bepe3uHa EneHa AnekcaHoposHa

BMELUATEJIbCTBO B YYXKWUE AOTOBOPHbIE OTHOLUEHUA
B AEJIMKTHOM IMNMPABE

XOopoI10 U3BECTHBIII KOHTUHEHTAJIBHBIM MTPaBOMOPsaKaM TTPUHITUATT
OTHOCHUTEJILHOCTH 00513aTEJIbCTB, a TAKXKE aHTI0-aMepUKaHCKasl TOKTPpUHA
privity of contract moapa3yMeBaroT, YTO TOTOBOP CBS3BIBACT CTOPOHBI, €TI0
3aKmouuBiIve. [IpaBoBbie OXXKUIaHUS KPETUTOPA OTHOCSITCS JIUIID K IeHCT-
BUSIM TOJDKHUKA. TPEeThU JTULIa OCTAIOTCS BHE €0 JOCSITaeMOCTH. 3a4acTyio
3TOro AO0BOAA AOCTATOYHO [IJisT 0OOCHOBAHUSI HEBO3MOXHOCTH Hapyllle-
HUSI 00513aTEIbCTBA TPETHUM JIMIIOM, B HEM HE YYaCTBYIOIINUM, a 3HAYUT,
M OTCYTCTBUSI IIPEIITOCHIIOK JJIsI BO3JIOXKEHUS Ha TaKOE JIMIIO KaKOi -0
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH.

CtpaHbl 0011IeTO TIpaBa, OMHAKO, TOBOJHHO JaBHO OTOIILIM OT CTOJIb
CTPOTOro MOHUMAaHMS TaHHOM JOTMaTUYeCKOM KOHCTPYKIIUU, HEKOTOPbIE
KOHTMHEHTAJIbHbIE MPABOIOPSIAKY MIPU OINPEACTICHHBIX 00CTOSATEIbCTBAX
TaKKe IeTaloT MOX0Xee NCKII0UeHUE.

Peun umet o Tak Ha3pIBaeMOM BMeEIIATEILCTBE B UyXXUE TOTOBOPHbIE
OTHOILEHUSI U BO3MOXHOCTHU MPEAbSIBUTD NEIMKTHBINA UCK K JIMILY, Aeii-
CTBUSI KOTOPOTO MPUBEIN K HAPYIIEHUIO TOJKHUKOM MTPUHSITOTO Ha cebst
o0s13arenbeTBa. O003HAYCHHBIN JSTUKT UMEET BEKOBYIO MICTOPUIO U 3HAKOM
OOJIBIIIMHCTBY MHOCTPAHHBIX MTPABOMOPSIAKOB, KaXKIbIN M3 KOTOPBIX MPU
3TOM MCXOIUT U3 COOCTBEHHOTO TOKTPUHAJIBHOTO OOOCHOBAHMST OTBETCT-
BEHHOCTH JEJIMHKBEHTA'.

1. [lenukT n3 nobyXAeHuA K HapyLueHuio JoroBopa
(inducing breach of contract) B aHrnuiickom npase

[ToGyxxmeHue K HapyILIeHUIO TOTOBOPa B CTpaHaX OO0IIETo MpaBa BXO-
JIUT B TPYIINY TaK Ha3bIBa€MbIX 9KOHOMUUYECKHUX JACIUKTOB (€economic
torts). CylIecTBYIOT pa3juYHbie MHEHUSI OTHOCUTEJILHO MX TIPUPOIbI:
OIHU MCCJIE0BATEIM CUMTAIOT X YaCThio 0oJiee IIMPOKOTO MPUHIIMIIA

' «Kax10My MpaBOMOPSIIKY H3BECTHBI CTy4ay TOACTPEKATEBCTBA OTHUM JIUIIOM ApY-
TOTO HApYUIUTD JOTOBOP C TPEeTheil cTopoHol» ([[saticepm K., Kémuy X. BBenenve B cpaBHU-
TeJIbHOE TpaBoBe/ieHUe B cdepe yacTHoro mpasa. B 2 1. T. 2 / [ep. ¢ Hem. M.: MexmyHap.
otHomtenws, 1998. C. 396).
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prima facie OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a HAMEPEHHOE IIPUYMHEHME Bpea', Ipyrue
HaXOJSIT, YTO OHM OCHOBAHbI HA TEOPUM BTOPUYHON’ WJIM aKLIECCOPHOM
oTBeTCcTBeHHOCTH. [TocaeaHue nyoJIrMKauuyu OTBEPraoT JaHHbIE MTOIXO0-
IIbl, X aBTOPBI MOJIaraloT, YTO BO TJIaBe yIjia MOJKHA CTOSITb OCHOBHAS
3a/a4a 9KOHOMMYECKUX JACJIMKTOB — MOJIePXKaHNEe HEIPUKOCHOBEHHOCTHU
KOHKYPEHTHOTO Mpoliecca’, a OCHOBHOI 1IeJ1bI0 B TaHHO# chepe cTaHO-
BUTCSI BBISIBJICHME 3alMIIAEMbIX JCJIMKTHBIM IIPAaBOM UHTEPECOB, BUIOB
BMeIIaTeIbCTBA, KOTOPhIE CJIEAYET pacCMaTpuBaTh KaK He3aKOHHbIE,
M OTIpaBAaTeNbHBIX BO3paxkeHMit (justification), KoTopkie paBo OyaeT
CYMTATDb MIPUEMIEMbIMU.

B cucreMe oTmenbHBIX MTOMMEHOBAHHBIX JEJIMKTOB (nominate torts)
00111ero mpaBa IeJIMKT U3 TTO0YKAeHUs (CKJIOHEHMUSI, TIOACTPEKATEIbCTBA)
K HapyueHuto norosopa (inducing breach of contract) 6611 KBanupum-
pPOBaH B KaueCTBE CAMOCTOSITEJIbHOTO elie B 1853 r. B U3BECTHOM feje
Lumley v. Gye'.

W3BecTHast onepHasi nesuiia Moxanna BarHep 3akiioumia 10ro-
BOp, B COOTBETCTBUU C KOTOPBHIM 00513aJ1aCh BbICTYIIATh UCKJIIOUUTEIb-
Ho Ha cueHe Teatpa Ee BenuuectBa. OTBeTunK yoenun Mucc Barnep
PacTOPTHYTH €€ TOTOBOP U «IlepeMaHUI» MEBUILY B oniepHbIi Teatp Ko-
BeHT-I"apneH. X03s1MH MepBOTo TeaTpa 00paTUIICS C MCKOM O B3bICKAaHUU
yOBITKOB K CBOeMY 0oJiee ynawIMBOMY KOHKYpeHTY. Cya KOpOJeBCKOM
ckambu (Queen’s Bench Division) 60JbIIMHCTBOM MTOCTAaHOBUJI, YTO
TaKOM MUCK BO3MOXEH",

JaHHbIIA IPELIEACHT MO YO U3y4ajiCsi MHOTUMU UCCIIECA0BATE/ISIMU,
Be/Ib BBIBOJIbI Cy/Ia CTABUJIM I10Jl COMHEHME He3bIOJIeMYIO TOKTPUHY J0T0-
BOpHOI cBs13U (privity of contract) u cBo060ay KOHKYpeHTHOIT 60pb0bl. Ero
WCTOKHU BUIST B pUMCKOM IIpaBe, TAe OTell ceMeiicTBa (paterfamilias) mor
01aTh UCK MPOTHUB JIIOOOT0 JIMLIA, TIPUIMHUBILIETO BPE/ WIEHAM €ro CEMbH’,

' Stilitz D., Sales P. Intentional Infliction of Harm by Unlawful Means // Law Quarterly
Review. 1999. Vol. 115. P. 435.

? Sales P. The Tort of Conspiracy and Civil Secondary Liability // Cambridge Law Jour-
nal. 1990. Vol. 49. P. 491.

* Deakin S., Randall J. Rethinking the Economic Torts // Modern Law Review. 2009.
Vol. 72(4). P. 520.

* Lumley v. Gye, 118 Eng. Rep. 749 (Q.B. 1853).

* Jleno Lumley v. Gye GbLIO TPETHUM B CEPHH JIeJI, BO3OYKICHHBIX TPOTUB BIACIbLCE
KOHKYPUPYIOIINX TeaTPOB. B IpeecTByIommx nenax, Ha KOTOPbIe CChITAICS OTBETYUK (Ash-
ley v. Harrison, 170 Eng. Rep. 276 (K.B. 1793); Taylorv. Neri, 170 Eng. Rep. 393 (C.P. 1795)),
WICK He TIPeIOCTABIISIICS,, TAK KaK MOCIEACTBUS OB COYTEHBI CIIUIITKOM OTIaICHHBIMU.

‘B paHHEM PUMCKOM IpaBe TOJIBKO OTILY CeMelCcTBa roarajics actio iniuriarum. OCKop-
OJieHUEe YWICHOB €T0 CeMbU OBLIO JIUIITH ellle OMHOM hopMoit ocKopoieHus paterfamilias. T1o-
CTETIEHHO ¢ 00peTeHUEeM OTpeIeICHHON CTeTIEHN He3aBUCUMOCTU OHU TTOJTYIMITN CAMOCTOSI-
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a camasi TeCHasl CBSI3b IIPOCJIEKMBAETCSI C MICKaMU PaHHEro oOIlero mpasa
0 BMeEIIATeJIbCTBE B OTHOILIEHUS 3eMieBnanee-aperaatop (landlord-
tenant)' 1 xo3siMH-CiIyra (master-servant)’, BOSHUKHOBEHME KOTOPBIX CBsI-
3bIBAIOT C OTCYTCTBUEM aleKBaTHOM MPABOBOI 3alIUTHI IUIsI KpEeAUTOpa
B UCKE MMPOTUB HETTOCPENCTBEHHO NOJDKHUKA.

Berpeyatorest naxke ucciaenoBaHusl B 00JaCTU TEOPUU COLIMATbHOTO
1oJia, KOTOpbIe OTBOIST IJIAaBEHCTBYIOLIEE 3HAaUeHUE TeHAepHOMY (haKTy
B pelieHuu o aeny Lumley v. Gye, a TOTOMY CUMTAIOT IJI00AJIGHOM OIITMOKOI
OTHECEHME TAKOI'0 JEJMKTa K 9KOHOMUYECKUM: IeCKaTh, POJIb CTOPOHHI,
HapyLIUBILEH 10rOBOP, OblIa IPOUTHOPHUPOBAHA CYIOM JIMIIb 10 IPUYMHE
TOTO, YTO €10 SIBJISUIACH XKEHIIIMHA, a Ha He YJaCTBYIOIIlee B IOTOBOPE Tpe-
The JIMLIO OblLJIa BO3JI0KEHA OTBETCTBEHHOCTb, TaK KakK CIIOP Kacajicsl ABYX
MY>KUMH. AKIIEHT IIPY 3TOM CTaBUTCS Ha yILEeMJICHIE aBTOHOMUU KEHIIMH,
B TOM 4MCJIe CBOOOIbI PACIIOPSIKEHUSI CBOMM COOCTBEHHBIM TPYIOM, YTO
MPOIOJIKAET TPAAUIIMIO, 3aJI0KEHHYIO B pAHHMX JIeJIaxX O 3alpeTe NPUHITUS
Yy3KMX pabOB, XKE€H U Jouepeiir’.

OnHako 0oJiee BEPOSITHO, UTO MPEANOCHUIKAMU K TAKOMY PEIICHMIO Cyaa
OIISITh-TaKU TMOCIYKWIN OTNpeneeHHbIE 3aTPYIHEHUSI B BOCCTAHOBJICHUU
MHTEPECOB KPEeAUTOpa KaKUM-JIMOO MHBIM 00pa30oM, B YACTHOCTH HEBO3-

TEeJIbHBIN actio directa B OTHOIIEHUY MPUYMHEHHOTO UM BpPEJia, HO Jaxke B TIOJTHOU 3pETIOCTH
PUMCKOTO TIpaBa Mo-TMpexXHeMY OCTaBaJIcs actio indirecta — OTAECIBHBIN UCK, KOTOPBIil OTeIl
ceMmelicTBa ObUT BITpaBe MOIATh 32 HAHECEHHOE eMy OCKOPOJIeHME TTyTeM MPUYUHEHUS Bpeia
€ro XeHe, ero neTsM wiu ero padam. Cm.: Sayre F B. Inducing Breach of Contract // Harvard
Law Review. 1923. Vol. 36. P. 663.

' Vcranosnenue npasmia «landlord-tenant» OTHOCST K TOy LapCTBOBAaHMUSI KOPOJIsi [eH-
puxa VII, Kkoraa cynsl pU3HAIN UCK 3eMJIEBIaIesbIla IPOTUB TPETHETO JIUIIA, CIIPOBOIIUPO-
BaBILIETO €TO aPEHIATOPOB OCTaBUTH apeHayeMble 3emiun. Cm.: Dowling D.C. Jr. A Contract
Theory for a Complex Tort: Limiting Interference with Contract Beyond the Unlawful Means
Test // University of Miami Law Review. 1986. Vol. 40(2). P. 495 (1tut. no: Varadarajan D. Tor-
tious Interference and the Law of Contract: The Case for Specific Performance Revisited //
Yale Law Journal. 2001. Vol. 111. P. 742).

? «IToCKOMBbKY OTHOLLCHMUS! master-servant GbITA OCHOBHBIM CTPYKTYPHBIM 3BEHOM (heo-
NATbHOU 9KOHOMWKH U COIMATTbHOI MepapXuu, OTpPaHUICHUSI B OTHOIIICHUN TTIepeMaHuBa-
HUSI CITyXaIuX UMeTU COLMATbHBIE TIOCTEACTBUS, 3aIIMINAs MHTEPEChl OTACTBHBIX MacTe-
poB» (Danforth J. Tortious Interference with Contract: A Reassertion of Society’s Interest in
Commercial Stability and Contractual Integrity // Columbia Law Review. 1981. Vol. 81(7).
P. 1509). B pesynbrate cpemHeBEKOBOI SMUAEMUN YyMBI MPEUTOKeHUE paboueil CUITBI CTa-
JIO YMEHBIIIAThCsI, KOHKYPEHIIHS 32 paOOTHUKOB — BO3pacTath. B oTBet Ha 210 B 1349 1. [1ap-
JIaMEHTOM OBbUT MPUHAT 3aKOH 0 paboTHUKax (Statute of Labourers), KOTOPbIii MO CTPaxoM
TIOPEMHOTO 3aKJTIOUEHUS He TTO3BOJISUT YePHOPAOOYNM U3MEHSITh MECTO CITY>KOBI 1 TaBajl XO-
3sTMHY TIPaBO Ha MCK K JIMILY, TIepeMaHuBIIeMy ero padotauka. Cwm.: Varadarajan D. Op. cit.
P. 743; Sayre FB. Op. cit. P. 665.

* Swan S. A New Tortious Interference with Contractual Relations: Gender and Erotic
Triangles in Lumley v. Gye // Harvard Journal of Law & Gender. 2012. Vol. 35. P. 167—207.
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MOXHOCTb MPUHYKAEHMS K UCITOJTHEHUIO B HaType (specific performance)
MPUMEHUTEJIBHO K JOTOBOpPaM Ha OKa3aHue yCiyr'.

Kak ObI TO HU OBLJI0, 3HaHUE U TIPSIMOE TTOOYKIIEHNE HAPYLIUTh IOTOBOP
CTaJId MPU3HAKAMM JIEJIMKTa, a KPEIUTOP B TOMOJHEHUE K CPEACTBAM 3a-
LIMTBI, U3BECTHBIM JJOTOBOPHOMY MpPaBy, MOJYYMJI IIPABO Ha MPeIbsABICHUE
JIEJIMKTHOTO MCKa K TPETheMY JIMIY (MHTEPBEHTY ).

BwMmecte ¢ TeM BBIBOBI Cy/ia HE ObUTM BOCHIPUHSITBHI OMHO3HAYHO, U B c(pe-
pe OJ0OHBIX 9KOHOMUYECKUX JCIUKTOB JUIMTEIbHOE BPeMsl OTMEUaIUCh
HEIOCJIeI0BATEIbHOCTh CYACOHBIX PEIICHUI K OTCYTCTBUE aKaJIeMUYECKOI0
KOHCEHCYCa B CBSI3U C HEOMNPEIEIEHHOCThIO cOCTaBa (KOHKPETHBIX 3JIe-
MEHTOB, KOTOPbIE JOJKHBI ObITh YCTAHOBJIEHBI) Y TIOTEHLIMAIBHOI c(hepbl
HX IIPUMEHEHUsI.

Tak, B mocienyonmx nejaax cyaeoHas mpakThKa yiia B CTOPOHY BbISI-
CHEHMSI BOIIPOCOB JI03BOJICHHOCTH M HEI03BOJICHHOCTH METO/IOB U CPEJICTB,
KOTOPBIMU BeIeTCs KOHKYpEHTHasi 60pb0a, py 3TOM, KaK IPaBUJIO, CYIbl
BCTaBaJIM Ha CTOPOHY OTBETUYMKOB, OTMeUasi OTCYTCTBUE B UX JCUCTBUSIX
3aIpeleHHbIX OOMaHa, MOIIIEHHUYECTBA, 3allyTMBaHUSI M1 MHOTO HEI03-
BoJieHHOro noseneHust (Mogul Steamship Co. Ltd. v. McGregor, Gow & Co.’;
Allen v. Flood*).

' CTOMT OTMETHTB, YTO KPEAUTOP UyTh PAHEE MONABAI TTOIOGHbII IIPSIMOIl UCK K NEBU-
ue. Lumley v. Wagner, 42 Eng. Rep. 687 England (1852): «Cyx oTkazaicst moaBeprayTh mpu-
HYJIUTEJIbHOMY MCIIOJIHEHUIO TIOJIOXUTETBHOE 00513aTeIbCTBO OTBETYUIIBI — IIETh B TeaTpe
KCTIIA, HO ITyTeM M3[IaHuUsI CyAeOHOTO MpHKa3a O 3ampeTe MPUHYANI €€ K UCIIOJTHEHUIO 00s1-
3aTeNILCTBA HE TETh B KAKOM-JIN00 MHOM MecTe» (Arcon B.P. OCHOBBI JOTOBOPHOTO IpaBa /
Ilep. ¢ 18-ro anrn. uzn. A.C. Anekcannpockoro, A.C. AxmaHoBa, C.M. Panoniopta; nos pen.
J.®. Pam3aiiuiea. M.: Mexnynaponnas kaura, 1947. C. 392).

* TMpunuun Lumley v. Gye ocTancsi B Cujle, HECMOTpS HA TO, UTO B UTOre Gye BHIUTPA
NIeJI0, TIOCKOJIBKY, IO €T0 YTBEPKICHUIO, YeCTHO (XOTSI, BO3MOKHO, HEOOOCHOBAHHO) T10JIa -
rajicst Ha Hajuuue y Wagner 3akOHHOTO TIpaBa Ha paCTOPXKEHME CBOEro KOHTpakTa ¢ Lumley.
Cy/1bs1 IPOUHCTPYKTUPOBAT MPUCSIKHBIX, YTO JIJIsI YCTAHOBJICHHSI OTBETCTBEHHOCTU HEOOX0-
IIMMa «3aBeIOMOCTh» («scienter») B IEWCTBUSIX OTBETYMKA, KOTOPOI IPUCSIKHbIEC HE HALILTH.
Cwm.: Waddams S.M. Johanna Wagner and the Rival Opera Houses // Law Quarterly Review.
2001. Vol. 117. P. 431 (uurt. no: Katz A. Intentional Interference with Contractual Relations:
A Transactional Approach // https://law.utexas.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/25/Intention-
al-Interference-with-Contractual-Relations-October-2012-draft1.pdf).

* Mogul Steamship Co. Ltd. v. McGregor, Gow & Co. [1892] AC 25. B peleHuy 110 neny
OBUTO OTMEYEHO, YTO OTBETYMKH, MCKITIOUMBILINE UCTIIA U3 OM3HECA HA CYITOXOIHOM KoHbe-
PEHIINU, TIPOCTO «BEJIM KOHKYPEHTHYIO BOIHY 0 MOOETHOrO KOHIIA B MHTEpecaX COOCTBEH-
HOTO JIeJa».

* Allen v. Flood [1898] AC 1. PAGOTHUKM He CMOTJIN J0GUThCS PUBICUEHMSI K OTBETCT-
BEHHOCTHU PYKOBOAUTEJSI MPO(DCOI03a, KOTOPHII CIIPOBOLIMPOBA paboTOAATENSI HA X YBOJIb-
HEHUe, IPUTPO3UB BO3MOXKHOI «3aKOHHOI» 3a06acToBKoil. [TanaTa JlopmnoB Takoe yBoJIbHE-
HHE cCOwIa MMPaBOMEPHBIM, OTMETUB, YTO MTPHU OTCYTCTBUU OITHOTO M3 YCTAHOBJIIEHHBIX 9KOHO-
MUYECKUX JIETMKTOB HUKAKast OTBETCTBEHHOCTh HE MOXET OBbITh HAJIOKEHA TOJIBKO IIOTOMY,
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3areM 0coboe BHUMaHUE CTajlo YAEAIThCSI MOTUBY OTBeTUMKa. B mene
Quinn v. Leathem' I1anaTta JlopnoB onpeneuia, YTO CrOBOP WK OOBEIUHE -
HUE ¢ HAaMepeHNeM NMPUUMHUTD Bpell TOPTOBJie WJIM OM3HEeCy MCTIa, Ha KO-
TOpPbIE OIIMOOYHO’ CTAJIM PACIIPOCTPAHSITH IIPUHLIMII, UCIIOJb30BAaHHbII
B aene Lumley v. Gye, naet mocjeaHeMy IpaBo Ha UCK, TOJBKO €C/I TaKue
JIECTBUSI MOTUBUPOBAHBI 310001 TTpoTUB Hero. 1o 37100011, 310CTHOCTBIO
WJIM 3JTBIM YMBICIOM (malice) MOHUMAaJIoCh XeJlaHue TO0CAaUTh, MPUYMHUTD
Bpen npyromy auiy. OngHako no3nHee B aene Crofter Hand Woven Harris
Tweed Co. Ltd. v. Veitch’® 3101 yMbIceJ OblJI UCTOJIKOBaH KaK OTCYTCTBUE
SKOHOMMUYECKOTO omnpaBaaHus (justification).

[TepesloMHBIM MOMEHTOM CTaJio peleHue 1964 r. o aeny Rookes v.
Barnard’, xoTopoe cTajg0 OTHOCUTh K HE3aKOHHBIM CPEICTBAM UPE3MEPHO
IpoKuii iepedyeHsb. [1anata JlIopmoB rmoctaHOBMUIIA, YTO HAMEPEHHOE MPU-
YUHEHME Bpeaa OM3HeCy MOTepIeBIIero MPU3HAETCs IETMKTOM, €CJIU OTBET-
YUK HCIIOIb3yeT He3aKOHHbBIE CPEICTBA: HETIPaBOMEPHOE NeliCTBUE TNOO yT-
O3y ero COBepIlIEeHMSI, BKJIIOUasl yrpo3y 3a0aCTOBKHU U YTPO3Y PACTOPXKEHUS
JIOTOBOPA, a HEe TOJBKO ero HapyiieHus. Eciu B croBope nin o0beIMHEHU N
MPOTUB KCTLIA UCTTOJIB3YIOTCS MOAOOHBIE «HE3aKOHHBIE CPEICTBA», HAIMUNE
3JI0T0 YMBICJIA He TpeOyeTcs, 1 COOCTBEHHBIE 9KOHOMUYECKHME MHTEPECHI
OTBETYMKA OIpPaBIAHNEM HE SIBJISTIOTCSI.

Takast BO3MOXXHOCTb pacIIMpeHUsI OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U TaK Ha3bIBaeMast
enuHas Teopust (unified theory)’, kotopast cMelMBaia pa3auyHbIE BUIBI
JETMKTOB — MoOYyKIeHue K HapyleHuto norosopa (inducing breach of con-

4TO 9KOHOMUUYECKUH yIiepO ObLT HAHECEH YMBILUIEHHO, 3JI0OCTHO WJIM HECTIPABEJIUBO: «HU
OJTHA CTeNeHb HeJ0OPOCOBECTHOCTH, 3I0HAMEPEHHOTO MOBEICHMSI MJIM HEYECTHOCTH HE MO-
KeT clieJIaTh MOBEIEHNEe, KOTOPOe OBLIIO 3aKOHHBIM CaMo TI0 cebe, He3aKOHHBIM».

" Quinn v. Leathem [1901] AC 495.

> Ocoboe MHeHue Jlopaa JIMHUIN «CTallo OCHOBOI JUTsl OCIEYIOLIei Upe3MepHOi
(1 OLIMOOYHO OCYILECTBIISIEMOiT) KCaHcuu cepsl puMeHeHust Lumley v. Gye B uesix 3a-
MOJTHEHUSI TPOGEJIOB B 3alUTe, 00ECIeYNBAIOIIEeiiCs SKOHOMUUECKUMHU JACIUKTaMU, B CITy-
yasix, Koraa MCTiy OblT HaHEeCeH ylepO, 0OaHAKO 06€3 HaTu4Ks MOOYXICHUs OTBETYMKOM €ro
KOHTpareHTa K HapyiueHuto norosopas» (Lord Lindley, Quinn v. Leathem [1901] AC 495, [1901]
UKHL 2; Lord Hoffman, OBG v. Allan [2007] UKHL 21 (uuT. o: Bepsckuna M. H. TlpaBo-
BOE PEryJIMpOBaHNEe S5KOHOMUYECKHUX JETUKTOB B aHTJIMICKOM TIpaBe: MOOYXIeHUe K Hapy-
LIEHUIO OrOBOPA U HEMPABOMEPHOE BMEIIATEIbCTBO B OCYIIECTBICHNE 9KOHOMUUYECKOIT esi-
TeabHocTu // Tpynbl MHCTUTYTA rocymapcTBa U nipaBa Poccuiickoii akanemuu Hayk. 2014.
Ne 2. C. 147)).

* Crofter Hand Woven Harris Tweed Co. Ltd. v. Veitch [1942] AC 435.

* Rookes v. Barnard [1964] AC 1129.

’ Cwm., Hanipumep: Simester A. P Winnie Chan, Inducing Breach of Contract: One Tort or
Two? // Cambridge Law Journal. 2004. Vol. 63. P. 132; Ryan R., Ryan D. Liability in Tort for
Inducing a Breach of Contract // Quarterly Review of Tort Law. 2008. Vol. 2. P. 7.
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tract) ¥ BMEIIaTeIbCTBO B 9KOHOMUYECKYIO MeSITEIbBHOCTh HEMO3BOJICHHBIMU
cpenctBaMu (interference with a business by unlawful means), npuBenu
K pacipoCcTpaHEHUIO 9KOHOMUYECKUX NEIMKTOB, TOCTUTIIIMX CBOETO MMHKa
B cepenune 1980-x rr.

B nenukTe 13 BMelIaTeJbCTBA B OM3HEC NECTBUST OTBETYMKA TOJKHBI
ObLIM OBITH HAITPaBJIEHbI HEMMOCPEACTBEHHO HA UCTLIA. DTO OrpaHUYEHUE
IO3BOJIMIIA OOOUTH «EAMHAsI TEOPUST» IIYTEM ITOCTENIEHHOTO PaclIMPEHNs
NeNCTBUS AETUKTA U3 MOOYXIEeHUS K HapyILIeHUIO JOTOBOpa, TAe TaKoe
HaMepeHUe MPUUYMHUTH Bped OTBETUYMKY He TPeOOBaJOCh, JOCTATOUHO
ObLIO HAMEPEHHSI BMEIIaThCsl B paHee CYIIEeCTBYIOIINE JOTOBOPHbBIEC OT-
HOIIeHUs .

B pesynbTare ydyacTUIMCh MCKHU OT JIMLL, Ha KOTOPBIX PACTIPOCTPaHSIICS
a(pPeKT oT KoJTeKTUBHBIX TTpoTecToB (industrial action), maxe eciau ux
HEMOCPEACTBEHHO 1IeJIbI0 3TU JIMLIa He SBIsUINCh. Croga OTHOCUJIUCH
nena, CBSI3aHHbIe C AHCTBUSIMU IO OPTaHU3AIUU 3a0aCTOBOK U OOMKOTOB
Ha MPEeanpUsITUSIX, KOTOPbIC TIPUBOAMIN K HEMCIIOJTHEHUIO KOHTPAKTOB
nocTaBIIMKaMU. JJOoroBOpHbIEe MCKHY K MOCTAaBIIMKAM ObLIN 3a0J10KUPO-
BaHbI OTOBOPKOI 0 hopc-Maxkope, MOATOMY UX KPEAUTOPHI CTAIU 00-
pamaTbCs ¢ NeJIUMKTHBIMU MCKaAMU HETIOCPENCTBEHHO K JOJDKHOCTHBIM
JMiaM npo@co30B — OpraHu3aTopaM JaHHbBIX TPOTeCcTOB. [Ipuyem Ha-
JIMYME AeJIMKTa yCMaTPUBAIOCh, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, YTO TaKUE 3aTPYIHEHUS
W MPEMSTCTBUS B UCTIOJTHEHUM TOTOBOPA, BhI3BAHHBIE KOJJIEKTUBHBIM
MPOTECTOM, TEM HE MEHEee He BCeraa COCTaB/sUIM €ro HapylleHUe, Belb
MOCTAaBIIMK MOT OBITh OCBOOOXIEH OT OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B CUJTy OTOBOP-
k1 o dopc-maxope (Torquay Hotel Co. Ltd. v. Cousins®). Kpome Toro,
He TpeOOoBaJIOCh 3HAHME CONEPKAHUSI JOTOBOPA OTBETUMKOM, TOCTAaTOYHO,
€CJIM OH B OOIIMX yepTax ObLI B Kypce OTHOCUTEJBHO CYIIECTBOBAHUS
JIOrOBOpAa 1 AefiCTBOBA ¢ Oe3pacCyIHbIM UTHOPHUPOBAHUEM TTOCEACTBUIA
CBOEro NEMCTBUS C TOUKHU 3PEHUsI COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO BMEIIAaTeILCTBA
60 3akpbiBai Ha HUX ria3a (reckless) (Emerald Construction Co. Ltd. v.
Lowthian”).

Taxk BO3HUK «TMOPUIHBIIN» AEJIUKT U3 HEIIPABOMEPHOI'O BTOPKEHUS
B nHoroBopHble oTHoleHus (wrongful interference with contractual re-
lations), a A JOCTUKEHUS ycIiexa B MOJOOHBIX AejlaX O «KOCBEHHOM
BMellIaTebCTBE B 1oroBop» (indirect interference with contract) cramo
JMOCTaTOYHO JIMIIb TOKA3aTeIbCTB yYaCTHS MCTLIA B TOTOBOPE, UCTIOJIHEHUE

' Deakin S., Randall J. Op. cit. P. 525.
* Torquay Hotel Co. Ltd. v. Cousins [1969] 2 Ch. 106.
* Emerald Construction Co. Ltd. v. Lowthian [1966] 1 WLR 691.
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KOTOPOTO 3aTparuBajioCch COOTBETCTBYIONIEH 3abacToBKoit (Falconer v.
ASLEF and NUR')’.

HaHHOe cMellleHre MPUHLIMIIOB (€AMHAas TEOpHsl) MPOCYIIECTBOBAIO
1o 2007 r., koraa B nene OBG Ltd. v. Allan® T1anara Jlopnos nposesa pas-
rpaHMYCHUE MEXIY IeJIMKTOM U3 MOOYXICHUS K HapyIIeHUIO T0roBopa
(inducing a breach of contract) u ge1MKTOM U3 BMEIIaTeILCTBA B OM3HEC
He3aKOHHBIMU cpeacTBami (interference with a business by unlawful means)*.
OTBeTYMKAMMU T10 Jie1y ObLJIM KOHKYPCHBIE YIIpaBJsIolIe, KOTOpPbIE, MO~
Jlarasi, YTo UX Ha3HauYeHUe ObLIO AeHCTBUTEIBHBIM, TTPEKPATUIN KOMMED-
YeCKue JOrOBOPhI MEXIY 3asiBUTEJIEM M €r0 KOHTpareHTaMu. 3asiBUTE/Ib
OCJIe OCIapMBaHUsI Ha3HAYSHUST JAaHHBIX YITPABJISIOIIMX CTaJl YTBEPXKAATh,
YTO OHM, a TAaKXKe Ha3HAYMBILUI UX KPEAUTOP COBEPILIMIN AEIUKT 10~
CPEICTBOM ITPOTUBOIIPABHOIO BMEIIATEIbLCTBA B JOTOBOPHbIE OTHOILEHHUS.
WM3HavanbHO MCK OB yAOBIETBOPEH, HO AneuisiiioHHbIi cyn (Court of
Appeal) OOJIBITMHCTBOM OTMEHMII PellleHUEe Ha TOM OCHOBaHUM, UTO OTBET-
YUKW HECO3HATEJIbHO M HEHAMEPEHHO BMEILMBAIKCH B 10roBophl. [lanara
JlopnoB OTKJIOHWMIIA BBHIBOABI alle/UISILIMOHHOM MHCTAHLIMM, OTMETUB, YTO
B paccMaTpyMBaeMOM Jiejie B PUHIIMIIE OTCYTCTBOBaA (haKT HApyIICHUS
WM HEUCIIOJHEHMSI KaKOro-anbo 1oroBopa’.

TakuM ob6pa3zom, HaMETUJICS BO3BpaT K KJIACCMYECKOMY TTPUHILIMITY,
COIIACHO KOTOPOMY (haKTUUYECKOEe HapylLlIeHUE TOrOBOpa SIBJISIETCS HeIpe-
MEHHBIM YCJIOBHEM (Sine qua non) IJist OTBETCTBEHHOCTH: «B KOHIIE KOHIIOB
CYILIECTBYET HE NEJMKT U3 HEITPAaBOMEPHOT'O BMEIIATEIbCTBA B JOTOBOPHbIE
otHoleHus (tort of wrongful interference with contractual relations), a Tuiib
JEJIUKT U3 TOOYXKIeHUsI WJIM CKJIOHEHUSI K HapyILIeHUIo JoroBopa (tort
of inducing or procuring a breach of contract)»®. JIeTUKT U3 OOYKACHUS
K HapyILIEHUIO JO0roBopa ObLI Ha3BaH aKLECCOPHBIM 110 OTHOLLIEHMIO K 10~
TOBOPHOI OTBETCTBEHHOCTH JIOJDKHUKA: HE MOXKET ObITh OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU
M3 JAHHOTO JEIMKTa (BTOPMUYHAsI OTBETCTBEHHOCTb), ITIOKA HET HAPYILIEHUS
JIOTOBOpa CO CTOPOHBI JOJKHUKA (TIEpBUYHASI OTBETCTBEHHOCTD).

' Falconerv. ASLEF and NUR [1986] IRLR 331. B 1aHHOM JieJie HCTeLl CTAJT CIIy4aitHO#
JKEPTBOI HOUHOI KeJIe3HOIOPOXKHON 3a0acTOBKY B JIOHIOHE, TIPU 9TOM He MMeJ Obl HUKa-
KHX TIPETEeH3Uit TPOTUB British Rail Io MpUYMHE HAIMUYMS UCKITIOYAIOIEi OTOBOPKHU B €T0
TIOTOBOPE.

* Deakin S., Randall J. Op. cit. P. 526—527.

> OBG Ltd. v. Allan [2008] 1 AC 1.

* Kpoinos B.I., Paduenxo B.C., Pomanos A.K. JleuKTHbIE 06SI3aTe/IbCTBA B AHIIHICKOM,
(paHITy3cKoM 1 HeMEIIKOM TIpaBe (HayuHbIii mokian) // http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=2772988.

* Deakin S., Randall J. Op. cit. P. 527—528.

S OBG Ltd. v. Allan.
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W3 nena OBG Takxke cieayer, 4To Ajs1 IeJIMKTa U3 MOOYKIeHUST K Ha-
PYIIEHUIO TOroBOpa HEOOXOAMMO YCTAHOBUTH B OTHOIIIEHUN OTBETYMKA
HaMepeHue (intention) cmpoBOLMPOBATh HAPYIIEHUE YYKOT0 J0roBopa’,
MPEeHEOPEKUTETHbHOTO UTHOPUPOBAHUS HACTYTJICHUS TaKUX TTOCISICTBUIA
(reckless) 6oisiee HemoctatouHo’. Kak ormeuaer Jlopa Xodpdman, MHeHNE
KOTOPOTO JIETJIO B OCHOBY PEIIIEHUS 110 TaHHOMY NIeJy: «...dTOOBI HECTHU
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a MOOYXIeHWEe K HApYIIEHUIO JOTOBOPA, Bbl JOXKHBI
3HaTh, YTO BbI BEI3BIBACTE HapyIlIeHHE 10roBopa. HemoctaTouHo 3HATh, UTO
BBI TTOOY>KIaeTe K aKTy, KOTOPBIN C TOUKM 3peHUs 3aKOHA WY TOJKOBAHMS
JIOTOBOpa SIBJISIETCS HapyleHueM. Bbl 1oKHBI TTOHUMATh, YTO Ha CaMOM
JieJie 3TO IeicTBUE OyIeT MMETh TaKoi apdeKkT»’.

[Tpu 5TOM HET HEOOXOAUMOCTH YCTaHABIMBATh, UTO OTBETYMK HaAMEpPE-
BaJICSI MIPUYMHUTD BPeI UCTILY, KaK B ACJMKTE U3 BMEIIaTebCTBa B 9KOHO-
MHYECKYIO IesITeIbHOCTh He3aKOHHBIMM cpencTtBamu (interference with a
business by unlawful means). 3aech OnsITh ke OTMeUaeTCsT BO3BpAT K Ay
Lumley v. Gye, B KOTOPOM OTBETYUK YTBEPXKIaJ, YTO Y HETO HE OBLIO HU-
KAaKOro XXeJJaHUsSI TPUYMHSTh Bpell UCTILY, HAIIPOTUB, OH UMEJI OTPOMHOE
yBaxkeHue K Teatpy Ee BennuecTBa, ero HamMmepeHMe COCTOSLIO JIUIIb B TOM,
YTOOBI YIYUILLIMUTh MOCEIIAeMOCTb B COOCTBEHHOM TeaTpe.

B uenom mniocnie pemenus no aeny OBG Litd. v. Allan sxoHOMUUYecKue
JETUKTHI TTOJIyYUJIK 00Jiee Y3KOe TOJIKOBaHUE C YYETOM TaK Ha3bIBAEMOTO
BO3IIEPXKUBAIOLLErOCs, W CAepsKaHHOTO, TToaxoaa (abstentionist). Mccneno-
BaTeJIM MOJIaraloT, YTO CyIbl He TUTAHUPYIOT 00Jiee pacIIMPSTh UX ACHCTBUE,
yerynuB [TapramMeHTy BO3MOXKHOCTD 3aKOHOIATENILHO MPOBECTHU I'PaHb MEXK-
Iy CIIPaBEIJIMBOM M HECIIPABEAIMBOM TOPTOBOM KOHKYPEHIIMEN, a TAKXKe
MEXIY CIIpaBeUTMBOI 1 HECTIPaBEIJIMBOI IEITEIbHOCTHIO ITPO(PCOI030B°.

Hrak, ¢ yueToM MociaeaHUX OOHOBJIECHMI B 00JIaCTU SKOHOMUYECKUX
JIEJTMKTOB B aHTJIMACKOM TIpaBe IJisl yIOBJIETBOPEHUST JETUKTHOTO UCKa

' TaKoil «yX0/» U «4pe3MEepHbIil YIIOp» Ha M3yYCHUE ICUXMYCCKIX COCTOSTHUIT HEKO-
TOPBIMU aBTOPaMU ObLT BOCIIPUHAT KpuTnuecku. Cm.: Deakin S., Randall J. Op. cit. P. 538.

* W3 pewtennst no ey Mainstream Properties Ltd. v. Young: «ecnu 1110 OCO3HAHHO MO0y~
JKJIaeT CTOPOHY HApYIIUTh OTOBOP B KAYECTBE CPENCTBA IUIST MOCTIKEHUST CBOMX 1IeJIeit, OHO
HeCeT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD, JaXKe eCJIH eTO JIeCTBUS BBI3BAHBI HE 37100011, 8 BCETO JIUIITH CTPEM-
JeHueM 3apadoTath. C APYToii CTOPOHBI, €CITU HapYIIIeHKEe TOTOBOPa He OBLIO CPENCTBOM JI0-
CTIDKEHUS TIeJIelt, a MPOCTO TPENABUANMBIM TTOCIIENICTBUEM NEUCTBUIA JIMIIa, OHO HE HeceT 3a
9TO OTBETCTBEeHHOCTU» (bydviaun C. Kak HakazaTh MHTepBeHTa? BMeaTe1bcTBO B TOTOBOP-
HbIe OTHOIICHUST: IPABOBBIE TTOCIIEICTBUSI B CTPaHax oo1iiero mpasa // http://m-logos.ru/img/
Tezisy S.Budilina_220914.pdf).

> OBG Ltd. v. Allan [2007] UKHL 21, [2008] 1 AC 1 at [39].

* Steele J. Tort Law: Text, Cases, and Materials. 3" ed. Oxford University Press, 2014.
P. 103.
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M3 MOOYXIEeHUS K HapyILISHUIO TOTOBOPA HOJKHO OBITH YCTAaHOBJICHO,
YTO OTBETYMK, 3HASI O CYIIIECTBOBAHUM TOTOBOPA, HAMEPEHHO YTOBOPWII,
MOOYIU WY CKJIOHUJ KOHTpareHTa HapyIIuTh JaHHBIN TOTOBOP C UCT-
om'. I1pu 3TOM 1J1s1 yCTAaHOBJEHUS NEJIMKTHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH HEO0-
XOIMMBI 00€ MPEeANOChUIKY: HapyIlIeHe JOTOBOpa U MPUYNHEHNE Bpena
WCTILLY .

KpomMme Toro, y 1eTMHKBEHTa MOTYT OBITH CBOM ONpaBaaTeIbHbIC BO3-
paxeHusd (justification), KOTopble OTCYTCTBYIOT Y JOJDKHUKA T10 TOTOBO-
py. Tak, npu onpeneseHHbIX 0OCTOSITEIbCTBAX BMEIIATEILCTBO B UyXKHUeE
JIOTOBOPHBIC OTHOIIIEHUS SIBJISIETCS ONPaBAaHHBIM, €CJIU OTBETYUK JEii-
CTBOBAJI, MPeCienysl CBOI JETMTUMHBIN MHTEPEC, TOA KOTOPHIM OOBIYHO
TMOHUMAETCs paHee BO3HUKIILIEE MU TMTPEUMYILECTBEHHOE MPaBo, OMHAKO,
KaK OTMeYaeTcs B IOKTPUHE, «00IIee MPaBUIo B OTHOILIEHUM XapaKTepa
3TOM 3alUThl YCTAHOBUTH HEBO3MOXKHO»'. 3a4acTyI0 apryMeHTHI BbIIBH-
raloTcs Ha OCHOBE paHee CYIIEeCTBOBABIIMX JOTOBOPHBIX 00s3aTEIbCTB
OTBeTYMKa. B KauecTBe MILTIOCTpallMY OTIpaBaaHUsl OOBIYHO MTPUBOIUTCS
neno Edwin Hill & Partners v. First National Finance Corp.*, B KOTOpOM GaHK
COIJIaCUJICS MPEIOCTaBUTD 3a€MILMKY JOTOJHUTEIbHOE (pMHAHCUPOBAHUE
MpPU YCJIOBUM, YTO TOT MPOBEAET 3aMEHY apXUTEKTOPOB, TIPUBJICYCHHBIX
It pa®oThl Haa (hpMHAHCUPYEMBIM IMPOEeKTOM. Takue neiicTBUsI baHKa
ObUIM TTPU3HAHBI OMTPaBIAHHBIMU.

HetpynHo 3aMeTUTh, YTO OCHOBHBIM 3(hGheKTOM nenukTa inducing
breach of contract aBAgETCS paclIMpPeHUE BAUSHUS JOTOBOPA HAa TPEThUX
Jnui. JloroBop, TaKUM 00pa3oM, CTAHOBUTCS OoJiee HaleXXHBIM U OoJiee
MPpUBJIEKATEIbHBIM IIPABOBBIM CPeICTBOM’. JIeIMKT UCIIOIb3YETCs B LIEJISIX
3aIMTHI JOTOBOPHBIX MHTEPECOB OT BO3MOXKHBIX «MHTEPBEHTOB». Kpe-
TUTOP BIIpaBe MPEeIbsIBUTh KaK MCK M3 JOTOBOPA K CBOEMY KOHTPAreHTY,
TaK 1M UCK M3 AeIMKTa K BMEIIaBIIEMYyCs B JOTOBOP TpeThemy juily. [Tpu
3TOM IPUYMHEHHBIN BPea MOXET ObITh «KOMIIEHCUPOBAH TOJIBKO OIMH
pa3, Tak KaK aHTJIMICKKME CYIbl HE MONIEPKUBAIOT BO3MEILIEHUE YOBIT-

' «Ecu GyzneT 0Ka3aHo, YTO KOMIIAHMs 3HAJA O CYILIECTBYIOLIEM UYKOM JIOrOBODE,
HO BCE€ PaBHO BMEIIATACh B X OTHOIICHMSI, TOJPa3yMeBaeTCsl, YTO OHa IEWCTBOBAIA C HAME-
peHUEM BMEIIAThCSI B 9TU JOTOBOPHbBIE OTHOIIECHUSI» (Anmunun /., Kyzemuna M. [IeniKTHI U3
MOOYXIeHUsT K HapylIeHUIo foroBopa (tort of procuring a breach of contract) u He3aKOHHO-
ro BMematebeTBa (tort of unlawful interference) // Legal Insight. 2012 Ne 2(8) (http://www.
gblplaw.ru/news/articles/71116/)).

? Steele J. Op. cit. P. 106.

* Clerk & Lindsell on Torts. 17" ed. Sweet & Maxwell, 1995. P. 1218.

* Edwin Hill & Partners v. First National Finance Corp. [1989] 1 WLR 225.

* Woodward W.J. Jr. Contractarians, Community and the Tort of Interference with Con-
tract // Minnesota Law Review. 1996. Vol. 80. P. 1105.
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KOB B ABoMHOM pa3mepe»' (Costain Limited v. Thomas Colledge Wilson &
Anor).

[IpencrapisieTcst TAKXKE, YTO UMEHHO 3JI€MEHThI aHIJIMIACKOTO IEIMKTa
inducing breach of contract 6bLIM IOJIOXEHBI B OCHOBY CT. VI.—2:211 «Bpen
BCJIEAICTBME MMOOYXICHUS K HEMCIIOJHEHUIO 00513aTe/IbCTBa»’ MoIeIbHbBIX
npaBui eBporeiickoro yactHoro mnpasa (Draft Common Frame of Refer-
ences (DCFR)), roe oco6o mogyepKuBaeTcsi HEOOXOAMMOCTD YCTAHOBIIE-
HUsT HaMepeHUsl (YMbICIa)* U BOBMOXKHOCTh ONPaBAAHMS, €CJIM UHTEPBEHT
JIEHCTBOBAJI C LIEJIbIO 3aLUTHI CBOETO JIESTMTUMHOIO MHTepeca.

2. lennKT N3 BTOP>KEHUA B fOrOBOP TPeTbero Auua
(interference with contract) B amepukaHckom npaBe

B CHIA paccmaTpuBaeMblii JeJTMKT MPEACTaBIeH B IBYX BapHaHTaX:
BTOpKeHMe B norosop (interference with contract) 1 Brop;keHue B epcrek-
THUBHBIE TOTOBOPHBIC OTHOIIEeHU (interference with prospective contractual
relation). OCHOBHOE pa3IUUMe MEXIAY HUMU 3aKJII0YaeTCsl B TOM, UTO Tep-
BBl TpeOyeT BMelIaTeIbCTBA TPEThEro JIMIia B CYLIECTBYIOIIMI JOTOBOP,
3aKJIFOUEHHBII MEX1y CTOPOHAMU, B TO BpeMsl KaK BTOPOIi 3allMIIIaeT IIPe-
IoJIaraeMblii IOroBOp, 3aKJII0YEHUE KOTOPOTO JIMIIb OKUIASTCS CTOPOHAMU
B Oymy1iem’.

" Aumunun JI., Kyssmuna M. YKa3. cou.

* Costain Limited v. Thomas Colledge Wilson & Anor [2007] EWHC 713 (QB).

* «VI.-2:211 Be3 yimep6a st IpUMEHEHNsT IPYTHX [OI0XKEHHIA HacTosiero Pasnena
Bpel, TPUIMHEHHBII JIVITY BCIIEACTBUE MTOOYXKICHUS IPYTOTO K HEMCTIOTHEHUIO 00513aTelh-
CTBa MPY TOMOIIIM TPETHETO JINIA, SIBIISETCS I0PUINIECKUA 3HAYUMBIM BPEIOM, TOJIBKO €CITH:

(a) 00s13aTeTLCTBO MOJIKHO OBLJIO OBITH UCTIOJIHEHO B OTHOIIIEHUH JIMIIA, KOTOPOMY ITPH-
YUHEH Bpel; U

(b) mu1io, MoOyXnasiiiee K HEUCTIOJTHEHUIO:

(i) HAaMepeHHO MOOYKAAJI0 K HEUCIIOJIHEHUIO JAHHOTO 00513aTe/IbCTBA B OTHOLIEHUH T10-
TEPIIEeBIIETO; U

(ii) He MEeNCTBOBAJIO C 1IEJIbIO 3aKOHHOM 3aIIUTHI CBOETO UHTEpECca».

IMepeBon ct. VI.-2:211 DCFR nan nio: MojesbHbIe TpaBuia €BpOIeiicKoro 4acTHOTO Tpa-
Ba / Ilep. ¢ anrt.; Hayu. pen. H.}FO. Pacckazosa. M.: Cratyt, 2013 (CIIC «KoHcyabTaHT-
[Tmroc»).

* TIpocrast HEGPEXHOCTH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH He Biewer. Cwm.: Principles, Definitions and
Model Rules of European Private Law: Draft Common Frame of Reference (DCFR) / Ed. by
Chr. von Bar, E. Clive, H. Schulte-Nolke. Sellier European Law Publishers, 2009. P. 1360—
1363.

> Interference with prospective contractual relation wiv interference with business expectancy
MOXET TaKxKe TPEICTaBIISATh UHTEPEC ISl POCCUIICKOTO TIpaBa, OCOOEHHO B CBSI3U C BKITIOUE-
HHEM TOJIOKEeHU 0 TipenmoroBopHoii otBeTcTBeHHOCTH B [ K PD, HO B HacTosiieit paboTe
3aTparuBaeTcsl JIUIIb OTYACTU BCIICNICTBUE OTpaHUYEHUI o ee 00beMy. [TonpoGHee o BMetia-
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