:

— disputes arising from tax control measures;

— disputes arising in other circumstances [13, p. 111-112].

One can also find application of other peculiar criteria for classifying tax disputes in the doc-
trinal sources. For example, N.L. Bartunaieva offers the following criteria for the classification:

— application of specialist knowledge in accounting (disputes over basic and optional tax
liabilities);

— method of tax collection (disputes on direct and indirect taxes);

— the actual substance of the tax dispute (disputes over the interpretation of certain rules
of tax law and set of facts);

— type of the acts being appealed (disputes over non-normative legal acts and normative
legal acts) [14, p. 16—18].

S.M. Myronova uses the following criteria as a basis for a classification:

— parties involved (disputes between tax authorities and taxpayers, payer of fees, tax
agents, and other persons);

— procedural situation (disputes over claims of taxpayers and claims of tax authorities);
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— type of social relations (disputes during the performance of duties of tax obligations,
disputes after the payment over the overpaid or collected amounts);

— the procedure for resolving tax disputes (which are resolved through the pre-trial
and judicial procedure) [15, p. 34-36].

With the view of ordering and systemization of the existing diversity of tax disputes, V.S. Kit-
senko proposes to distinguish not the criteria, but the grounds for classification (among which one
should mention the parties involved, the initiator of the tax dispute, the subject matter of the tax dispute,
the procedure for the resolution, etc.) [16, p. 11]. Ye.A. Usenko proposes to classify tax disputes accord-
ing to the following criteria: according to the nature of tax legal relations; by types of taxes and fees
(compulsory payments); according to the nature of the knowledge needed to resolve them; by the entity
initiating the dispute; by the actual substance; by the types of acts that are being appealed [17, p. 11].

Given the existence of rather diverse approaches to the classification of tax disputes,
the application of completely different criteria, an original version of the classification could be
proposed, in particular:

1. By the party initiating the tax dispute:

tax disputes initiated by the authority;
tax disputes initiated by an individual (natural or legal entity);
tax disputes initiated by other party to the tax relationship.
. By the number of parties:
individual tax disputes (if there are two parties with counter claims);

— collective tax disputes (in the presence of a plurality of parties on either side or on both
sides of the dispute).

3. By the entity that resolves the tax dispute:

tax disputes that are resolved by the parties without assistance;

tax disputes that are resolved by public authorities (administrative procedure);

tax disputes that are resolved by a court (judicial procedure).
. By the subject matter of the tax dispute:

tax disputes arising from a violation of the rights, freedoms or legitimate interests
of a person by the decision, act or omission of the power entity;

— tax disputes arising out of a breach of the tax obligations of the entities.

5. By methods of judicial protection:

— tax disputes regarding the de-legalization and invalidation of a legal act or its separate
provisions;

— tax disputes over the invalidation and cancellation of an individual act or its separate
provisions;

— tax disputes regarding the recognition of the actions of the power entity as illegal
and the obligation to refrain from committing certain actions;

— tax disputes regarding the inaction of the power entity unlawful and the obligation to
take certain actions;

— tax disputes regarding the establishment of the presence or absence of competence
(authority) of the power entity;

— tax disputes over the recovery from the defendant — the power entity — of funds to com-
pensate for the harm caused by their unlawful decisions, acts or omissions.

6. By the specifics of the grounds of tax relations:

tax disputes concerning national taxes and fees;
— tax disputes regarding local taxes and fees.
. By nature of tax legal relationship, that causes the tax dispute:
tax disputes caused by substantive tax relations (payment of tax, declaration of income,
tax accounting, submission of tax reports, etc.);

— tax disputes caused by processual tax relations (resolution of a tax dispute);

— tax disputes caused by procedural tax relations (determining the order of interaction
between the authorities and taxpayers in resolving tax disputes).
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It is possible to continue to classify tax disputes further, but these options are sufficient to
speak about the variety of forms of their manifestation, the complexity of the resource. There is
no point in considering each subdivision separately, as this will make the concept of a tax dispute
resource look incomplete. Only when studying them comprehensively one can find out the specifics
of tax disputes, their multidimensional essence, multifunctionality and variety of forms of external
manifestation. The existence of different original approaches to the classification of tax disputes
is explained by the complexity of the tax relations, the large number of grounds for the dispute,
the specifics of the parties involved, the nature of the legal tax relations, and other circumstances.
The classification of tax disputes is also determined by the understanding of the notion of a tax
dispute which can be broad or narrow. If the tax dispute is to be understood in the broadest sense,
then one must investigate the totality of disputes that arise between authorized government bodies
and taxable persons. In the narrow sense, these are disputes arising directly from the legal rela-
tions governed by tax law [4, p. 27]. Thus, it should be concluded that: 1) the classification of tax
disputes is a prerequisite that helps determine the procedure and mechanism for resolving these
disputes; 2) the classification of tax disputes can be based on different criteria, but they all only
emphasize the diversity of forms of their manifestation and complexity of the resource; 3) the clas-
sification of tax disputes should be considered comprehensively, rather than focusing on a separate
subdivision, which allows clarifying their multifunctional specifics. A large number of criteria can
be used to classify tax disputes, which are not only purely theoretical but also practical. So, tax
disputes are characterized by a variety of types that have not only common traits inherent in pub-
lic-law disputes but also peculiar features. In practical terms, the given classifications can be used
by the legislator as an additional means of improving the legal regulation of the effective resolution
of tax disputes and a differentiated approach to establishing optimal forms of setting the relevant
rules in the legislation. Theoretical importance deals with the improvement of the approach to
the distribution of tax disputes into types, taking into account the transition from general to partial,
from abstract to particular.
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TEOPETUKO-IIPABOBU AHAJII3
OB’€EKTHOTI'O CKJIAZY BAJIIOTHUX TPABOBIJTHOCHUH

VY cTarTi JOCHIPKYIOThCS CYTHICTH 1 TIPUPOJIa OKPEMHUX MarepialbHHUX 1 HeMa-
TepiabHUX OJar, siki y CBOil CYKYITHOCT] YTBOPIOIOTH 00’ €KTHUH CKJIaJ BATFOTHUX
MPaBOBITHOCHH. ABTOpP MPHIUISE YBary MUTAHHIO CYCIIJIBHOI Ta MPaBOBOI MIPUPOIU
X O71ar, aHaizye piBeHb iXHbOT 00’ €KTO3/1aTHOCTI Ta BU3HAYAE CIIEIU(IUHI BIACTH-
BOCTI Ta sIKOCTI uX 00’€kTiB. KpiM Toro, y cTarTi mpoaHaii30BaHO YMHHE 3aKOHO-
JIaBCTBO, SIKE BU3HAYAE Ta JIETaJi3y€e NPUPOAY 00’ €KTIB BAIFOTHUX MPABOBIIHOCHH.

APryMEHTOBAHO, 1110 TOCIII/PKEHHS CTPYKTYPHU BaJIIOTHUX ITPABOBIAHOCHH JOCUTh
4acTO 3aJMIIAETHCS 1032 YBAarol HAyKOBLIB, AKi 3BEPTAIOTh yBary IHepeBakHO Ha
MPUPOIY BATIOTHOTO PETYITIOBAHHS Ta BAIOTHOTO HAMLAY. Y TaKHX YMOBaxX 00’€KT
BATIOTHHUX TIPABOBIIHOCHH SIK €EMEHT 3a3HAa4€HOi CTPYKTYpH MOTpeOye HeTalb-
HOTO HayKOBOTO OMPAITIOBAHHS, SIKC MA€ y3araJlbHUTH YSBY PO IIPHPOAY Ta CYTHICTH
3a3HauCHMX OJIar.

O0’€eKTH BaJIOTHHUX IMPABOBITHOCHH — 1€ CYKYITHICTh MarepiaJibHUX 1 Hemare-
piasibHUX Onar 31 CKJIaJHOK CYCIUIBHOKO Ta MPAaBOBOKO MPUPOJOIO, IO IMOB’si3aHi
3 MPaBOM BHUKOPUCTAHHS, O0Iry BaJIOTHHUX I[IHHOCTEH i BCTAHOBJICHHM IIOPSAKOM
3MICHEHHS BAIOTHHUX OIepalliif, BaJIOTHOTO HAIVISIy, BAJIOTHOTO PETyIIOBAHHS
Ta BUKOHAHHS BaJIIOTHUX 3000B’s13aHb. BKa3aHi 00 €KTH BATIOTHUX MPABOBIIHOCHH
CIIiJI CHCTEMATH3yBaTH B MEXKaX TBOX OCHOBHHUX TPYI: 00’€KTH MPUBATHUX BAaJOT-




