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RES IUDICATA Y AMEPITYKOM U EHIJIECKOM ITPABY (ctp. 203-219)

Cadcettiak

Osaj pao npedcmagma nokywiaj oa ce
npeocmasy yenoguma Ciuka NPUHYuna
res iudicata y eHzneckom U amepuyKom
npasy, Kao u 0a ce caznedqjy ceu cne-
YupuuHU NPOYECHONPABHYU — ACNEKMU
mwezose npumene. Ilpunyun 0a npecy-
hena cmeap uma cHazy 3aKOHA, UAKO
npedCcmassa YHUBE3AIHY NPAGHY MeKo-
BUHY, KAKO Y UCMOPUJCKOM MAKO U Y
2e02pagckoM CMUCTY, UNAK Hema je-
OuHCMBeHy CAOPXCUHY U OOMEeH Npu-
MeHe y ceéum  Opocasama U NpAasHUM
cucmemuma. IIpeOmem nadicroe aymo-
pa 0802 pada cy nPoYecHONPagHa 3aKo-
nHooaecmea Cjedurenux Amepuuxux

Uporcasa u Enenecke, uuyju cy nponucu
KOJju ce 00HOCEe HA NpUMeHy NpUHUUNA
npecyhene cmeapu npeocmasmeHu U
demamno ananuzupanu. Ipunyun res
iudicata 'y opocasama Common Law
cucmema umMa CneyupuuHy CaopICUHY,
Koja, OOHerne, 00CMYNna 00 CaopICUHE
0602 NMPUHYUNA y OpPAHCABAMA KOHMU-
HEeHmMAnHOe8pPONCKO2 NpasHo2 Kpyaa.
Aymop noceban arxyenam cmagma yn-
paso Ha oHa obenedcja npuHyuna res
iudicata y eHzneckom U amepuuxom
npagy Koja 2a CAOpHCUHCKYU YUHe pas-
JuyumumM y 0OHOCY Ha Opoicase Civil -
Law cucmema.

Kubyune peuu: res iudicata, npecyheHa cTBap, pelleHO MUTABkE, TECT TPOCTPYKOT
WIEHTUTETa, IPETXOMHO 3al0BOJbEH-E, MO3UTHBHO W HETaTUBHO IEJCTBO res

iudicata.
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Mp /ejan Jarmhujeeuh1

RES IUDICATA ¥ EHI JIECKOM M AMEPH YKOM IIPABY

Interest reipublicae ut sit finis litium”®
Nemo debet bis vexari pro una et eadem causa’

1. YBOJHE HATIOMEHE

TepmuH res iudicata 0OMHOCH ce Ha OMILTH NPUHLMII 1a paHUja KOHAYHa Mpecya
JIOHETA OJT CTpaHe AP KaBHOT WK apOUTPaXXHOT cyJa y oApeleHoj IpaBHOj CTBapu
TIpeCTaB/ba MPOLECHY CMETIbY 3a MOHOBHO BOhEHE MOCTYIKA U OAJYHYUBAKE O
HICTOj TIPABHO]j CTBAPH. 3a MOCTOjake OBE TPOLIECHE CMETHe y BehUHM caBpeMEHHX
MpaBHUX CHUCTEMa MOTPEeOHO je a TOCTOjU UASHTUTET MPABHUX CTBAPH Y IIOTJIEMY
3axTeBa, CTPaHaKa ¥ TPaBHOT OCHOBA, Tj. Jia je WCMYHEeH KPUTEPUjyM TaKO3BaHOT
TPOCTPYKOT UACHTUTETA.

Cxsarame na upecylieme oapeljeHe mpaBHE CTBapU y paHUjeM IOCTYNKY Mpen-
CTaBJba CMETHbY 32 TpYJKarbe MpaBHe 3alITUTE Y UCTOj NPABHOj CTBAPU er3ucTHpa
Beli BHLIIe BeKOBa U YMHHU [0 IPaBHE TPaJULMje U KyJITyPe pasIiyuTHX 3eMalba U
KyNTypHUX Mubea. IlpaBmio ne bis in idem mpelcTaBIbaslo je jedaH OJl BaKHHX
MPYHLUITA PUMCKOT IpaBa™ riie je mpuMeHa NpaBuia o res iudicata onpaBaaBaHa
ca jerHe cTpaHe MoTpeOOM 3aIUTHTE jaBHUX UHTEpeca, a ca Ipyre cTpaHe, OCTBa-
pem-eM NPUHLIMAA MpaBie y npusatHoj chepu. IpaBuno res iudicata cpehe ce n'y
HEKHUM [PEeBHUM WMHAMjCKUM TekcroBuMa.” JlaHac ce crmo®oaHo moske pehu ja
NPUHUMI Fes iudicata NpeacTaBba jefAaH OJ OUYUIIEAHUX NpUMepa OHUX TeMeJb-
HUX NPABHUX MPUHILIAINA KOje T03Hajy CBE LIUBUIIM30BaHe HaLM]e.

1 Acucrenr I1paBHor ¢axynrera y Humy.

2V jaBHOM je MHTepecy Ha MapHHLA UMa Kpaj.

3 Huxowme He Tpeba IBa MyTa CYIUTH 3a UCTY CTBap.

4 Bunetn: Digesta, Knjiga 50, nornasise 17; i Justinian, Institutes, IV 13.5., HaBeneHo
npema: P. de Ly, "Res iudicata" and Arbitration.

5 Bupertu apenmet: Sheoparson Singh vs. Ramnandan Singh (1916) LR 43 Ind. App. 91,
) IIe je CYJL"IPENO3HA0 NPUHLMII res iudicata'y XuHmy Texcty “Katyayana”
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RES IUDICATA Y AMEPITYKOM H EHIVIECKOM IIPABY (ctp. 203-219)

IporiecHu edextu res iudicata MOTY ce pa3BpCTaTH y ABE TpyIie - MO3UTHBHE U
HeraTuBHe. [1o3uTHBHE e(eKTH Oriefajy ce Y KOHaYHOCTH OJUTyKe, Y BE3aHOCTHU
CTpaHaka MOCTyIIKa M Cyla WOME, Ka0 W y MOryNHOCTH FbEHOI' IPHHYIHOT
usBpiera. Ca Jpyre cTpaHe, HeTaTUBHA JEjCTBA res iudicata cacToje ce y TOMe
IITO C& O MCTOj CTBApy HE MOKE BHUINE BOJWTH CYJICKH MOCTyHak. HeratuBHu
edekTH res iudicata 03HaYaBajy ce MaKCUMOM ne bis in idem.

be3 063upa Ha yHUBep3asiHy npuxBalieHOCT IPUHLMIIA 7es iudicata, y pa3sniduTHM
IIPaBHUM CHCTEMHMA MOCTOje oapeljeHe pasiiiKe y MOy JOMeHa IPUMeHe OBOT
NpUHIMNA. ATUIMKal¥ja je HeCyMbHBa M HECHOpHa KaJa ce paid O MNPEeKIyu-
pamy TYXKHOIA O] TIOIU3amka UCTOT 3aXTeBa, 3aCHOBAHOT HA MCTOM OCHOBY, IIPO-
THUB UCTOT TykeHor. Y muorum Common Law npxaBama, MejyTHUM, IOKTPHHA res
iudicata puMeryje ce 'y Liuby oHeMoryhaBamwa cTpaHaka Jia IOHOBO pacrpas-
Jbajy, a Cyla Jia TOHOBO OZJyYyje, O YHBEHHYHHM W IPaBHUM NHTamMMa O
Kojuma je Beli pacmpaBipaHO ¥ OIJTYy4YEHO Y MOCTYTKY y KOME Cy WCTa juua yde-
cTBOBaja Kao crpaHke. Y MaweM Opojy Common Law npxaBa 0OBaj NPUHIMII j€
JIOIaTHO IIPOIIMpPEH Tako Oa oOyxBara M 3a0paHy paclpaBibama U OJUTyUUBamba O
YHILEHHYHMM ¥ TPABHUM NMUTamUMa M3Mely HMCTHX CTpaHaka y KacHHjeM IIOCTY-
Ky YKOJHMKO Cy pelllaBalbe THX NMUTamba CTPAaHKE MOTJE TOKPEHYTY y PaHHjeM
TIOCTYIIKY, JTd OHE TO HUCY yUUHUJIE.

WpenTuTeT y morieay CrpaHaka, Kao YCJIOB 3a MPUMEHY NpHMHLMNA res iudicata,
TIOCTOjU YKOJIMKO CYy CTpaHKe paHujer ¥ KaCHHMjer MOCTyIKa UASHTUYHE, WM YKO-
JIMKO Ce OHE Y TIPOLICCHOM CMUCIY CMaTpajy MAEHTUIHKUM. CTpOroCT OBOT yCJIOBa
BapUpa y PasIMYUTUM [IPABHUM CHCTEMHMA, a rocebaH ciiydaj Ope/icTaBiba IPaBo
CAJl rme ce v Heka Tpeha juua, noJi ofpejeHUM OKOJIHOCTMMA, MOT'Y OCJIamaTH
Ha 0Baj IPUHIIUI, OJHOCHO OUTHU BE3aHa HUME.

TIpurosop res iudicata KOPUCTH ce Ka0 CPENCTBO 0g0paHe Ty>KEHOI Ha NPOLECHOM
TepeHy — y by onbanuBama Tyx0e kao Henomymtene. MehyTum, npema npasy
CAJl, npuHLMI res iudicata MOXe ce IPUMEHUBATU U 0aH3MBHO — Y LIUIbY CIIpe-
YyaBama TY:KEHOT Jia OCTopaBa OJUTyKe IOHeTe Yy paHWjuM IOCTyIIHUMa.

V payuu je onmite npuxsahien cta fa ce npuMeHa NPUHINIA res iudicata oqHOCH
Y Ha obniacTy yHyTpallilkhe 1 MeljyHapoJHe TproBUHCKE apOUTpaKe y TOM CMHCILY
IITO KOHAayHa apOWTpakHa OIJIyKa MMa AejcTBO res iudicata (W TIO3UTHBHO M
HETaTUBHO).
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2. RES IUDICATA Y EHTI'JIECKOM IIPABY
2.1. Tlocrynak mpep )meaBlmM CyaI0BHMA
2.1.1. Onwma npasuna

Hoxrpuna res iudicata nyOoko je yTeMesbeHa Yy TaIULMjU IPABHUX ~CHCTEMA
Common Law npxaga. IIpema mpaBuinuMa eHIJIECKOT MpaBa, Ja Ou ce jeaHa cy -
CKa OJUTyKa MOIJIa KBaJM(HUKOBATH Kao res iudicata notpeGHO je ma Oymy wueiy-
IheHa JIBa YCJIOBA: OHAa Mopa OWTH MpOIJallieHa O]l CTpaHe CyJa HaJIe:KHOT Jia je
JIOHECE U MOPa C€ ONHOCUTH Ha MpeIMET CIopa.

JejcTBo o[uTyKe Koja ¥iMa CBOJCTBO res iudicata cacToju ce y TOMe HITO Ce hOMe
KOHAYHO W ayTOPUTATHBHO OUTydyje O HPeAMETY CIOpa, TAKO Ja CE, OCHM TOCTY-
Maka 0o BaHPEIHWM [PaBHHUM JIEKOBUMA, O KCTOj CTBAPH BHMIIE HE MOXE BOIUTH
IOCTyNakK u3Mely ucTux cTpanaka (OJJHOCHO CTpaHaKa Koje Ce CMaTpajy HUCTHM ca
CTpaHKaMa paHHje OKOHYAHOT [IOCTYIIKA).”

Ha res iudicata nejctBo paHuje oTyKe TO3UBA Ce je[iHA Ol CTPaHAKa Y KaCHUjeM
MOCTYTIKY HCTHMLAKEM PasIM4gUTHX NPUroBopa. J[Be OCHOBHE BpPCTE CpPeJCTaBa
onOpaHe Ha NPOLIECHOM TepeHy KoOja ce MOy KOPHCTHTH y OBOM CMHCIY Cy
npurosop tpecyhene ctBapu (cause of action estoppel) ¥ TIPUTOBOP PELICHOT
nutama (issue estoppel). YKOIUKO OB FPUTOBOPH Oyay yCBOjeHH, edeKTH res
iudicata ornenahe ce y mpewiyfuparmy Apyre CTpaHke oJ yrnotpebe cpencTaBa
KOjuMa ce JOBOJM Y NUTame pPaHHuje JOHEeTa OJJyKa y TIOTJie[y NMpaBHE CTBAPH Y
LeJIMHU MM Y TOTJIefly MOjeJUHUX MPaBHUX WIM YUECHAYHUX NUTaka y Kac-
HMjeM mocTynky. IIpaBuna koja ce ofHOCE Ha res iudicata, y €HITIECKOM IIPaBy,
YMHE CACTABHH [0 NPABIIIA O JOKA3UBamy.®

EHrnecko mnpaso Mo3Haje joml JBa MPUrOBOpa Ca YYHHKOM CIHUYHHM YYHHKY
NpUroBopa mnpecyleHe cTBapy: IPUrOBOP MPETXOIHOI 3aI0BOJbEIbaA (former reco-
very) ¥ NpUroBop 370ynotpede mocTynka (abuse of process). Hako ce Ha moce-
M OJI OBHX TIPHTOBOpA TIPUMERY]y NocebHA MpaBuiIa, peMa HeKUM ayTopuMa,
MOCpeIHY LWJb CBUX OCTANMX CpeAcTaBa ON0paHe Koja Ce 3aCHHMBAjy Ha res

6 P. Barnett, Res ludicata, Estoppel and Foreign Judgments, Oxford University Press,
2001, cTp. 11.

71d., cTp. 8.

824 Cari-Zeiss Stiftung vs. Rayner & Keeier Ltd (No 2) [1966] 2 All ER 536 at 564 (HL),
Lord Guest.
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iudicata je yHUBEp3aJaH W CACTOjU Ce yIIPaBO Yy CIpeyaBamy 310ynorpebe Cya-
CKOT MOCTYTIKA.

U crpane cyzncke omnyke Mory y EHrieckoj umatu res zudzcata edexTe KOjH Cy
CANIPXKMHCKA jeIHAKH NejcTBY moMaliiX Cy/ICKHMX OfpTyKa.' % 3a oBaKBO MIEjCTBO
cTpaHe OJyIyKe IOTPeOHO je ha o/ulyKa uMa res iudicata edexar y IpKaBH y K0jOj
je monHecena u xa OyJie MpU3HATa OJ] CTPaHe Cyna JpiKaBe dopyma.'' Kopumheme
Ma KOT CpeficTBa ofibpaHe O 3aXTeBa 3a pu3Hamwe omioxuhe res iudicata NejcTBO

. CTpaHe OJUIYKE, a jaBHHM IOpesiak je jenHo of Hajuermnhe xopumheHuX cpeacrasa y
OBOM cMHuCITy. "

2.1.2. Ilpecyhena npasna cmeap

Kao mro je Beh UCTakHyTO, y €HITIECKOM IIpaBy IojaM res iudicata MOXKe ce OJIHO-
CHUTH KaKO Ha TIpaBHYy CTBap, TaKo W Ha ofipeheHa YnmbeHNYHa ¥ IIPABHA UTakba.

Tepmun cause of action y aHITIOCAKCOHCKOM TIPaBy OJHOCH CE€ Ha CBC YHHCHUIIE U
OKOJIHOCTH KOje NpPELCTaB/bajy JOBOJbAH IMOBOJ 32 UCTHLAMmE 3aXTeBa 3a MpYyKarbe
npaBHe 3amTuTe. HauenHo, 3a CBe 3aXTeBe KOju MPOM3TIase U3 jeiHor forahaja u Koju
Cce 3aCHHBAjy HA UCTHMM YHMF-CHMLIAMA U JOKa3uMa cMarpa ce Ja HMajy UCTH cause of
action.” TIpurosop mpecyhene ctapu (cause of action estoppel) cripedaBa CTpaHKy
Ja TIOHOBO MCTHYE WJIM OCIOpaBa IoCTojamse ofpeljeHor cause of action, uuje je
NOCTOjakbe, OJHOCHO HETOCTOjarbe, AayTOPUTATHBHO YCTAaHOB/LEHO OJl CTpake

HAJJIEXKHOT CYJa Y MPETXOHOj IapHULIM u3Mel)y MCTHX CTpaHaka (HJm CTpaHaxa Koje
ce cMarpajy WCTHM ca CTpaHKaMa pPaHHjeé OKOHYaHOI nocrynka)." Jla 61 oBaj
TPUroBOp GO OCHOBAH, cause of action, Ka0 OCHOB MCTHI[arha 3axTeBa 3a NpyiKarbe
TIpaBHE 3alITHTE, MOpA OUTH WIEHTMYAH OHOME W3 PaHMjer MOCTYIKa, a TPIIIAKOM

9 Buneru npenmet: Arnold vs. National Westminster Bank plc [1991] 2 AC 93 (HL).

10 Bupetu: Barnett, op. cit., ctp. 24.

11 YV Exriieckoj, Ha mpuMep, CTpaHa OfTyka Mopa OWTH TpK3HaTa y CKiIaly ca NpaBIkMa
Common Law, 3axoHa 0 aJMUHUCTpUpamy Npasae (4dministration of Justice Act) w3 1920.
TONMHE, WIK 3aKOHa O CTpaHMM oIykama (PELHNpovHOM u3BpLIewY) (Foreign Judgments
(Reciprocal Enforcement) Act) uz 1933. ronune; wm-Bpuciecke wiu JIyrancke KOHBEHLje
v Ypenbe Capera Esporte Op. 44/2001 (vaBeneno npema: "Res iudicata" and Arbitration).
12 Bugetv omnyky Bpxosror cyna Uunuje y npenmery Isabella vs. Susai (1991) 1 SCC
494, rrie je 3ay3eT cTaB Aa OUTyKa He MOXe MMAaTH res iudicata IEjCTBO YKONMKO je tbome
HapeljeHa He3aKOHUTa YUHHIOA.

13 Yak 1 axo ce ¥cTvYe TIOBPENa PA3IMYUTHX oipenaba yroBopa, octojalie jenaH cause of action.
14 Buneru: Barnett, op. cit., ctp. 87-97.
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Oy YHBAba F-Er0BOj OCHOBAHOCTH Cy/ fie 4ecTo MopaTu Ja y3uMa y o03up u o6pa-
3II03KEHLE PaHUje OMTyKe, & HE CaMO CH TUCTIO3UTHB.

2.1.3. Peweno numaree

IpuroBop penieHor nuTama (issue estoppel) KOPUCTU ce KaO CPEICTBO TpoIecHe
oxbpate y HOBOM IIOCTYNKY OJl OCMOpaBaa HEKOT nojezmHaqur YUECHITHOT
WIA PABHOT TIUTakba, KO_]e je Beh 6mio pasmMaTpaHo ¥ KOje jeé KOHAYHO M ayTOPH-
TATUBHO PEIIEHO y paHujeM TOCTYNKy u3Mely HCTHX CTpaHaKa (ymn CTpaHakKa
KQjé ce cMaTpajy HCTHM ca CTPaHKaMa PaHHje OKOHYaHOT MOCTYTIKa) ~. ' lurame o
KOMeE je ped, OWIO Ja ce THHYe YHE-CHHIA WM npaBHMx Hocnezmua YHUHCHUILIA,
Mopa OUTH OCHOBHH CJISMEHT cause of action unu 0CHOBa on6pane.'® Kao u ko
npurosopa rpecyljeHe cTBapy, CyH, MPUIMKOM OUTy4HBamba O TPUrOBOPY, MOpa
HMaTH y BULY U 00pasjioxkere noHeceHe otyke. CroperHa NpaBHa U (akTHdKa .
[yTamka He Mory outH o6yxBalieHa MPUTOBOPOM PELLIEHOT [TUTabA.

TpamuuoHaiHo je npruxsalieHo Ja MPOLIECHe OUTYKE He MOTY OMTH IMOBOJI HCTHULIAEY
TIPUIOBOpA PELICHOT NHTarba. [IpUroBop peleHor nuTama Hehie OMTH YCBOjeH HU ako
CTpaHKa MNpOTHB KOje j& MPUrOBOpP HCTAKHYT IOK@KE Ja PACTIONAKE MPOLECHAM
CpeICTBHMA KOja Cy peJieBaHTHA 32 KOPEKTHOCT OZUTyKe, a KOja OHa, HH Y3 CBY AYIKHY
MOKEbY, HHje Gvra y MOryhHOCTH 1a yNoTpe6r y paHujeM MOCTYTIKY.

W npaBuio MpeTXOiHe pealu3alije, 0JHOCHO TPETXOHOT 3a/10Bobemba (former
recovery), cMaTpa ce TpaJUBHUM eJIEMEHTOM MPUHIMIA res iudicata, a cacToju ce
y TOME INTO Ce CTpaHKa y 4YHjy je KOPUCT JOHECeHa OJUIyKa MPEeKIyaupa. Of
TIOHOBHOI' HCTHIIaKka HOBHX 3aXTeBa y IMJbY OCTBapem-a jOUI HEKMX TIpaBa H
MHTepeca Ha OCHOBY HCTOT YME-GHIYHOT U TIPABHOT CTara. CMarpa ce Ja je Ipaso
Ha MCTULIAR-E 3aXTeBa 3aCHOBAaHUX Ha OJipeh)eHOM YMHE-€HUYHOM U TPaBHOM CTamby
YralieHo JOHOLIeHheM IIpecy ie TUME IITO je YMTABO YUHEHUIHO U MPABHO CTAmbe
o0OyxBahieHo momMe. VYKOIHKO je CTpaHKa Ha YHjy je IITeTy KOHaYHa OJUTyKa JOHe-
CeHa VCIYHH/IA Jy/KHOCT HAMETHYTY-TIPECY/IOM, OHa Ce MOJKE I0Y3/IATH Y TO 12, he
TPYHLUT TIPARUYHOCTH, KOjU Ce Orviena y 3abpaHu “ZlyIUIor 3aJ0BOJbEH2”, CTIpe-
YHUTY [IOHCBHO TOCTYTIakhe Y UCTOj CTBAPU. -

2.1.4. 3noynompeba aocmynxa

ITpurosopu mipecyhere CTBApU W PEWICHOT MHTa®%a OJHOCE Ce Ha IpaBHe CTBapu M
YHELEHUYHA Y. [IPaBHA THTARA Koja Cy .Owia pasmarpaHa Off CTpaHe Cy[ia M KOHaIHO

15 Bugeru: Barnett, op. cit., ctp. 134-182. :
16 Bunern: npeamer Mills vs. Cooper [1967] 2 QB 49.
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perena. Cy10BY Cy NPOLIMPHIIA OBaj IPYHLMIT Ha Taj HAYKH Ja er0OBa NPUMEHA CIIpe-
YaBa CTPaHKy y KaCHWjOj NAapHULM Ja TIOIMDKE 3aXTeBe KOje je OHa, y3 Iy:KHY NaxKby,
MoIJIa 1 Mopajia Ja IoJurHe, Wi Ja noxpehe pellaBambe TUTama Yuje je pemasame
MomIa ¥ Owia Jy:KHa Jia TPAKH Y paHHJOJ napauiy. OBO TIPaBWJIO YCTAHOBJBEHO j€ ¥
npervery Henderson vs. Henderson." MelijHM noueB of omiyke Kyhe Jlopmosa y
npenvery Johnson vs. Gore Wood & Co'® oBo TIPaBUJIO CE cMaTpa jeMHUM O WHTe-
IpajlHUX eJieMeHaTa MPUHIUIA 37I0yToTpede MOCTyIIKa, a He MPOIIUPEHEM IPHUHIKIIA
ne bis in idem. Y HajOMITHjEM CMHUCIY, TPUHLMII 3abpaHe 3JI0yroTpebe MocTymKa
npenpuba ia ce Boherbe KacHHjer NocTymnka Hehe cmMaTpaty JOMYyIITEHHM YKOJMKO je_
HoTpeOHO J1a CyJ| CIpedH 3M0ynoTpeOdy TOCTYNKA Ha IITETY jefHe CTPAHKE WM aKo je
noTpedHO m30ehn pHsHK fia hie OuTH MOJBYJHAHO MOBEpEHhe y oprane npasocyha mehy
CcaBecHKM Jby/uMa.'® OBaj HPHHIMI Ce OC/ara Ha HEOTyl¥BO TIpaBo Cy/a Ja CIped:
3710ynoTpedy MpoLenype HaK U Kajia ce MOHAIake CTPaHaKa He MOXKe OKapaKTepUcaTH
Kao MPOTHBHO MpPOLIECHHUM TIporvcuMa. Y MPHMEHH TPUHLIAIA 3a0paHe 370ynoTpede
TIOCTYTIKA CY/IOBH Y SHITIECKOM TIPaBY MMajy: IUPOKY JUCKPELIH]Y.

2.1.5. llpasuna “privity” u “mutuality”

IIpexiy3uBHU eeKTH Mpecyne in personam y KaCHHjUM TOCTYIIAMA, y €HIJIe-
ckom Common Law-y, OTpaHHYEHH Cy Y CKIajly ca NPaBHIIMMA O CyOjeKTUBHUM
rpanunaMa nejctBa npecyne.”’ MIHCTHTYT eHIJIeCKOT NpaBa KOjH Ce O3HAYaBa
TepMHHOM “‘privity” upensubha 1a caMo JMia Koja Cy yYeCTBOBaJia Kao CTpaHKE Y
MIOCTYTIKY M3 KOra je oJulyKa JiepuBHpaina (W BUXOBU privies - Kao JIMLA Koja ce
y IPOLIECHOM CMUCIY MOTY CMaTpaTH WACHTHYHUAM ca HEKOM OJ CTpaHakKa) MOry
6uUTK Be3aHA MpPECYOM MIM MMATH KOPYCTU OJl HEHHX NpeKTy3UBHMX edekaTa
(ue m 6uno koje Tpehe nune). Ca aApyre cTpaHe, MOCTOjU U NIpaBUWIO “mutuality”,

17 Bugetn: omiyxy (1844) 6 QB 288.

18 [2000] 2 AC 1. Bunetn u: Baker vs. McCall International Ltd [2000] CLC 189 n
Desert Sun Loan Corp vs. Hill [1996] 2 AIl'ER.

19 Buneru rpenmere: Hunter vs. Chief Constable of the West Midlands [1982] AC 529,
536 (HL); House of Spring Gardens Ltd. vs. Waite [1990] 7 WLR 347 at 358 (CA); n
Talbot vs. Rerkshire County Council [1993] 3 WLR 798 (CA). '

20 JIoctoje fipa mMpaBmia Koja ce OHOCE Ha CYOjeKTHBHE TPaHHUIIe AgjCTBA TIPECY e — IPaBYII0
“privizy” u mpaswio “mutuality”. TlpaBuno “privity” ONHOCH ce Ha CBE HETHPH TOMEHYTE
KaTeropyje IpeKiLysyje, a NpaBmio “mutualit,”” OMHOCH 6= CaMo Ha mpecyljeHy CTBap W pelieHo
matame. Upaeuno “mutuality” uuje nprxsaheno y-CAJl. Buneru: Hunter vs. Chief Constable
of the West Midlands w Carl-Zeiss Stiftung vs. Rayner & Keeler Lid. Ilpasuno “mutuality”
nprMemyje ce u y Ayctpan {Videti: Ramsay vs. Pigram (1968) 118 CLR 271 at 282 (HCA)),
u Kanamu (Bunetu: Toyonto (City) vs. Canadian Unio.of Public Employee, HaBeneHo npeMa:
"Res iudicata" and Arbitration.

210




Mp [ejan Januhujesuh

KOje 3axTeBa Ja IOCTOjU MIEHTHUTET y moryemy obe cTpaHke (WIH HHXOBHX
privies), Tj. Ja je cBaka O CTPaHKa y KacHHjeM IMOCTYNKy Omia CTpaHKa U y
paHHjeM MOCTYTIKY, K20 ¥ Jia IOCTOjU UIGHTHTET y TOrIe/ly Npasa Koja ce LITHTe
y paHujeM W KacHujeM moctynky. CTpaHkama y MOCTYNLMMa TIPEJ] CHITIECKUM
cyJ0oBUMa cMaTpajy ce GuU3MUKa U IpaBHa JIMLA KOja Cy y 3alMCHULHUMA U3 OBUX
MOCTyNaKa o3HaueHa Kao crpanke. Camo moj oxapeleHuM, OrpaHUYeHUM OKOJI-
HOCTHMa, (PU3MUKA MY TIPABHA JUIA MOTY CEe CMaTpaTH CTPaHKaMa YaK U aKo OBaj
yCJIOB HUje UCTyibeH. Ha npumep, Jivue Koje je TIpoy3poKOoBaio ITETY 3ajeIHO ca
HeKUM JpYTHM JuLeM Tperupalie ce Kao CTpaHKa 4YakK HaKo HMje Y 3aliCHHUKY
03HaueHO Kao crpaHka.”' MICTO Tako, WHTEPBEHMjEHTH KOjU ysumajy yueuihe y
MApHUIM MOTY ce, Mo ofpeheHHM yCcIoBUMa, CMaTpaTH CTpaHKama.

2.1.6. Hoenmumem y noanedy cmpaxaxa

Ipurosop res- iudicata mory ucTHUATH U “privies”. OBUM TEPMUHOM Ce Yy CHIIe-
CKOM IpaBy 03Ha4YaBa (U3NYKO WM NPABHO JIMLE KOje je HOCUJIALl CBUX WIIH CaMo
HEKMX NpaBa U Iy)KHOCTM HEKOT APYTOor JIMIA y INpaBy, yKJbydyjyliu W mpasa u
- Iy’)KHOCTHM KOju JepuBupajy U3 cyiacxe omnyke. Iloctoje Tpu kareropuje OBHX
Jvia: privies mo KpeY (TIpely U HacJIEHUIH, Ha anMep), privies 1O HACJIOBY (Ha
npuMep, JIULE Ha KOje Npease mpasa ¥ ob6aBe3e IPaBHOT JIMNA Y CIy4yajy UHCOJ-
BEHTHCTH) U przwes o uHeTepecy (Kao Ha TIPHMED frustee’ KOjU MOYKe Ha TyXKHU Y
ume Gereuuuapa).” Hajrexe je nedunucaty OBy TOCIEbY KAaTeTOPH]y privies. . :
Ha ocHOBY mpakTUYHOT IPOLECHONPABHOT r[pHCTyna npobrieMy onpehusama ke
MOJke OuTu privy mo I/IHTepecy, Piter Barnett™ cMarpa Ja ce Mopajy pa3MOTPHUTH
uHTepecu cy0Ojexara, -Ka0 M TIOCTOjale JOBOJBHO BHMCOKOT CTEMECHA HJACH-
tudukanyje w3Mehy BUX, Mpe Hero LITO NOCTaHe ONpaBJaHO y3eTH Ja OUTyKa
JIOHeTa y. TIOCTYTIKY y KOME je je/IHO JIALe Y4ecTBOBalIO Kao CTpanka Tpeba aa uma
JejcTrO mpecyheHe cTBapy y OJHOCY Ha JIPYTO JIMIE Y TIOCTYMKY KOjU je KacHuje

21 Ymax, y cnyyajy Linccln National Sun Life Insurance Ce vs. Sun Life Assurance Co of Canada
[2004] 1 Lloyd's Rep 737, cynuja Toulson fl . 3ay3€0 je CTaB Jia je TyKIIaL y ap6y1Tpa>1<H0M To-
CTYIIKY HPOTHB PEOCHIYPaBaoLa Be3aH YM-EHUYHMM Hala3oM U3 paHujer TocTyrKa KOj4 je OH
TIOKPEHyO [POTHB APYTOr PEOCHIyPaBaola. Cynuja j Jey Tom Clydajy IPUMETVO Ja je MOJEepH2
TeHJICHIYja PelllaBarsa MpobieMa BE3aHHy. 32 CepHje NOBL3AHUX TapHULR y KojiMa ce _]aB)'b&
HEKO 3ajeJHUAEC TTUTakbe, HallyITarke CTPOr:X q)opma_nﬂmf npaBI/ma 1 OKPETArbE Ka IIUpPOoj Ipu-
MEHY TIPUHLIFER TIPaBHHOCTH. -

22 360r Hem#cTATKa aJeKBaTHOI TepN'I/IHa y CP7ICKCM je2vKy, KOPHUCTHMO EHIJIECKY ped,

(ucto 1 M. Bacumenuh, Trosurcko npaso, beorpan, 1995. ronuna, ctp. 256).

23 Buneru: Larl-Zeiss Stiftung vs. Rayner & Keeler L1d. '

24 vaem Barnett, op. cit., cTp. 69.
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IOKpeHyT. MHTepec y mnpeTXoAHOj MapHHLM Mopa -ia Oyne mnpaBHu u Oewe-
¢bunujanHu — npocTa pajo3HANOCT WM 3a0pUMHYTOCT 32 MCXOJ MapHHIE, Kao M
6WI0 KOja 3aMHTEPECOBAHOCT 3a IEH MCXOJ HHCY HAOBOJbHM. Ha mpumep, mo-
CJIOBHY OJIHOC JIB€ KOMIIaHUj€ HE YMHY jeJHY privy-jeM II0 uHTepecy apyre. Fcro
BaXKH M 3a criopasyM o obemTtehemy 3akbyden mamely apa muua”> MebhyTuM,
MAPTHEPCKH OJHOC U OMHOC frustee-OeHeduimap Mory OWTH OCHOB IOCTOjarba
privy omHOCA. EHITIECKM CY[OBH 3ay3¢NM Cy CTaB 1a Ce MPEHOCHJIAIl M CTHLANIAL]
JIMIEHIIE KOja ce OJHOCH Ha IpaBa YHTEIEKTyaJlHe CBOJHHE HE MOIY CMaTpaTd
FICTOM CTPaHKOM aKo Cy TT0CeOHO TYKeHH OJi CTpaHe UCTOr Tysxuowa.>® McTo Taxko,
KOMIIaHHje U BUXOBM aKIMOHAPH, YaK ¥ OHM Ca KOHTPOJIHHM [akeToM akuyja,

HAYENTHO Ce He cMaTpajy privy-uMa.”’

Csa ommcana mpaBuiia OJTHOCE Ce Ha OIUIyKe in personam a He Ha OIJIyKe in rem.
Cepxa ofyiyKa in rem y €HIVIECKOM TIpaBy je yTBphHBame alcoilyTHHUX IIpaBa Ha
CTBapyMMa WIIM cTaryca numa. ITof ycroBoM na Cya MMa HaIeKHOCT 1 OIydyje
0 res, Ipecyna in rem Aenopahe mpeMa CBUM JII/ILII/IMa ¥ MeJIOM CBETY Y TOTJIeNy
NUTatba CBOjUHE WIH CTAaTyca KOjH cy yrBphenn.”®

2.2. ApOHMTpa’XKHO NIPaBo

ITpakca eHrJecKux CyzoBa, jomr ox 1783, roauee, 3aysena je CTaB 1a M KOHayHa
apOWTpaXHa OJIyKa MOXe ITpPENCTAB/bATU TPETIIOCTABKY OCHOBAHOI HCTHLIAMA
[pUroBopa rpecyljeHe cTBapu u PEUICHCT MHTakbA. V-ckopuje Bpeme, y o0pasino-
ey npecyne u3z 1966. ronuse, cynwja szlock je.naBeo: “IIpucogop peuieHoz
numara OGHOCU ce Ha apbumpaxcy xkao u Ha napruyy. Cmpanke xoje cy ce
onpedenune 0a PUXOG CNOP Y no2nedy npasa u 06age3a peuiy apoumpadicHu cyo
gesawe cy OONYKOM cyoa y noznedy buno Koz numareG peneéanmHoz 3a 00NYKY O
CHOpY nogepeHom mom cy0y Ha peuasarse. 29

25 Buneru: Gleeson vs J Wippell & Co [1977] 1 WLR 510.

26 Bunetu: Mecklermedia Corp vs. DC Congress GmbH [1998] Ch 40.

27 Bumetu: Baratok Ltd vs. Epiette Ltd [1998] 1 BCLC 283 (CA), rae ce kOMIanuja u
’en jenvHu OeHeQuUVjapHH aKLMOHAp HUCY CMATpaiy privy-uMa. AJM, HacyIpoT TOME
croju ciyuaj Berkeley Administration Inc vs. McLelland [1995] ILPr 210 (CA), y xome je
CYZ 3ay3e0 TO3WIHM]y Ja je TOTIYHO HEPEaHO, Y KOHTEKCTY TOT Cilyyaja, pasiBOjuTH
KOMIIaHH]y MajKy 4 KOMIaHujy khiep koja je y IOTHYyHOM BJIaCHUILITBY MajKe.

28 Buperu: Barnett, op, cit., cTp. 75-85. [TooTHBHA OBOM CTaBY je OMUIYKa CyZa y Ciiydajy
Powell vs. Wiltshire [2004] EWCA Civ 534 {(CA), koju ce 0IHOCHO Ha CBOjHHY Ha aBUOHY.
29 Haseneno.ipema: "Res Iudicata" and Arfj‘(fgfration.
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Jla Gu jemHa apObuTpakHa OUTyKa MMana AejcTBO res iudicata noTpeOHO je za ¢y
HCIyHeHH MCTH YCIIOBH KOjU BaXKe M 32 OIVIyKe [JPXaBHHX Cy/0Ba: OJUIyKa MOpa
6WTU KOHAYHA, MOPA CE OJIHOCUTH Ha MEPHUTYM CIIOpa, MOpa OUTH IpOraeHa ox
CTpaHe HaJUIeKHOT cy[a ¥ Mopa Out mpusHata y Enrneckoj. ¥ jeIHOM mpen-
METy, OJf eHIJIeckor BHCOKOr CyJa 3aXTeBaHO je ha onluje W3BpIICH:e apOurpa-
XKHe oJJIyKe JoHeTe Y EHIJeckoj, ¥ NpusHa OJUIYKY KHHECKOT ApXKaBHOT Cyna O
UCTOj CTBapI/I.30 Cyn je Hamao 1a je apbuTpaxkHa oJUTyKa JOHETa paHwje, Ja HHje
OCIIOpeHa ¥ Jia, CTOTa, MPaBHA CTBAap Koja je pelleHa KmOMe MpeJCTaBibajy mpe-
cyheny crap. M3 Tor pasora Cyld je 3ay3eo CTaB [a Huje GMIO JOIYIITEHO
BOJMTH MAPHUYHHU [OCTYIAK O KCTOj CTBApH, Te je apOUTpakHa OJUTyKa M3BpIICHA
a MPU3HAKE OIUTyKe KHUHECKOT APXKABHOT CyJIa je ONOHjeHO.

ApGurpaxna mipakca y BHrieckoj motsphyje a je MOCTOjae MyHOBaXHE NE/H-
MHYHe KOHauHe apOuTpaskHe OUTyke, Takohe, OCHOB YCIEIIHOT UCTHULamka IIPUro-
BOpA pelIeHOT THTamkba, Kao ¥ Ja je apbuTpaxxHu Cya functus officio y nornemy
TUTaba PEHICHHX IETMMAYHOM OZUTYKOM. ! :

3a caza,.y apbutpaxHoj npakcu EHriecke Hema rojaraka O NPAMEHH NOKTPUHE
3510y noTpede MOCTYTKa y apOMTPaXKHOM MOCTYIIKY, Maga Mustill u Boyd ocnopa-
Bajy IPUMEH/BUBOCT paBmIIa U3 ciy4aja Henderson vs. Henderson 'y 'ap61/1Tpax<1/I.32
3. RES IUDICATA Y TIPABY CJEJUHEHUX AMEPHYKHX JIP’KABA
3.1. IHocTynnu npex Ap:KaBHAM CyI0BHMA

3.1.1.Onwma npasuna

IMpunuun res iudicata y CAJl uma, HauenHO rosopehw, CIIMYHY CaApKUHY H
JIOMEH NpUMEHE Kao u 'y EHmecxo,ji anu je, y oxpeheHoj MepH, T0JaTHO MPOIIU-

peH Kaja cy y mutamy Tpeha suna.” CTpaHKa U3 OCTYIIKa KOjU je OKOHYAH NpaB-
HOCHA@XHOM TIpecyoM (WIA HFeH privy) MOXeE Ce IO3MBAaTH Ha MPEKIy3ujy Yy

30 Cuyuaj Peoples Insurance Company of China vs. The Vysanthi Shipping Company Ltd
[2003] 2 Lloyd's Rep 617. . ,

31 Bugeru: Fidelitas Shipping Co Ltd vs. V/O Exportchleb, nanomena 51; u Sutton & Gill,
Russell on Arbitration, Sweet & Maxwell, London, 2003. roguHa, ctp. 285.

32 Bunetu: Mustill i Boyd, Commercial Arbitration, Butterworths, London, 1989. roausa,
ctp. 133.

33 Buneru: American Law Institute (ed.), Restatement. Second: Judgments (y KajbeM
texcty "Restatement"), nornasse. 3, ofesbuy 13-33.
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nornefy 3axresa (claim preclusion) W uctuuaTé TpHroBop NpecyljeHe mpaBHe
crBapu (cause of action estoppel), WY Ha TIPEKIy3Wjy y noriemy onpeheHor
GMISCHUMHOT WIH TPaBHOT NHTama (issue preclusion) W WCTHIATH TMPUTOBOP
perneHor nurama (issue esz‘oppel) - IIpuroBop pemeHor TIATAH2 MO2Ke, I0J] Ope-
heHum ycroBuMa, Hcmuam u tpehie mne.

3.1.2. Ilpecyhena cmeap

IIpexnysuja y morneay npecyljeHe cTBapu OHeMoryhaBa CTpaHLH Jia TIOHOBO MO~
Kpehe mocTynak MOBOJOM 3axTeBa O Kome je Beh ayTOPUTATMBHO M MEPUTOPHO
PelieHo TIPaBHOCHAXXKHOM OJUTYKOM HajUIeHOT cyma.’ MWmeHturer 3axTeBa
(identity of claims) obyxBara cBa IpaBa TYXUOLA Y OJHOCY Ha TYXKEHOT, Koja ce
ofmHoce Ha oxpeheHy TpaHCaKIMjU WKW OWIO KOjU HeH JIeo, WIM Ha CepHjy
NOBE3aHMX TpaHCaKIFja U3 KOjUX je MPOM3HUINA0 CIop KOju je OHo MOBOJT 3a TYkKOy
(action). 1llTa KOHCTHUTYHIIE jeHY TpaHCaKIMjy WM CepHjy TpaHCakuuja, CyI
oppebhyje mparmatiyHO umajyhu y BHIY CBEe OKOJHOCTH KOHKPETHOT Cilydaja, a -
HApOYHTO [1a JIU Cy YUEbCHUIIE I10BE3aHE BPEMEHCKH, IIPOCTOPHO, 0 MOPEKITY UITH
MOTHBALIMOHO, /1a I OHE IPEJCTaBJbajy MOTOAHY LEIHHY 3a mpecyheme U na Jin
BUXOBO TPETHPAE-e Kao IIEJMHE OJAroBapa OYeKHBarbUMa CT panaxa, TIOCTIOBHO]
TPaKCH WIH y3aHCaMa y ofipeleHoj 00J1acTH TIPABHOT NPOMETA.

3.1.3. Peuwieno numarse

Tpexiy3uja y Moryefy PemeHOr MHTaka OJHOCH Ce Ha CHTYAalHjy Kaja je Heko
(GaKTUUKO WM IIPaBHO NHTAaKke PEIIEHO MYHOBAKHOM KOHAYHOM OJUIYKOM, a
pelieme TOr IMUTamka je OJl SCCHLHjaJTHOI 3Hayaja 3a TakBy OIUIyKy. Y TOM
Clly4ajy, pelerne (hakTUIKOT WK MPABHOT IINTamka MUTamba Be3yje CTPaHKe CBaKorT
KACHHjeT TOCTyNKa OHJIO [ia Ce paid O MCTOM WIH Da3iHdUTUM 3axTeBUMa.’’
VYcioB je, makie, eceHIMjaTHOCT 3Havyaja peIlieHOT IHTama 32 MCXOJ MOCTYIKA.
IIpema TymMademy HEKHX CyJ[I0OBa, 32 NPEKITy3UBHM edeKaT pelnerha HeKOr MUTamba,
[IOTPEOHO je a ce paiu O NMUTamy Koje je “KoHauHO” wiu “Kpajie”, a 4ak u
HEOIIXOJHE “IOKa3He YMHI-CHHUIIE” HE MOTy ce KaBMU(DUKOBATH 3a [EjCTBO res

34 Wzpas "res iudicata" Hajuembie ce, y MeljyHapoHOj apOUTpaXkx0]j IpakcH, KOPUCTH 38 O3Hava-
BaK-€ YUTABE TEME IPETXONHOT Ipecyhema, ykibydyjylin, kako Mperty3ujy y IOrJeay MpaBHe
"CTBapy, Tako W NpeKily3ujy y HONIey pelleHor muTama. MeljyTiM, uMa cynuja U TeopeTudapa
KOjU TEpMUHOM res iudicata 03HAYaBajy MCKIbYUMBO TIPEKITY3Wjy y TOIVIELY TpaBHE CTBapH a
TIPEKITY3H]jy y TOTTIERy PEIICHOT TUTaka O3HauaBajy IpYriM TepMUHOM (issue estoppel).

35 Restatement, ofeijbak 19.

36 Bupmern: Yeazell, Civil Procedure, Aspen Law & Business, 1996. romuna, ctp. 798.

37 Restatement, oneibak 27. '
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iudicata. Teopim mUTHpaHOT “Restatement-a” CTanyM Cy Ha CTaHOBHUINTE Ja j€
IOTPEOHO Jia U CTpPaHKe WM CyJ “Ipero3Hajy HEONXOAHOCT pelllaBama OJHOCHOT
nuTama 3a JOHOLeHme omiyke.””" IToCTOju BeNMKH Gpoj M3y3eTaka O/ OIMIITET
OpaBuia O MPeKIy3uju y TOIJIeAy PeIIeHOT INUTama, KOju Cce OJHOCe Ha
KBAJIUTATHBHY MPUPOLY YHEEHHLA W OKOJHOCTH PaHUjer U KaCHUjer nocryrnka>’

3.1.4. 3noynompeba nocmynxa

lIto ce mpuHmuia 3abpaHe 3;0ynoTpede MOCTyIKa THYE, HAUeJIHO je MPaBUiIo Ja
npecyaa HeMa JIejCTBO res iudicata y KaCHWjOj MapHHULY Y TOTJIeqy NUTamba Koja
HIICY pelIeHa Y PaHHjoj MapHHIM - a MorJia ¢y 6uth. To 3HauHM Ja JOKTPUHA 3710y -
notpebe moctynka y CAJl Huje Tako cBeoyOyxBaTHa kao y EHrmeckoj. “Resta-
tement” nipensulja mocrojame ofpeljeHUX OmpaBIaHUX pasjiora W3 KOjUX je cTpa-
HKa MOIJIa Jia ce ONpeJesy 3a TO Ja He mokpelie pelnaBame oapeheHor mutama y
panmjoj mapHuIM — (Ha mpumep, usberaBame mMoryhux 3noyrnorpeba ol cTpaHe
HagMohHujer npotiBHuKa).*

3.1.5. Hoenmumem y noanedy cmpaHaxa

V morneny KpurepHjyMa HOSHTHYHOCTH CTpaHaka, Hajuembe ce MmpeKily3uja y Io-
[Jledy TpaBHE CTBAapH OJHOCH Ha CTPaHKE y KacHWjOj MapHHLH KOje Cy TO CBOjCTBO
nMasie U y paHujoj mapHumy. MeljyTum, o1 OBOr OIMIUTEr MpaBuiia OCTOje M3Yy3elH.
Ha npumep, cykiiecop y Toriefy MHTepeca Moxke OUTH Be3aH OUTYKOM JOHETOM Yy
paHujoj MapHUIW. Be3aHocT ojTykOM K3 paHHje NAapHHLIE OOHOCH CE€ W Ha privy-e.
HcTo Tako, v KOHIENT “BUPTYEJTHE pelpe3eHTalje” KOPUCTH Ce 3a POIINPEE Mpe-
KTy3Hje Ha JULA Koja HUCY OWsla CTpaHKe y PaHMjoj NapHUIM, and cy Ouna “BHp-
Tye/IHO perpeseHToBana” off cTpaHe crpanaka.’’ Takolje, IpeMa aMepUYKOM MpaBy,
JIMLE KOje Huje OMIO CTpaHKa, ajii je KOHTPOJIMCATIO WM 3HA4ajHO y4eCTBOBAJIO Y
KOHTPOJIM TOHAIAba CTPAHKe y TApHUIM, Be3aHO je OMTYKOM Kao Ja je Ouyo cTpa-
uxa.** [TpaBuio “Mutuality” y aMepidKoM TIpaBy HUje KPUTEpHjyM 32 MPEKITy3ujy ¥
TorJiefy TpaBHe CTBapH, fa je CTPaHKa M3 OKOHYAHOI TOCTYIKa Koja je IpeKiy-

38 Restatement, ogeibak 27 ¥ KOMEHTap.

39 Restatement, onejbax 28.

40 Restatement, one/bak 27 1 KoMmenTap. [IpaBo npxase New York je Marme TOJEPaHTHO.
Buperu: Henry Modell & Co Inc vs. Reformed Protestant Dutch Church of City of New
York, 68 NY.2d 456. (1986).

41 Bugeru: B. Yeazell, Civil Procedure, Aspen Law & Business, 1996. romxma ctp. 811, roe

ce nuTHpa cnydaj Southwest Airlines Co vs. Texas Int'l Airlines, 546 F.2d 84 (5 'Cir. 1977).
42 Restatement, ofgespax 39.
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I¥paHa OJi TOHOBHOI ITapHUYEa O jelHOj CTBapH ca IPYroM CTPaHKOM, Takohe
MIPEKTyIApata U Of TIapHWYEeHha O TOj CTBApH ca APYTUM JIMLEM, OCHM Y CIydajy na
Joj. Huje Owna mpy>kKeHa IlyHa M IpaBUYHA MOTYHHOCT 12 y4ecTByje y paHHjem
HOCTYIIKY HUIM TIOCTOj€ IPYyTe OKOJIHOCTH KOje OIpaB/aBajy HeHO MPOITY IITAbE.

[TpuroBop perieHor MUTama MOXE Ce KOPUCTUTH U 0(GaH3MBHO — pamu oMoryha-
Bama JINIYY KOj! HHje OMIIO CTpaHKa y paHUjoj MApHUIE [ [TOJUrHe TyKOy 3acHO-
BaHy Ha OJUTYIW CyJia U3 Te¢ TapHUIe, Y3 OHeMoryhaBawe TYKEHOM Ja OcropaBa
HaJlase ¥ OJUIyKe cya.

3.2. ApOuTpaskHO IPaBo

HauesHo, IMyHOBa)KHA KOHAYHA OJUTyKa HA/UIEKHOr apOHTPAKHOT CYZa, Y3 OZIpe-
hene n3yseTke, UMa KUCTa J€jCTBO IIpeMa NpaBUIMMA O res iudicata Kao U OfJIyKa
npxasror cyna.* To TpakTH4HO 3HAUM Ja W apOUTpaKHEe OMIYKE MMajy HCTO
MIPEKITY3UBHO JIEjCTBO Y TODJIEAy NPaBHUX CTBAPU W UHUILCHUYHUX U TIPABHUX
MUTaka Ka0 ¥ OIYKe AP:KaBHOT CyJa.

Hurepecantan acnekT mpaBa CAJl omHOCH ce Ha HaIJIeXKHOCT Cyda Jia OUIy49H O
OCHOBAaHOCTH IIPUIoBopa res iudicata, Tj. Ha pobJIeM Jia T ApsKaBHK MM apOuTpa-
KHH CyJ MMa jypUCIOUKIMOHO oBjnamheme Na pelld TMTame res iudicata. Y
penraBamy OBOT mpobiema onapehern Opoj cynoBa Hajeehy TEeXUMHY NpUAaje jesuky
apOUTpaskHOT CIIOpa3syMa U cMatpa OmTydyjyhiuM KputepujyMoM TpenBuheHoCT res
iudicata nejcraBa apOUTpaXKHE OTyKe BbUMe. JIpyTH CyZ0BU Ce TIO3MBajy Ha NpaBMiia
O KOHAYHOCTH OJIyKa, AOK Tpehu nmajy XuOpuiaH, €KIEKTHYHM NPUCTYN — Tj.

43 Restatement, ogeibak 29.

44 Restatement, onmempak 84(1), a m3ysemm y ognelbky 84(2)- (4) Bunetu: G. Born
International Commercial Arbitration in the United States, Kluwer, The Hague, 2001.
rojuHa, cTp. 914. '

45 Buperu: A. Lowenfeld, "drbitration and Issue Preclusion: a view from America",
Arbitral Tribunals or State Courts: Who must defer to whom?, ASA Special Series No 15,
2001. roguna u R. Shell, "Res iudicata and collateral estoppel: effects of commercial
arbitration", (1988) 35 UCLA Law Rev 623. Ilpekiy3uja ce, y apOuTpaXku, IPUMERYje
o¢an3uBo Nox onpeljeHUM OKONHOCTHMA - Ha IPUMEp, IPOTHB MOYHHHOLA MITETE KOjH je
T03BaH Ha Ce NPHAPYXH apOWTPaKHOM INOCTYyNKy and je To ombwo ("vouching-in").

Bupetu: SCAC Transp (USA) Inc vs. S.S. Danaos, 845 F.2d 1157 (2nd Cir. 1988), u
nd
Duferco Int'l Steel Trading vs. T Klaveness Shipping A/S, 333 F.2d 383 (2 Cir. 2003).
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IPUCTYI KOjH Tpe/ICTaB/ba KOMOWHAIK]y TPBOT U npyror $ Crannapmu KOju Ce
TPEHYTHO MPUMEEbY]y, HaKO PasJIMYUTH, T06pO Cy Ne(UHHCAHU H, JIOHEKIIE, 06e36e- '
Byjy MpeABMAMBOCT M TIpaBHY cUrypHOCT. MelyTiM, omTyka Bpxoenor cyna CAJl
KojoM 61 ce Kpeupao yHUBEp3allHi CTaHiap/ Oua Ou Buiie Hero 100po HOILIA.

4. SABPIIIHE HATIOMEHE

Res iudicata npenctasiba jeian 0Jf OCHOBHUX IPABHUX NPUHLMAIA, KOJH, Y3 ITOCTO-
jame BeliMX WM MambHX pasiyKa, POKMMA FOTOBO CBE NPABHE CHUCTEME - I0YEB
O]l HajcTapUjUX BPEMEHA Ma CBe IO JaHAIIBUX JaHa. Ha ocHOBY mpeTxoiHe aHa-
JIM3€ MOXKE C€ 3aK/bY4MTH Ja CaJAp>KHHA OBOT IPHHIMIIA Yy €HIVIECKOM U aMepH-
YKOM IIPaBy Y 3Ha4YajHOj MepH OZCTYIIA OJ MOCTAaBKM Ha KOjUMa j€ OH 3aCHOBAH M
marpaljeH y 3eMJ/baMa KOHTHHEHTaJIHOEBPOIICKOT TpaBHOT Kpyra. OcobeHocTu ce,
MPeBacX0/HO, OJHOCE HA MHCTPYMEHTaIN3alljy TPHHIKIA 3a0paHe 3710ynoTpede
NOCTYNKA y PUMEHH MPUHIIMITA pecyljeHe cTBapH, Ha IpaBuia Koja ce THIy T3B.
pELIEHOT TUTaba U NPETXOAHOT 33J0BOJbEHA, Kao M HA UHCTUTYTE «privity» H
«mutuality».

Pactyha npuBpenHa Meljy3aBHCHOCT [piKaBa, Koja ce MaHH(eCTyje y YUHBEHULH
Ja Cy TPrOBUHCKE M. OCTaJle NPUBpPEIHE aKTUBHOCTH, Ka0 U MPABHU MPOMET Yy Ie-
JIMHH, Y CBe Mak0j Mepy oMeljeHn Jp)KaBHUM rpaHiiaMa, Hamehe moTpeby 3a mo-
3HaBaEM IIPOITHCa KOja ce MPHMEYjy Yy APYTUM JpiKaBama, Kao M 32 XapMOHH-
3alMjOM 3aKOHCKMX pelierha Koja ce OJHOCE Ha (yHJaMEHTaHE MpPHHIIUIIE
NOCTyIaKa y KOjiMa C€ pellaBajy CIIOPOBH HACTAIU y MEyHapoIHOM IPOMETY.
ITotpeba 32 npaBHOM curypHouily eGUHUTHBHO MPEICTaBsba jefaH OJi OCHOBHUX
TIIPHOPHTETA y perjieMeHTalrju MeljyHapoJHOT MpaBHOT MpoMeTa, a 6e3 MKakKse
cyMmbe, yHU(HKAIHja IpaBmIia Koja ce 0HOCEe Ha IIPUHIMII 7es iudicata'y BEeNuKoj
MepH OH JIOPUHENA My HUjOj Pealu3aliyji OBOT TeMEJbHOT MpaBHOT npuHipna. Ca
pyre CTpaHe, O3HABAKE M PasyMeBarbe [PaBHUX MPOIMCA Pa3TAIUTHX APKaBa 1
IPUHIMIA HA KOjUMa Cy OHM 3aCHOBAHHU OJ{ BEJIMKOT je 3HaYaja, Kako 3a TEOPETH-
yape MelyHapoIHOT ¥ YNOpEeIHOr IpaBa, Tako W 3a y4eCHHUKEe MelyHapoaHor
TIPaBHOT MpoMeTa. AHAIUTHYKO Carje/laBatbe CTPAHUX MPABHUX MHCTUTYTA MpY-

46 TIpenmertu: Chiron Corp vs. Ortho Diagnostic Sys, 207 F.3d 1126, 1130-1131 (9 ' Cir.
2000); John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co vs. Thomas W Olick, 151 F.3d 132, 136-

137 (3 Cir. 1998); Apparel Art International, Inc vs. Amertex Enterprises Ltd, 48 F.3d
st
576, 583 (1 Cir. 1995); u Hugo Marom Aviation Consultants Ltd vs. Recon/Optical Inc,
th .
1991 US Dist. LEXIS 6877 (7 Cir. 1991) - (saBeneno npema: Born, op. cit., cTp. 683).
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Xa 100py OCHOBY 3a yrnopeljuBame U MpuOIHKaBake TEOPHUjCKUX CTABOBA U KOH-
LeMnyja Ha KOjuMa Cy NpaBHU MHCTUTYTH H3TpalieHH y pasiiuuuTuM Ap)KaBama, a.
BUX0BO TI03HaBakhe U pasyMeBame JONpPUHOCH Belioj M3BECHOCTH ITO3MIU}a U I10-
CJIOBHOj CUTYPHOCTH Y4eCHUKA Y Mel)yHapOIHOM TIPOMETY.

Hapmamo ce nma hie oBaj pam MpencTaBiaTd Majid JONPHHOC G0JbEM INO3HABAMLY

KapaKTepUCTHYHUX ofeniekja MpUHIMIA res iudicata y 3eMibama aHIJIOCaKCOH-
CKOT IIPaBHOT cucTeMa U BelieM pasyMeBamy HeTrOBHUX CHEIM(DUIHOCTH.
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RES IUDICATA IN ENGLISH AND AMERICAN LAW
Summary

The term res iudicata refers to the general doctrine that an earlier and final
adjudication by a court or an arbitration tribunal is conclusive in subsequent
proceedings involving the same subject matter or relief, the same legal grounds
and the same parties (the so-called "triple-identity" criteria).

On one hand, res iudicata has a positive effect (judgment or award is final and binding
between. the parties) and, on the other side, a negative effect (the subject matter of the
judgment or award cannot be re-litigated a second time, also referred to as ne bis in idem).
" The res iudicata principle ‘applies in all principal legal systems to prevent the same
claimant from bringing the same claim against the exact same respondent. In mainly
common law jurisdictions, the doctrine also applies to prevent the same parties from
rearguing an issue that has been determined in earlier proceedings between them. The
doctrine has been further extended in a limited number of common law jurisdictions ta
prevent a party raising issues in subsequent proceedings, between the same partiesp
- that could have been raised in the earlier proceedings, but were not.

In international arbitration, the binding effect of arbitral awards is prescrlbed by
many institutional rules. The institutional provisions expressly proscribe the
positive res iudicata effect of an award, but they also imply that by agreeing to
arbitration pursuant to such rules, the parties accept the negative res iudicata effect
of any valid arbitral award.

-In international arbitsal practlce awards are also generally regarded as having res
iudicata effect, to a greater or lesser extent. There are many reported cases where
commercial arbitral tribunals have applied res iudicata principles.

Since arbitral tribunals are not necessarily required to apply the same procedural -
rules as domgstic courts and have greater freedom to apply procedural rules that
are appropriate for international arbifration (institutional international rules and,
increasingly, uniform laws), there is a greater likelihood of harmonization of the
rules -referring to res iudicata, which would be an important incentive to the
further. development of international trade.

Key words: res iudicata, adjudicated matter, arbitrated issue, “triple-identity” test;
international arbitration, positive and negative res iudicata effect.
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