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The features of the common property institution in the codifications of France, Germany, Switzerland and the
Netherlands, which form the basis of the General Part of the Civil Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan, are
considered in the article. The peculiarity of these civil codifications is that the recited norms of Roman pri-
vate law coexisted in them along with national norms. The implementation and development of these rules
led to the fact that over time taking into account some specifics in most countries two codifications German
and French were developed in European countries. In accordance with them, the rules on common property
were also developed. The work indicates that common property in the legislation of European states is char-
acterized by the existence of a common right to common property, which is not unique, because its imple-
mentation depends on the will of other co-owners, which is a kind of restriction of the right of each partici-
pant to common property and the right to share, the implementation of which does not depend on the will of
other members of the community, however, in some cases, requires the observance of certain rules - the
preemption right. In addition, a legal community in European jurisdictions arises either on the basis of a con-
tract, or by virtue of the law, it has both a real and a binding nature, it can be shared or joint. The principle of
majority, and the principle of unanimity, which is used at making decisions on the management of property in
common ownership is characterized both for the countries of Europe.

Keywords: common ownership, participatory share ownership, limited interest, owner, common thing,
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The Roman-German law that emerged as a result of the reception of Roman law began to develop ac-
tively from the XIII century, and, after a certain time, became the law of almost all of Europe, excluding
England. The subsequent process of the formation of nations and the formation of their states added national
legal elements to it, with the result that the general principles of Roman law were integrated into national
jurisdictions. The greatest interest in the aspect of the study of common property relations is the legislation
of such Western European states as France, Germany, Switzerland and the Netherlands, since the civil legis-
lation of these countries formed the basis of the Model Civil Code, on the basis of which the Civil Code of
the Republic of Kazakhstan was developed.

France. Due to a number of historical events, France was divided into two halves. The southern part of
France was considered a country of written law, since it was dominated by the Romanesque population and
retained its effect, provided by the force of custom, Roman law. In the northern part, customary German law
was applied, influenced by local folk customs, despite the fact that, as such, there was no common customary
law in the northern part of France. Starting from the XIII century, all these customs begin to be synthesized
under the influence of ordinances. As in most European countries, the unification of French law was greatly
influenced by the reception of Roman law, which in some cases led to the neglect of local customs in favor
of applying the general principles of Roman law.

Despite the desire to unite the law, this process in France was not entirely successful, due to the separa-
tion of the southern and northern regions, certain obligations guaranteed by the kings to individual provinces
when they joined, class estate fragmentation based on various privileges. The situation changed only after the
revolution, as a result of which France rushed to complete unity, creating the possibility of developing a
common civil law for France, which ended with the adoption of the Civil Code of France in 1804.

The materials for the compilation of the French Civil Code were former local customs, ordinances, Ro-
man law and French scientific literature [1; 37]. This codification consisted of three books, the first of which
was devoted to persons, the second — to property and various modifications of property, the third — to ways
of acquiring property rights.

Despite the fact that the French considered their code to be the height of perfection, it was repeatedly
criticized. The incompleteness, the surface, the mechanicalness of the unifying principles were called among
its shortcomings [1; 37]. One way or another, this act became widespread almost throughout the entire terri-
tory of Western Europe: in some countries it was adopted entirely (Belgium, Sardinia, the Warsaw Duchy,
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many German princedoms), in others —in a revised form (Spain, Italy). Moreover, codifications of countries
denying it were developed on its basis (the Saxon Code of 1863). It played an important role in the creation
of the Code of Laws of the Russian Empire.

In legal regulation of common property relations, the Civil Code of France (hereinafter — the CC of
France) adopted the Roman individualistic approach as a basis [2; 94]. However, in the French Civil Code
there is no special chapter on common property. In the text of this codification there are norms about it in
relation to the common wall and the ditch (Art. 653-673) [3] and about the division of inheritance and returns
to the hereditary mass (Art. 815-842) [4].

Thus, in accordance with Article 653 of the Civil Code of France, in cities and villages, any wall that
serves as a division between buildings to the height to which the lower building rises, or between courtyards
and gardens, and even between the enclosed areas of the field, is assumed to be common, if otherwise not set
by the document or external feature [3]. Thus, the right to a common wall is a common right of ownership.

Civil Code of France regulates the planting of trees adjacent to the common fence. So, if a neighbor
wants the tree he planted to belong to him on the right of sole proprietorship, he must plant it at a distance
not less than two meters from the common fence. Otherwise, this tree falls into the common property of the
neighbors, which gives the right to the dissenting neighbor to demand their uprooting.

There are no such requirements regarding the common wall. Each neighbor has the right to plant a tree
near the common wall; however, the crown of such a tree should not be higher than the common wall. Oth-
erwise, the neighbor has the right to demand a cut of the branches that hang on his site to the desired height.
The same goes for the roots. At the same time, the fruit that fell on the plot of such a neighbor is its sole pro-
prietorship.

In addition to the common ownership of the moat, hedge and common wall, the CC of France provides
for a common property for inseparability during inheritance.

In the Civil Code of France it is stipulated that no one has the right to demand the preservation of sepa-
rateness that arose during inheritance. At the same time, by agreement of the heirs, it can be suspended for a
period not exceeding 5 years with the right of subsequent renewal. Such inseparability can be preserved on
movable and immovable things, which form agriculture, even if one of the owners or his successors objects
to this in two cases:

— at the request of the surviving spouse, if he is a co-owner of the estate and has lived there since the
day of the death of the spouse;

— at the request of the surviving spouse or his heir, if the dead were left behind by minors in a descend-
ing order (Article 815) [4].

Inseparability can be saved on materials, tools and livestock, provided that the total value of the listed
items does not exceed a quarter of the value of the property forming the economy.

The requirement of such inseparability cannot exceed 5 years, however, it can be renewed until the sur-
viving spouse dies.

Thus, each joint-heir has the right to demand separation of his share in the inheritance. The shares of the
heirs are assumed to be equal. In the case when joint heirs deviate from equality of shares, the court may ap-
point an expert who determines the size of these shares. Such cases, according to the Civil Code of France,
are subject to tribunals at the place of opening of the inheritance.

The Civil Code of France establishes the rule according to which the division of estates should be
avoided when dividing the estate. Inequality of the allocated shares in kind can be compensated by other
property.

If inseparability is preserved, then the co-owners must determine the person to whom documents on
common property are deposited before it is divided.

Thus, common property under inheritance, according to the Civil Code of France, is temporary. This,
apparently, explains its rather narrow legal regulation. Based on this, it is possible to formulate the conclu-
sion that in France the community is considered as forced: due to the presence of common walls, a ditch, a
fence and a common inheritance.

There are practically no rules on common property that arises by the will of the participants, apart from
preserving, by agreement, undividedness during inheritance, in the Civil Code of France. Separate norms are
fragmentary in nature and are completed by special legislation. In particular, common property arising in
buildings. Due to the adoption of the law on common ownership of houses, divided into separate premises on
June 28, 1938, this question received proper legal regulation. According to this law it is allowed to establish
partnerships for the purpose of building and purchasing houses, which in parts are provided to members of
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such partnerships. Parts of the house are provided to these comrades who form the «syndicate» on the right
of ownership or use. It took almost 30 years of practice analysis for this law to be adopted in its final version
in 1967.

Thus, the rules on common property in France testify to the co-owners of the rights to a common thing
and to a share. If in relation to a share a participant in a community is guided by his own discretion, then in
relation to a common thing all actions are consistent with the general will. In this case, the principle of una-
nimity is. Moreover, each of the co-owners has the right to object to the actions of others in relation to the
common thing.

In addition to the types of condominium considered, the type of common ownership in France can be
called the collective property of spouses and partnerships. The common property of the spouses is built ac-
cording to the type of German joint property, and in this respect has many features similar to it. Powers in a
private partnership belong to a community in which relations are governed by the contract. On this basis, it
can be concluded that, despite the similarity of certain principles in the legal regulation of relations in com-
mon property of France with other codifications, it still has a certain originality dictated by the peculiarities
of the development of civil law in this country.

Germany. By the beginning of the XVIII century, Germany consisted of more than 300 states, each of
which had its own legislation, among which Prussia, Saxony, Bavaria and Austria can be distinguished
[5; 485].

Germany has repeatedly tried to unite. Thus, as a result of the defeat of France in 1814, the German Un-
ion was created, the center of which was Austria, which united 35 states, in 1866 the North German Union
led by Prussia, which included 22 German states.

Both in the first and in the second case, the United States maintained their independence and, accord-
ingly, their laws. The aspiration of small German states to independence from the center was persistent, with
the result that city states remained in some states, others - adapted prescriptions of Roman law, in the third,
French law in the third, and Danish law in the fourth [6].

The process of unification of Germany ended with the entry into the Union of the South German states
as a result of the victory of Prussia in the war with Napoleon and the proclamation of the German Empire on
January 18, 1871 [7; 111].

Thus, at the time of the unification of Germany, the civil law of the states included in it was a combina-
tion of different content sources that in one way or another influenced the further development of the general
civil law of Germany, among which the Bavarian Civil Code of Maximilian of 1756 and the Prussian Code
of Law 1794, Civil Code of Galicia 1797, Austrian General Civil Code of 1811, 1863 Saxon Civil Code. The
further development of German civil legislation was also influenced by the French Civil Code of 1804 [8].

One of the earliest codified sources of the period under review was the Bavarian Civil Code of Maxi-
milian of 1756. Regulations on common property have been included in its content. Also, as in the early cod-
ifications of the classical period, the community of owners in this codification was considered as one person
[9; 293]. The basis of decision-making on the disposal, management and use of a common thing is the prin-
ciple of unanimity of common property participants. There was a rule that served as a certain guarantee of
compensation of expenses incurred by one of the participants in common ownership on the maintenance of a
common thing. The co-owner could be deprived of his share only if he was informed about the necessary
expenses for maintaining the general thing, and these expenses in no way impair his interests [9].

The next codified act to which would like to draw attention is the Prussian State Code of 1794. It is
based on German national and Roman law, united in one and regulating mainly private relations.

Filatova U. writes that «despite certain identifiable differences from Roman law, the Prussian State
Code defines common property as a basis for Roman common property by shares, although the wording of
chapter 17 § 1 is closer in content to modern German joint ownership» [2; 68]. And then she quotes Bruno
Schneider’s statement: «In some cases, common property in Prussian civil code resembles a cross between
joint and shared property. And although the Prussian Code regulates common shared property, various or-
ganizational norms represented an appeal to the theory of joint property» [2; 68].

In contrast to the Bavarian codification, the basis for solving issues related to the management of a
common thing, its content in the Prussian Code is based on the principle of majority, and not unanimity. But
not all questions. Here we see a mixed type of reaching agreement on a common thing between co-owners:
basically decisions are made by the majority, but, for example, there are cases when unanimity was required,
in particular, when deciding whether to change the purpose of a common thing.
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The concept of a majority when making decisions was established depending on the size of the share.
Filatova U. indicates that the Prussian Code does not establish a mechanism for counting votes with the ma-
jority, on the basis of which, she concludes that this was established by the participants in the common prop-
erty themselves [2; 70].

In 1811, the General Civil Code, created on the basis of the Civil Code of Galicia of 1797, which also
contained a section on common property, entered into force in Austria. This code contained only general
principles, which, according to some scholars, seemed completely empty and useless for practice [1; 40].
In this regard, the best codification work, in their opinion, was the Saxon Civil Code of 1863, which entered
into force in 1865.

Part two was devoted to property law in the Saxon Civil Code, the sixth section of which contained
rules on common property [10].

In the Saxon Civil Code of 1863 in the section of common property refers to the common joint proper-
ty. To dispose of a common thing requires the consent of all joint owners. At the same time, when making
decisions regarding the use and management of a common thing, the principle of majority of votes in terms
of shares is applied. At the same time, the procedure for making a decision on an issue with equal votes is
interesting. In this case, the co-owners choose a person (Obmann), who must take one side or the other
[11;75].

The Saxon Civil Code contains the requirement that each owner must treat common property with the
care with which he relates his own business (p. 336).

Any of the joint owners has the right to demand the termination of the community (Gemeinschaft)
[11; 76]. The co-owner may waive the right to demand the termination of the community. Such a waiver is
optional for execution by his heirs and is valid for the first for 25 years.

The order of termination of the community is determined by the agreement of joint owners. If the lot is
chosen as such, then the eldest divides the common thing into parts, and the lot is drawn, starting with the
youngest [11; 77]. The section should be made in the most satisfying way of all co-owners.

The general civil code was developed in Germany only by 1896. It combines all the achievements of
the civil law thinking of the XIX century.

The structure of the German Civil Code (hereinafter referred to as GCC) is represented by 5 books. Di-
rectly the third section of the third book is devoted to the right of ownership, in which the rules on common
property are placed in chapter five (Art. 1108-1011). Along with this, Section 7 «Separate Obligations» of
the second book contains Chapter Fifteen «The Commonality of Law», including the rules on equity rights to
property.

Filatova U. writes that according to the prevailing German doctrine, relations connected directly with
the exercise of the right of ownership are governed by the property law §§ 1008-1011 of the GCC, the com-
munity itself has an obligatory nature, therefore the provisions on shared community are located in the «Ob-
ligatory law» section of chapter 17 «Community» §§ 741-758, where the shared community is regulated as
the most important form of expression of common property [2; 70, 71].

On this occasion, we can say the following. If we take the property community in the broad sense,
which, along with real rights, includes general liabilities, then it is unlikely to call this community of things
real and, accordingly, the appropriateness of placing the rules on such a community in the «Real Rights» sec-
tion is doubtful. On the other hand, splitting up such a community, highlighting in it a community of real
nature, placing it in the «Real rights» section, and property of obligations, including the rules on it in the sec-
tion of the law of obligations, as an acceptance of legal technique leads to an increase in codification. From
our point of view, such an approach is advisable. It is necessary to place the rules on common property in the
section of property rights, as required by the nature of this right, and to apply these rules by analogy when
regulating the obligation community in that part in which it does not contradict the essence of this general
obligation. The German legislator acted differently, apparently, based on the fact that common property is
one of the sub-types of common rights, most of which, judging by the placement of this section among obli-
gations, have an obligatory nature. This explains the rather scant amount of norms in the GCC on common
property.

In Germany, shared and joint common ownership is distinguished. Thus, according to §1008 GCC, the
right of ownership may belong to several persons in certain shares [12]. The analysis of the norms of the
GCC gives the right to assert that the preemptive right to purchase the transfer of a share to third parties to
German law is unknown [13; 202-205]. At the same time, with respect to a share, those rights that are exer-
cised in relation to the whole common thing cannot be realized, since their realization depends on the agree-
ment of all the participants in common ownership and only if it can be exercised.
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Thus, common shared ownership confers a person participating in it with powers with respect to a share
and with powers with respect to a common thing.

Another type of common property is co-ownership. It is characterized by the fact that it should be in the
same hands [2; 71]. As a rule, joint ownership of a specific thing in the GCC is not allocated, it is considered
as part of other rights to joint property, and therefore, it is considered that the right to joint property does not
have a real nature [13; 202]. That is why there are no general rules in the GCC providing for a uniform pro-
cedure for all cases of common joint ownership, as for shared ownership. For each case of joint property,
there are separate rules. For example, joint property may arise:

— in a partnership, under a contract for which to achieve a common goal, the partners are mutually obli-
gated to make fixed contributions, which, in addition to things, can be provided as a service (§§705, 706);

—1in a contracted marriage, by virtue of which the property of the wife is subordinated to the manage-
ment and use of the husband (contributed property) (§ 1363);

—upon inheritance, if after the testator several heirs are left (§ 2032) [12].

In other cases, according to GCC, joint ownership cannot arise [13; 202], this list is closed. According-
ly, it cannot arise on the basis of a contract.

Thus, joint ownership is considered as a component of the right to common property, the nature of
which is not proprietary, this explains the fact that the rules about it are located in the section of obligations
of the GCC.

A feature of joint ownership is the fact that each of its members cannot freely dispose of its share. If, as
applied to the partnerships of the GCC, the prohibition of the disposal of its shares (§ 720) is explicitly estab-
lished, then during inheritance such right is granted to co-heirs provided that the disposal of shares is put in
the form of a judicial or notarial act (§ 2033). At the same time, in the GCC it is fixed that the co-heir cannot
manage his share in individual hereditary objects.

The owners jointly manage the common thing. At the same time, § 744 GCC grants the right to an indi-
vidual co-owner of a lawful disposal of a common thing as an exception. In accordance with this provision,
any member of the common property can individually decide on the common thing in order to preserve it.
For example, a participant in a common property may dispose of a common thing in order to avoid its
death [14]. The disposition of a common thing can be carried out both in the framework of one transaction
together and sequentially by disposing of each participant in the common property of their shares [15; 90].

Thus, an analysis of the formation of legal regulation of common property relations in Germany allows
us to formulate the following conclusions.

Common property rules were part of each Germany codification, starting with the Bavarian Civil Code.
The most developed mechanism of legal regulation of common property among them was the Prussian State
Code of 1794 and the Saxon Civil Code of 1863. The current GCC has consolidated the experience of previ-
ous codifications, dividing at the same time the legal regulation of the relations of the owners among them-
selves and the relations of their realization of the powers of the owners, awarding the obligation to the first,
and the second the nature of the legal nature.

Switzerland. In Switzerland, as in Germany, before the adoption of the German civil code, extreme di-
versity of national rights reigned. In some cantons, various local sources acted; in others (Geneva, Bern Ju-
ra), Napoleon’s Recipient Code, and in the third (Bern, Lucerne, etc.) cantonal codes, drafted under the
strong influence of the Austrian code [16; 75]. Such fragmented legal regulation hindered the effective de-
velopment of economic relations, which led to the conscious need for the formation of legal unity.

Swiss civil law was formed under the influence of German legal doctrine. At the same time, the Swiss
refused to directly copy the norms of the GCC, but only took its general principles as a basis. Thus, Swiss
civil law is collective in nature and takes into account historical and national peculiarities [17; 255-259].

Purposeful work on the development of a single codified act in the sphere of civil law in Switzerland
was started in 1892 and ended on December 10, 1907 with the adoption of the Swiss Civil Code [16; 76]
(hereinafter referred to as SCC), which consists of 4 books: 1) Law subjects — individuals and legal entities;
2) Family law; 3) Inheritance law; 4) Ownership [18]. The Swiss Book of Obligations Act, passed in 1881
and updated in 1911, is considered to be a separate Sth book of SCC.

SCC provides for 2 types of common property: shared (art. Art. 646-651) and joint (art. art. 652-654)
[19].

According to C. Brunner and D.Wihterman, the share ownership in the SCC is formulated individual-
ly [20]. Its peculiarity is that each owner has an individual right to an ideal share, which he has the right to
dispose of as a sole proprietor at his own discretion without the consent of the other participants (paragraph 3
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of Article 646 of the SCC). At the same time, being a participant in common property, he has the right to a
common thing.

Thus, the right to share ownership covers the sole right to share and the joint right to a common thing.

If common share ownership may arise by virtue of a certain transaction, then common joint ownership,
according to Swiss law, arises on the basis of law in certain commonalities: spouses (Art. 211 SCC); heirs
(Art. 602 SCC); relatives (art.336 SCC); in a simple partnership (Article 530 of the Obligatory Law of Swit-
zerland (hereinafter - the OLS)); in a limited partnership (Art.552 OLS) [19].

Unlike shared ownership, in the joint ownership under Swiss law, its participant, in addition to the joint
right to a common thing, does not own any sole right to a share. We can only talk about it when a section is
being carried out. In some sources, this right was called «the right of expectation» [21].

All decisions on common property in the joint ownership of Switzerland are made by all participants
together. If in shared ownership we can talk about the transfer of rights to other persons, for example, in the
event of the alienation of a share to third parties and to other co-owners due to the exercise of the preemptive
right to purchase, then rights cannot be transferred to joint ownership. This is explained by the fact that rights
in joint ownership arise only by virtue of belonging to a community. For example, to participate in joint
property of spouses, you must be a spouse. There can be no talk of any sale of a share in joint ownership in
Switzerland, since the object as such is that there is no share in Swiss joint ownership. On the basis of this, it
can be concluded that the regime of common share and common joint ownership in the SCC is different.

Thus, each participant in common ownership has an exclusive right to a share and a common right to
the whole common thing. If the co-owner decides on his share at his own discretion, the principle of unani-
mous decision applies to the realization of common rights. The category of such rights includes, for example,
the right to dispose of a common thing. So, according to Art. 648 SCC will to alienate things must be ex-
pressed unanimously. The right to dispose of a common thing is an indivisible right and is not considered as
the sum of rights to dispose of shares [22; 67].

In the 50s of the 20th century, the common property institute was subjected to a significant audit, during
which it included the rules on common property in an apartment building, eliminated a number of law en-
forcement problems [2; 74].

It should be noted that the legal technique used in the SCC was appreciated by many countries that used
the Swiss experience (Italy, Greece, etc.). Cases and full reception of SCC are known. The practically un-
changed SCC was adopted in Turkey in 1926 [17; 258].

The Netherlands. The formation of the civil law of the Netherlands was greatly influenced by the Napo-
leonic Code. Its norms are reflected both in the Civil Code of 1809 and in the Civil Code of 1838. In fact, the
latter was the actual translation of the French Code of 804 into Dutch [23]. The only thing that distinguished
these two acts is the structure. The Dutch Civil Code of 1838 was represented by 4 books: persons, things,
obligations and proofs, while the French codification included only 3: persons, property and various modifi-
cations of property, ways of acquiring property rights. The similarity of these codes suggests that issues re-
lated to common property in the Netherlands were regulated in the same way as in France.

The Civil Code of the Netherlands in 1838 existed almost unchanged, not counting individual amend-
ments introduced in the form of separate independent laws, for about 150 years. The current civil codifica-
tion of the Netherlands was adopted in 1992 and is among the youngest codifications of Europe.

The Civil Code of the Netherlands (hereinafter — the CC of the Netherlands) consists of nine books:
1) family law and individuals; 2) legal entities; 3) general provisions regarding ownership; 4) inheritance;
5) property rights; 6) general provisions on obligations; 7) certain types of contracts; 8) transport law;
9) intellectual property law [24]. Unlike the previous codification, there is no prevailing foreign influence
in this code, it can be said to be balanced in it. The Dutch CC has a «own style, developed on the ba-
sis of common continental European law» [24]. Section 5 of the book 5 is devoted to issues of common
property.

According to Article 60 of the Civil Code of the Netherlands, common property arises when the proper-
ty is owned by two or more persons who use it to achieve a common benefit based on an act concluded be-
tween them and registered in the prescribed manner [25].

The legislation of the Netherlands allows asserting that it is familiar with both shared and joint common
ownership.

The separate partition, palisade or fence, separating the property belonging to different owners may be
In a shared ownership.
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The owners jointly participate in the costs of maintaining and keeping of common property. The right to
property is not separated from the right of common ownership, which means that everyone has the right not
to a part of the property, but to all the property along with other co-owners.

A participant in the common property may transfer his share to third parties. However, the remaining
co-owners have the right to provide them with servitude so that they can exercise rights in relation to their
property.

Every owner has the right to make improvements in respect of property under common ownership. At
the same time, he should produce them in such a way that they do not violate the rights of other owners and
do not harm the common property itself. Besides emergency cases, each owner has the right to require the
involvement of experts to determine the best way to make such improvements before making improvements
to the common property.

Shared joint ownership in the Netherlands arises on the property of the spouses. The main source of le-
gal regulation of common property relations in the family, along with the norms of the Civil Code, is the
Law «On Community of Property» [26], which was enacted in 1970. According to the general meaning of
the law, if the spouses have not foreseen otherwise before entering into marriage, from the moment of mar-
riage registration they enter into a property community, which includes property belonging to each spouse at
the time of marriage, including debts and the property that they will acquire in future. Such a property re-
gime may be excluded or significantly limited by the marriage contract [27].

From January 2018, property acquired by spouses prior to marriage is not included in the community of
spouses in the Netherlands; property inherited or received as a gift, both before and during marriage; pen-
sions; spouse company, created by him before marriage.

Issues related to the management of the property are decided by the spouse who introduced it into the
community. Spouses are obliged to inform each other about the state of the property in the community and
the presence of debts on it. As can be seen from the analysis, a closer relationship is present in the relations
of joint owners.

The total joint ownership of spouses in the Netherlands ends in the following cases:

edivorce;

eseparation of spouses by the court;

eavailability of a court order to annul the community;

e the presence of a post-marriage property agreement on annulment of a community (Art. 1:99) [28].

When dividing the property, the spouses have equal shares. Each of them leaves half of the total proper-
ty. However, even after the termination of community, each of the spouses continues to be responsible for all
the common debts for which he was responsible while in the community. In this regard, each spouse contin-
ues to be responsible for half the debts of the other spouse (v.1: 102) [28]. After the termination of the joint
property of the spouses, each of them has the right to purchase clothes and jewelry, which he wore during the
existence of the marital community.

Thus, analyzing the norms of the legislation of European states, which formed the basis of the civil leg-
islation of the Republic of Kazakhstan, we can formulate the following conclusions.

Common property in the legislation of European states is characterized by the existence of a common
right for two or more persons to own property, which, as a rule, is indivisible (fence, ditch, wall, etc.). Each
participant has the right to common property, which is not unique, because its implementation depends on
the will of other co-owners, which is a kind of restriction of the right of each participant to common proper-
ty. In addition to the right to common property, participants own the right to a share, the realization of which
does not depend on the will of other members of the community, however, in some cases, it requires compli-
ance with certain rules - the pre-emptive right to purchase.

The legal community in European jurisdictions arises either on the basis of a contract, or by virtue of
the law, it has both a real and a binding nature, it can be shared or joint.

As applied to the management of common property, the codification of Europe can reveal both the prin-
ciple of majority and the principle of unanimity, which is used when making decisions, for example, in man-
aging common property. Moreover, in extreme cases, in order to avoid the destruction of common property,
decisions are allowed by one of the participants in the community, who must act only in the common inter-
ests, which eliminates the need to coordinate such actions with the other co-owners.
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T.T. Oreybaes, A.C. KsizgapoekoBa

®panuus, ['epmanus, lBenapus xoue Hunepsanabiaarsl
7KAJINbl MEHIIIK KYKBIFbI HHCTUTYThI

Maxkanana Hunepnannei, IBeitmapus, [epmanus sxoHe @Dpanmus komudukanusuiapeiaa Kazakcran
PecnyOnukachiHblH ~ A3amMarThlK KojekciHiH JKaimel OeniMiHIH HEri3iH KypalThlH OpTaK MEHIIIK
MHCTUTYTBIHBIH ~ CPEKIICNKTepi KapacThIpbUIAbL.  A3aMaTThIK  KOAU(DUKALUSIAPBIHAAFEl  MAJIiMETTEP
epeKIIesiri GONbIl PHUM JKeKe KYKBIFBIHBIH TY3€TUIT€H HOpPMaliapbl YITTBIK HOpMajapMeH Oipre opeker
eTkeHniri TadpuIapl. Ockl epexerepain HopMaIapablH AaMybl JKOHE MMILIEMEHTALMACH eypoIa eljiepiHae
JKOHE KOIITETeH eJlJiep/ie TepMaH/IbIK MEeH (ppaHITy3/IbIK €Ki KOAN(QHUKAIMIHBIH KeiO1p epeKIIeNikTepin eckepe
OTBIPHIN, KaliTa jkacayra anbil Kenai. COHBIH HOTIDKECIH/IE KTl MEHIIIK Typaibl HOpMajap/a AaMbIIbL.
JKympIcTa >kabl MEHIIIKKE KAaTBICTBI €yporia eJAepiHiH 3aHHAMAChIHAA KAaJITbl MYJIKKE JKaJIIbl KYKBIKTHIH
00JTyBIMEH CHIATTAIFaHBl KOpCeTil, cebedl opTak MynikTe 0acka MEHIIIK HeJepiHiH epKiHe OaiIaHBICTHI
caryra Oonanel, OyJ1 €3 Ke3eTiHIC KalfaH KaTBICYIIBUIAPABIH EpKiHe OalllaHBICTBI OOJMAMTHIH, alm Kel
Karpaiaa Oenriti Oip epexenepiH — caThll alyaarbl 0achkiM KYKBIFBIHBIH CAaKTAJIybIH Tajall €TeTiH, OPTaK
MeHIIiKTeri apOip KaThICYIIBIHBIH KYKBIFBIH KOHE yJieCKe KYKBIFBIH mIekTeii. bynan Gacka eypomnasbik
IOPUCAMKIMANA KYKBIKTHIK KaybIM HE LIApT HEri3iHie, He 3aH KyIuiHe OailIaHbICThl TybIHIAWH/BI, 3aTTHIK,
COHJIali-aK MiHAETTEeMeiK TaburaTTa 00JIaIbl, YIECTIK jKoHe OipieckeH Typae 6omysl Mymkin. Eypomna ennepi
YILiH OPTaK MEHIIIKTE OOJAaThIH MYJIKTi Oackapy OOMbIHINA memimM/Ii KaObuIaayia KOJIaHbUIATHIH KOIIILUTIK
KarnuAachl XKoHe O0ipaybI3IbUIBIK KaFUachl TOH.

Kinm coe30ep: opTak MEHIIIK, YJIECTIK MEHIIIK, KYKBIKTarbl YJIeC, MEHIIIK HeCi, OPTAK 3aT, KeliCiM, HelleHy,
naiinanany, OHIIK €Ty, MCHIIIK KYKBIFbI.

T.T. Yrey6aes, A.C. Kuznapbexona

HHcTUTYT NpaBa o0mieil cOOCTBEHHOCTH BO PpaHiun,
I'epmanuu, lIBeiinapuu u Hugepaanaax

B crarbe paccMOTpeHBI 0COOEHHOCTH HHCTUTYTA 00IIel cobcTBeHHOCTH B Kopudukanmsax Opannun, I'epma-
Huy, IBedinapun u Hunepnannos, mojaoxeHHbIX B ocHOBY OOmieit yactu I'paxxnanckoro xozaekca Pecmy6-
auku Kazaxcran. OCOOCHHOCTBIO IAHHBIX TPXKAAHCKUX KOAU(GUKALUN SBIACTCS TO, YTO PELEHUPOBAHHbBIC
HOPMBI PUMCKOT'0 YaCTHOT'O IIPaBa COCYIECTBOBANIM B HUX HApsLy C HALMOHAIBHBIMH HOpMamu. VMmuiemeH-
TalMs ¥ pa3BUTHE JAAHHBIX NMPABUJI HPHUBEIM K TOMY, YTO CO BPEMEHEM B €BPONEHCKUX CTpaHax ObUIM pa3pa-
60TaHbI U OOJBIIMHCTBOM CTPAaH BOCIPUHSATH C YI€TOM HEKOTOPOH crelnuduKky aBe KoaupHUKauu — rep-
MaHCKast U (paHITy3ckas. B cOOTBeTCTBHM C HUMHU pa3BHBAINCE H HOPMBI 00 001el codbcTBeHHOCTH. B pado-
TE YKa3bIBaeTCsl, YTO 00mmas COOCTBEHHOCT B 3aKOHOATENBCTBE €BPOIEHCKNX TOCYIapCTB XapaKTepU3yeTcst
HaJIMYHeM OOIIero IpaBa Ha o0Iiee UMYIIECTBO, KOTOPOE He SIBIISIETCS €ANHOIMIHBIM, TOCKOJIBKY €T0 Pealu-
3auyst 3aBUCHT OT BOJIM JIPYTUX COCOOCTBEHHHMKOB, TaKasi COOCTBEHHOCTD SBJISETCS CBOETO POJia OTPAHUYCHH-
€M IIpaBa Kak/I0r0 y4acTHHKA Ha 00Llee MMYIIECTBO M IIpaBa Ha J0JII0, PeaIM3alius KOTOPOro HE 3aBUCHT OT
BOJIM MHBIX YYaCTHHUKOB OOILIHOCTH, OJHAKO, B HEKOTOPBIX CIIy4asX, TpeOyeT COONIOACHNS ONpeIeIeHHBIX
HPaBUJI — IPEUMYIIECTBEHHOTO IPaBa MOKynku. KpoMe Toro, npaBoBast 0OLIHOCTb B €BPONEHCKUX I0PUCANK-
IUSIX BO3HHUKACT JIMOO Ha OCHOBAaHHWHU JOTOBOPA, MO0 B CHITy 3aKOHA, UMECT KaK BEIIHYIO, TaK U 00s3aTelb-
CTBEHHYIO HPHUPOIY, MOXKET OBITH JONeBOi u coBMecTHOH. [yt cTpan EBpombl xapakTepeH Kak IPHHIIAI
OOJIBIIMHCTBA, TaK ¥ MIPUHIUI €AWHOTIIACHS, HCIOJIB3yEeMbIH MIPU IPHHATHYU PEIICHHH M0 yIPaBICHUIO HMY-
IIeCTBOM, HaXOASAIINMCS B 00IIel cCOOCTBEHHOCTH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: obmas cOOCTBEHHOCTh, 10JIeBas COOCTBEHHOCTb, OJS B IIpaBe, COOCTBEHHHMK, 0OIIas
Belllb, COTJIAILICHUE, BIIaJICHHE, T0Jb30BaHHE, PACIIOPSDKEHHUE, TIPABO COOCTBEHHOCTH.
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