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The relationship between general and special grounds for invalidating debtor
transactions in rehabilitation and bankruptcy

The purpose of the study is to conduct a comprehensive analysis considering the relationship between general
and special grounds for invalidating transactions within the framework of rehabilitation and bankruptcy
procedures, as well as a comparative review of the legislation of other countries. The methodological basis of
the research is made up of general and specific methods, such as formal logical, scientific analysis and
synthesis, comparative legal, historical and legal. As a result of the study, the emergence and development of
competitive and non-competitive challenging of the debtor's transaction as the Institute of Actio Pauliana-
Paulian claim, which developed in Ancient Rome, was examined. The features of recognizing a debtor's
transaction as invalid on general and special grounds in accordance with the legislation of the Russian
Federation, Germany, France were considered, and an analysis of the norms of regulatory acts of the Republic
of Kazakhstan was carried out. In addition, the advantages of challenging on special grounds were analyzed,
emphasizing the differences in the subject of challenging a transaction in declaring a transaction invalid on
general and special grounds. In conclusion, the importance of maintaining a balance between general and
special grounds was substantiated, and conclusions were drawn that in order to form a unified judicial
practice in domestic legislation, it is necessary to clarify the mechanisms for applying in practice the general
and special grounds for recognizing a debtor’s transaction as invalid.

Keywords: bankruptcy, contesting the transaction, invalid transaction, Claim Paula, general grounds, special
grounds, weight of property.

Introduction

A.D. Rykov in his work notes that in different countries there are two main models of legal regulation
of insolvency (bankruptcy) — creditor and debtor. Within the framework of the first model, the legislation
emphasizes the protection of the rights of the debtor's “creditors”, encourages maximum and quick
satisfaction of the creditors' claims, sometimes to the detriment of the debtor's interests, in which case it is
important to proportionately satisfy the claims of all creditors at the expense of the funds obtained from the
sale of the debtor's property. And according to the second model, the legislation tries to help the “debtor” to
get out of the crisis as quickly as possible, including getting rid of his debts and getting a chance to start
anew [1; 42]. The rules on challenging transactions are influenced by the existing model of legal regulation
of bankruptcy and change in accordance with the general trend of development of bankruptcy legislation. In
this regard, there are different classifications of the invalidity of the debtor’s transactions at different stages
of development of bankruptcy legislation.

We can say that in the Republic of Kazakhstan there is a creditor model of legal regulation of
bankruptcy. That is, the country’s bankruptcy legislation is aimed at ensuring proportional satisfaction of the
claims of all creditors when returning the debtor’s property to the estate. Therefore, the main priority is to
protect the rights of creditors and ensure maximum satisfaction of their claims.

In the context of this model, the mechanism of invalidity of the debtor's transactions serves as a
mechanism for protecting creditors from unscrupulous or abusive practices on the part of the debtor aimed at
evading the fulfillment of their obligations or infringing on the rights of creditors.

Considering the institution of invalidity of creditor-type debtor transactions, it should be noted that it
has a double meaning.
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On the one hand, recognizing the debtor's transactions as invalid can prevent the debtor's actions aimed
at concealing or transferring his property to third parties in order to circumvent the interests of creditors,
thereby ensuring the safety of property to satisfy the claims of creditors within the framework of bankruptcy
proceedings. On the other hand, the mechanism of invalidity of the debtor's transactions ensures fairness in
the distribution of the debtor's property between creditors, preventing violation of the equality of creditors in
satisfying their claims. This helps ensure proportional satisfaction of the claims of all creditors and
compliance with the legitimate interests of all interested parties in the bankruptcy process.

Thus, the institution of invalidity of the debtor’s transactions in the creditor model plays an important
role in ensuring the protection, fairness, and order of interests of creditors in the bankruptcy process,
contributing to the effective implementation of the basic principles of this model and ensuring the stability of
the financial system.

The purpose of the scientific article is to consider the relationship between general and special grounds
for invalidating transactions in the rehabilitation and bankruptcy procedure, to conduct a comprehensive
analysis, dwell on the differences and advantages, and conduct a comparative analysis of foreign legislation.

Methods and materials

The methodological basis of the study is the principles of materialist dialectics, general scientific
methods of analysis of social phenomena, scientific approaches to analysis and synthesis, contributing to a
deeper understanding of various aspects of the legal sphere.

Using the formal legal method, the system and classification of general and special grounds for
invalidity of the debtor’s transactions were assessed, as well as their impact on the legal status of participants
in legal relations. Using the comparative legal method, an analysis of the application in foreign countries of
general and special grounds for recognizing the debtor’s transactions as invalid was carried out and a study
of their legal regulation was carried out. The history of the emergence of competitive and non-competitive
challenging of a debtor's transaction using the historical and legal method was considered.

The theoretical basis of the study is based on the works of scientists of the Russian Federation,
Germany and the current regulatory legal acts of the countries of the Russian Federation, Germany, and
France. The norms of the relevant regulations of the Republic of Kazakhstan in the field of rehabilitation and
bankruptcy were also analyzed.

Results

The legislation of a number of countries around the world applies general and special grounds for
invalidating a debtor’s transactions in bankruptcy. In particular, in the works of Russian and German
scientists, special grounds for challenging a transaction in bankruptcy legislation were comprehensively
analyzed and in-depth studies of various types were carried out. While some scholars believe that the study
of special fundamentals is sufficient, some are of the opinion that it is appropriate to classify general and
special fundamentals and that it is necessary to study the legal nature of both in parallel. A parallel study of
general and special fundamentals allows us to gain a complete understanding of the legal nature of the
process of challenging the debtor’s transactions in bankruptcy and is an important aspect of understanding
and effective application of bankruptcy law.

In legal literature and practice, the opinion is widely supported that when contradictions are identified
between general and special legislation, with priority as an exception, a special law is subject to application,
so that without special grounds there cannot be a general rule [2]. In conditions of competition of norms, the
principle of priority of special norms in relation to general norms is applied (extraordinary general rights
derogat). The principle of priority of special rules over general ones (the special rule excludes the general
one), the so-called “Lex specialis derogat generali”, is the basic principle of legal interpretation, applied in
cases where there is a contradiction between the rules of general and special law.

The debtor's transactions can be conditionally divided into two parts: transactions in which the grounds
for invalidating the debtor occur only when a case for rehabilitation and (or) bankruptcy is initiated, and
transactions in which the grounds for invalidating the debtor occur in cases not related to the bankruptcy of
the debtor. That is, declaring a debtor bankrupt is the main condition for recognizing transactions as invalid
on special grounds and acquires the legal significance of challenging on grounds in bankruptcy legislation.

Considering the competition between general and special rules when challenging a debtor's transaction,
A. Shestov argues that differentiating the invalidity of a transaction simultaneously on special and general
civil grounds leads to a violation of the principle of priority of generally recognized special rules. According
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to some views, in order to challenge a transaction on general grounds, it must exceed the limits of special
grounds. To distinguish between general civil and special grounds for a dispute, judicial practice
recommended using criteria such as the limit of defectiveness of a transaction of an insolvent debtor and the
limit of the disposition of special grounds for a dispute provided for by bankruptcy legislation. But in
practice, the content of these criteria is not specified, therefore they do not allow identifying general civil and
special grounds for challenging the debtor’s transactions [3].

Thus, it is necessary to conduct further research and discussion in order to clarify the criteria for
distinguishing between general civil and special grounds for challenging the debtor’s transactions. This
allows judicial practice to more effectively apply bankruptcy legislation and ensures fair resolution of
disputes in this area.

In accordance with the legislation of some countries, general and special grounds for challenging the
debtor's transactions are also classified as competitive and non-competitive. Now, if we look at the history of
the emergence of these bankruptcy and non-competitive grounds, then the possibility of protecting the rights
of creditors from dishonest actions of the debtor originates in Roman law.

The history of the emergence of bankruptcy and non-competitive challenging of debtor's transactions
over the centuries indicates serious changes in legal systems related to the development of trade, financial
relations and the protection of creditors' rights. Actio Pauliana, which originated in ancient Rome, allowed
creditors to challenge transactions entered into by a debtor in an attempt to defraud creditors or avoid
fulfilling their obligations under Paul's claim. However, the doctrine has not formed a consensus on the
guestion of who and when can present this claim and whether it can be presented outside of competition [4;
47].

Discussion

D.D. Grimm noted that the Roman claims system, known as Actio Pauliana, was historically originally
created to protect the interests of bankruptcy creditors. Over time, this system was expanded and applied to
acts of fraud not only within the framework of the competition, but also when individual creditors filed
complaints about the dishonest actions of the debtor. This is explained by the application of the same rules to
competitive and non-competitive disputes, based on the same assumptions about the subjective and objective
aspects of offenses in the Roman system [5]. Similar principles and contestation tools later disappeared in
much of medieval Europe, where bankruptcy law was not widespread and legal protection for creditors was
less effective. With the further development of commercial relations and the growth of bankruptcy at a new
stage, effective means of protecting the rights of creditors were required. Therefore, in a number of European
countries of the 19th and 20th centuries, bankruptcy laws were developed, including mechanisms for
challenging the debtor’s transactions within the framework of the bankruptcy procedure and outside it.

Thus, in modern legal systems dating back to Ancient Rome, competitive and non-competitive
challenging of the debtor’s transactions are the most important means of protecting the rights of creditors.
They allow creditors to combat unscrupulous actions by debtors, such as hiding or repossessing property.

Consideration of foreign legislation from the point of view of the relationship between this bankruptcy
and non-competitive dispute when challenging a debtor's transaction will expand our understanding of the
mechanisms for protecting the interests of creditors and conduct a comparative analysis by analyzing various
models and mechanisms. Therefore, let's look at the legislation of some countries in order to determine the
best solutions for improving our legal system.

The legislation of the Russian Federation also stipulates that challenging a transaction is competitive
(special) and non-competitive (general), as we have already noted. Competition grounds are grounds for
challenging transactions and actions of the debtor arising in the event of bankruptcy. They are regulated by
the Federal Law of the Russian Federation of October 26, 2002 “On Insolvency (Bankruptcy)” (hereinafter
referred to as the Law of the Russian Federation on Insolvency) [6] and are applied at the stage of the
bankruptcy process. Non-competitive grounds for challenging transactions allow creditors to appeal the
actions of the debtor outside the context of bankruptcy and are regulated by the provisions of Articles 10,
168 of the Civil Code of the Russian Federation [7]. They represent grounds not directly related to
bankruptcy and may be based on a violation of the law or the rights of creditors.

Thus, according to M.A. Erlikh, the grounds for invalidating the debtor’s transactions, enshrined in the
bankruptcy legislation of the Russian Federation, are specified cases of abuse of right in the Civil Code of
the Russian Federation [8].
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The system of grounds for competitively challenging a debtor’s transaction is determined as follows: 1)
preferred transaction without taking into account the bad faith of the counterparty (Clause 2 of Article 61.3
of the Bankruptcy Law); 2) privileged transaction (Clause 3 of Article 61.3); 3) suspicious deal with unequal
counter offer (Clause 1 of Article 61.2); 4) suspicious transaction committed with the aim of causing harm to
the property rights of creditors (Clause 2 of Article 61.2). A system of grounds for out-of-competition
challenges has not developed, since the current legislation uses only the combination of Articles 10, 168 and
170 of the Civil Code of the Russian Federation [9; 299]. At the same time, judicial practice establishes the
following criteria for the application of a non-competitive dispute: 1) lack of debtor's property to satisfy the
creditor's claims [10]; 2) reduction of the debtor's property mass as a result of a transaction; 3) the presence
of an intention to cause harm to the creditor by depriving him of satisfaction as a result of the transaction.

Another feature is that non-competitive contestation of transactions gives rise to a number of unsolvable
issues related to the nullity of the transaction, and competitive contestation — with the fact that it is a
contested transaction: The difference between the legal regimes of these transactions 1) statute of limitations
for filing a claim regarding transactions (irrelevant — 3 years, contestable — 1 year), 2) the legal status of
the transaction (if it is considered that a void transaction was never concluded, whereas a voidable
transaction is considered non-existent from the moment it is recognized as invalid), and also 3) application of
the consequences of invalidity of transactions on these grounds (non-competitive grounds provide for the
separation of the requirement for invalidity and the requirement for the application of the consequences of
invalidity, and competitive grounds are not considered without applying the consequences of the invalidity of
the transaction, since otherwise the subject of the competitive dispute is lost) will differ.

In a bankruptcy case, a competitive dispute has a clear priority, and a non-competitive dispute is applied
subsidiaryly [9; 299]. In bankruptcy proceedings, preference is most often given to special grounds for
challenging the debtor’s transactions. It aims to protect the interests of all creditors and ensure fair
distribution of the debtor's property.

On the other hand, challenging on general grounds is used in cases where the use of subsidiary or
special grounds in a bankruptcy case is impossible or ineffective. It can be initiated by a private creditor or
other interested parties outside the bankruptcy procedure and is aimed at protecting the interests of a specific
creditor.

This division of disputes on special and general grounds makes it possible to effectively resolve
disputes and ensure fair satisfaction of the claims of all participants in the bankruptcy process. However, it is
important to strike a balance between these two grounds to prevent the rights of creditors from being violated
or the rights of individual stakeholders being abused.

Thus, in the Russian Federation, in a bankruptcy case, clear preference is given to a competitive
dispute, and a non-competitive dispute is applied subsidiaryly; a conclusion is drawn about the presence of
its own shortcomings in the application of a non-competitive dispute.

In Germany, special grounds or a bankruptcy dispute are regulated by the “Insolvency Regulation”
(Insolvenzordnung, InsO) [11], and outside the insolvency procedure — by the “law on challenging the legal
actions of the debtor outside the bankruptcy procedure” (Anfechtunggesetz-AnfG) [12] (hereinafter referred
to as the Law About disputing).

In German legislation, the issues of the relationship between bankruptcy and non-bankruptcy disputes
are widely discussed in paragraphs 16-18 of the “law on challenging the legal actions of the debtor outside
the bankruptcy procedure” (Anfechtunggesetz-AnfG). In accordance with §16 of the Law, bankruptcy
challenge becomes a priority after the opening of bankruptcy proceedings [13].

As follows from the commentary on bankruptcy law, the claim of a private creditor becomes a claim of
the bankruptcy estate. The process initiated at the request of a private creditor is terminated by opening
bankruptcy proceedings and can be carried out by a bankruptcy trustee. This requirement also occurs when it
is simultaneously justified on other grounds, such as the commission of unauthorized acts. If the bankruptcy
creditor, even before the opening of the bankruptcy process, received a decision that came into force as a
result of his dispute, but has not yet been executed, then further execution of the claim must be carried out by
the bankruptcy trustee. If the creditor who obtained the decision does not compensate the defendant for
losses, he will receive a claim for compensation from return to the estate. If a creditor does not receive
compensation for his losses from the prevailing debtor, he has the right to claim compensation for these
losses from the property returned to the bankruptcy estate after bankruptcy [13; 157].

Also, if the creditor satisfies or secures its claims as a result of the out-of-competition challenge
process, in accordance with §16, paragraph 2 of the Challenge Law, §130 of the insolvency provision
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applies. This means that the bankruptcy trustee can challenge such acts to satisfy the claim, and the creditor
must return the result to the masses. This provision is based on the idea of uniform satisfaction of creditors'
claims, which, although not applicable to the field of non-bankruptcy disputes, may prevent individual
satisfaction of creditors' claims with the opening of bankruptcy proceedings. That is, this rule is intended to
ensure equal satisfaction for all creditors in a bankruptcy proceeding and to prevent situations where one
creditor may gain an advantage over others through unfair actions or decisions.

Paragraph 17 of the German “Dispute Act” regulates the suspension of out-of-competition disputes after
the commencement of bankruptcy. If deemed appropriate, the manager may enter the process in place of the
creditor. If it is not included in the process, the creditor can continue it after the bankruptcy process is
completed. According to paragraph 18, if the bankruptcy process is terminated and the trustee renounces it,
the right to contest is returned to the creditor.

German law therefore differs in that it details the interaction between out-of-competition and in-
competition disputes. According to the Law on Disputes, a creditor has the right to dispute only before the
commencement of bankruptcy proceedings. In other words, when the bankruptcy process begins, the
bankruptcy dispute prevails, and creditors must turn to the bankruptcy trustee to challenge the debtor's
transactions. This provides a more structured and efficient process for adjudicating and resolving bankruptcy
disputes.

In France, non-competitive challenge of a debtor's transaction is regulated by the French Civil
Code [14] (Articles 1341-1341-3). It defines the following special ways to protect the rights of creditors:

- indirect claim (Article 1341) provides for the possibility of exercising the creditor's property rights at
his expense in the event of the debtor's inaction. However, since the debtor may also benefit from other
creditors by satisfying such a claim, this makes the claim disadvantageous to the individual creditor.

- Paul's claim (Article 1167), a requirement that allows a creditor to act against the actions of a debtor
that violates his rights.

- direct claim, that allows a creditor to directly demand payment of an obligation from a debtor.

The reform of the law of obligation that took place in France in 2015 led to a clear identification of the
consequences of out-of-competition challenges to the debtor's transactions. Now the disputed act was
declared invalid only in relation to the plaintiff-creditor and restored his rights, as if the transaction had never
taken place. This means that only the plaintiff-creditor benefits and the law is invalidated only in respect of
him. However, even after the reform, many aspects were ignored in the new rules and were often based on
earlier approaches to jurisprudence and doctrine [15; 190]. Some additional conditions of challenge, such as
the property status of the debtor at the time of the transaction and requirements for its financial stability,
were also not fully regulated by the new rules.

Thus, French bankruptcy legislation is aimed at protecting the interests of creditors. Therefore, if a
transaction is declared void at the request of one creditor, it will benefit that same creditor and not all
creditors. French law understands a non-competition dispute as a personal claim of the creditor that benefits
only that creditor: the act is invalidated only as against him, and the fortune of that creditor is restored as if
the disputed act had not existed.

All legal provisions governing bankruptcy and rehabilitation procedures in the Republic of Kazakhstan
are conditionally divided into three groups: 1) code level: Civil Code, Criminal Code, etc.; 2) legal level:
“On rehabilitation and bankruptcy”, etc.; 3) Regulatory resolution of the Supreme Court, individual acts
(provisions, orders) of the authorized body and domestic judicial practice [16; 54].

Invalidation of transactions in the rehabilitation and bankruptcy procedure in the Republic of
Kazakhstan is carried out on a general basis in accordance with civil law legislation and on special grounds
in accordance with the legislation on rehabilitation and bankruptcy. The invalidity of transactions on general
grounds is provided for by the Civil Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated December 27, 1994 [17], the
Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated March 7, 2014 “On Rehabilitation and Bankruptcy” [18]. In
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 7 of this law, transactions are recognized as invalid if they were
concluded by the debtor or a person authorized by him within three years before the initiation of
rehabilitation and (or) bankruptcy proceedings in the presence of grounds provided for by the civil legislation
of the Republic of Kazakhstan and this Law. Paragraph 2 of Article 7 provides grounds for declaring a
transaction invalid:

1) differ significantly from the price of the transaction and (or) other circumstances, the price and (or)
other circumstances when making similar transactions in comparable circumstances for the debtor for the
WOrse;
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2) inconsistency of the transaction with the activities of the debtor, limited by the laws of the Republic
of Kazakhstan, constituent documents, or completion in violation of the competence defined by the charter;

3) transfer of property for free (including temporary use) or at a price that differs from the price of a
similar or homogeneous product in a direction that is relatively bad for the debtor under relative economic
conditions, or to the detriment of the interests of creditors without grounds for transfer;

4) if a transaction completed within six months before the initiation of rehabilitation and (or)
bankruptcy proceedings entails preferential satisfaction of the claims of certain creditors over others;

5) the conditions for donating the debtor's property differ significantly from transactions completed a
year before the initiation of rehabilitation or bankruptcy proceedings, if such a transaction;

6) carried out under such a transaction without the intention of causing the corresponding legal
consequences, with prejudice to the interests of creditors.

In accordance with the Law “On the restoration of solvency and bankruptcy of citizens of the Republic
of Kazakhstan” dated December 30, 2022 [19], if there are grounds provided for by the civil legislation of
the Republic of Kazakhstan, transactions are invalid if they were made by the debtor or his authorized person
within three years before the initiation cases of restoration of solvency and application of bankruptcy
procedures through the courts are recognized. That is, the said law does not provide for special grounds for
declaring transactions invalid.

In accordance with the regulatory resolution of the Supreme Court of the Republic of Kazakhstan dated
November 2, 2023 No. 2 “On some issues of the application by courts of legislation on rehabilitation and
bankruptcy of legal entities and individual entrepreneurs”, the grounds for such claims in the claim of bank-
ruptcy and rehabilitation managers to invalidate transactions are also special grounds provided for in para-
graph 2 of Article 7 of the Law it should be noted that general grounds provided for in Articles 158, 159,
160 of the Civil Code can also be given [20].

The three-year period established by paragraph 1 of Article 7 of the Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan
“On Rehabilitation and Bankruptcy” also applies to claims to invalidate transactions made on the grounds
provided for in Articles 158, 159, 160 of the Civil Code.

That is, we cannot say exactly which of the general and special grounds will have priority in accordance
with domestic legislation, which may lead to obstacles in the practical application of the legislation. There
may also be differences in the mechanisms for suspending disputes on general grounds after the
commencement of the bankruptcy process and in establishing provisions for the return of funds to the estate
if the creditor's claims are satisfied outside the bankruptcy procedure.

Thus, we consider it necessary to clarify in domestic legislation the mechanisms for applying in practice
general and special grounds for recognizing a debtor’s transaction as invalid. Development of more detailed
rules and procedures for invalidating a debtor’s transaction on general and special grounds, which helps to
increase the transparency and efficiency of the entire process. The introduction of mechanisms to ensure
uniform satisfaction of the claims of all creditors within the bankruptcy procedure, which will avoid
situations where one creditor may have an advantage over others. These proposals could contribute to the
creation of a more balanced and fair system for resolving disputes in the field of bankruptcy in Kazakhstan,
taking into account international experience in this area, including German.

The difference between declaring a transaction invalid on general and special grounds is based on the
subject of challenging the transaction. Bankruptcy on special grounds in accordance with the law, with a
requirement to recognize a transaction as invalid, the administrator, including at the request of the creditor
who determined the transaction, applies to the court with an application to recognize such transactions as
invalid, and on general grounds, in accordance with civil law, interested parties, the relevant government
agency or prosecutor may file a claim to invalidate the transaction.

Thus, in the Russian Federation, an application to challenge a debtor’s transaction can be filed by an
external manager or bankruptcy trustee on behalf of the debtor on his own initiative or by decision of a
meeting of creditors or a committee of creditors to the Arbitration Court. In this case, the main goal of
challenging a transaction in a bankruptcy case is achieved — the interests of all creditors are taken into
account equally, and proportionality in the satisfaction of their property claims is achieved. And in the event
of a non-competitive dispute, a private creditor or bailiff acts in his own interests individually, as a result of
which only the individual creditor’s property claims are satisfied [9; 298].

Kristen Van Swieten notes that non-competitive disputes basically violate the property interests of all
other creditors, since the challenge by an interested creditor of fraudulent transactions is aimed at satisfying
his personal interests — he receives priority satisfaction, bypassing other creditors [21]. It is noted that a
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non-competitive challenge of a transaction, although it allows interested creditors to satisfy their claims
outside the bankruptcy procedure, may have a negative impact on other creditors. The reason is that a
creditor challenging transactions may have an interest in obtaining maximum benefit or compensation from
the debtor's property. However, at the same time, he may strive to ensure priority satisfaction of his claims,
ignoring or violating the interests of other creditors.

A general or out-of-competition contest allows a creditor to gain access to the debtor's issued assets
without having to wait through a lengthy, complex and costly bankruptcy process, and thereby satisfy its
(previously unfulfilled) claims against the debtor [15]. That is, on the one hand, in the event of a non-
competitive dispute, the creditor has the opportunity to independently and quickly act by going to court to
protect its rights and interests. This also improves the financial climate and helps maintain confidence in the
justice system, as creditors can expect their rights to be protected without resorting to complex and lengthy
bankruptcy proceedings. However, when challenging a transaction on general grounds, the bankruptcy estate
does not increase, only the interests of the plaintiff-creditor are taken into account, and when challenging a
transaction on special grounds within the bankruptcy framework, the bankruptcy estate increases and,
accordingly, the interests of all creditors are taken into account.

The purpose of recognizing the debtor's transactions as invalid on special grounds, that is, as part of the
bankruptcy procedure, is to ensure the functioning of the procedure in the interests of all creditors, as well as
to achieve proportional satisfaction of the property claims of all of them. This will allow observing the
principles of fairness and equality between creditors, as well as preventing possible manipulations by the
debtor with his property aimed at infringing the interests of creditors. But in the case of invalidity of the
transaction, on general grounds, the private creditor acts independently in accordance with its interests. The
main purpose of the process of challenging a transaction is to satisfy the property claims of a particular
creditor and protect his rights in relation to the debtor. In this case, the challenge procedure is not necessarily
related to the bankruptcy procedure, and its main purpose is the personal satisfaction of the interests of a
specific creditor outside the context of the general procedure. It reflects the confidentiality of challenging a
transaction on general grounds and is aimed at protecting the interests of individual parties to the transaction.

Thus, a challenge on general grounds may lead to an unequal distribution of property, since one creditor
may obtain more favorable conditions for satisfaction of its claims, violating the rights of other creditors.
This poses potential risks to ensuring fairness and equity among creditors in the bankruptcy process.

Conclusion

Thus, as a result of the study the following conclusions will be drawn:

1. Due to the history of the emergence of general and special grounds, the Roman claim system, known
as Actio Pauliana, which originated in ancient Rome, was historically initially created to protect the interests
of creditors on a competitive (special) basis, and over time, this system was expanded to include suspicious
acts only within the context of competition but was also used when individual creditors filed a claim about
the debtor's dishonest actions (general basis).

2. It is important to strike a balance between general and specific grounds in order to avoid the
infringement of creditors' rights or the abuse of the rights of individual stakeholders. On special grounds, that
is, within the framework of the bankruptcy procedure, in order to ensure the interests of all creditors, by
recognizing the debtor’s transactions as invalid, proportional satisfaction of the property claims of all of
them is achieved. This will ensure compliance with the principles of fairness and equality between creditors.
A dispute on general grounds can lead to an unequal division of property, since one creditor may receive
more favorable conditions for satisfying his claims by violating the rights of other creditors.

3. The introduction of mechanisms to ensure uniform satisfaction of the claims of all creditors within
the bankruptcy procedure, which will avoid situations where one creditor may have an advantage over
others. That is, taking into account the experience of the German state, we consider it necessary to clarify in
domestic legislation the mechanisms for applying in practice general and special grounds for recognizing a
debtor’s transaction as invalid. This could help to create a more balanced and fair system for resolving
bankruptcy disputes in Kazakhstan.
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The relationship between general ...

C.U. Komkacaposa, 3. KOxHeBuuyc

OHauaTy KoHe 0AHKPOTTBHIKTAFbI O0OPBILIKEPIAiH MIMijleaepiH
sJKapaMchI3 JeN TAHYAbIH KaJIbI ;KOHEe apHalibl HeTri3epiHiH apaKaThIHACHI

3epTTeyiH MaKcaThl — OHAJTY XKoHe OaHKPOTTHIK PaciMIepi aschIHAa MOMITIeIep/Il xKapaMchl3 A€ TaHy [bIH
JKaJITIBI )KOHE apHaibl HEeTi3/epi apachIHAAFbl OailIaHbICTHI KapacThIpa OTHIPHII, )KaH-KaKThl Talgay XKyprisy,
coHfaii-ak 0acka enfepAiH 3aHHaMachlHAa CaJBICTBHIPMAaJbl LIONY jKacay. 3epTTEyHiH ONICTeMENiK Heri3iH
(OpMaNbAbI-IOTHKANbIK, FBUIBIMUA Tajllay JKOHE CHHTE3, CaJbICTBIPMAIBI-KYKBIKTBIK, TapPUXH-KYKBIKTBIK
TOpI3Mi KaJMbl JKOHE JKeKe oficTep Kypaiael. 3epTrey HoTmwkecinae Exenri Pumzae kanmsimrackan Actio
Pauliana-TlayngpIk Tanamn HHCTHTYTHI peTiHEr OOPBILIKEPIiH MOMIJICCIH KOHKYPCTBIK )KOHE KOHKYPCTaH ThIC
JaynayslH maiaa 60iysl, TaMybl KapacTelpeiiasl. Peceit @eneparusceabr, ['epmanns, Opanims ennepidin
3aHHaMaJapblHa COMKeC OOPBIMIKEP/iH MAMIJIECIH XKaJIIbl J)KOHE apHaifbl Heri3jep OOWBIHINA jKapaMChI3 Al
TaHYJBIH epeKIIeNikTepl KapacTelpbuibll, Kasakcran PecryOnMKachIHBIH HOPMATHBTIK — aKTUIEPIiHIH
HOpMaJiapblHa Tajjay skacangpl. COHBIMEH KaTap JKalIbl jKOHE apHalbl Heri3gep OOMBIHIIA MoMiNeHi
JKapaMChI3 JIeN TaHyAarbl MOMIJICHI Aaynay CyOBeKTici OOWBIHINA aibIpMANIbUIBIFBIHA TOKTAJBIN, apHANBI
Herizzep OOMbIHINA NaynayIblH apThIKIIBUIBIKTAPEl TajlgaHAbl. KOpPBITBHIHABICEIH/IA JKAJIbl JKOHE apHAHbI
HETi3[ep AapachlHIAFbl TEINe-TCHIIKTI CaKTay MAaHBI3ABUIBIFBI HETI3eNin, OipblHFali COT ToXipubeciH
KaJIBIITACTBIPY MaKCaThIH/d OTAQHABIK 3aHHaMaga OOPBIIKEP/iH MOMIJIECIH KapaMChI3 JIeTl TaHYAbIH JKaJIlbl
JKOHE apHaiBl HeTi3AepiH ToKipuOene KoJIaHy TETIKTepiH HaKThlIay KaKeT AereH TY)KbIPBIMAAP JKacalbl.

Kinm ce30ep: GaHKPOTTHIK, MOMIJICHI JayJiay, )KapaMchi3 Momiie, [1aymibik Tanam, )Kambl Heri3aep, apHaiibl
Heri3/1ep, MYJIKTIK Macca.

C.U. Komxacaposa, J. FOxHeBuuyc

CooTHolieHue 06IIII/IX H ClieNHAJIbHBIX OCHOBaHHUM NMpU3HAHUS HeaeﬁCTBI/lTeﬂbelMI/l
CACJOK D0/’ KHUKA B peaﬁmunaunn 41 6aHKpOTCTBe

Lempro mccmenoBaHus ABISIETCS MPOBEICHUE BCECTOPOHHETO aHATIH3a C PACCMOTPEHNEM B3aHUMOCBS3H MEXKIY
OOIMMH U CIEeNMANbHBIMH OCHOBAHUSIMM IPU3HAHUS CHEJOK HEICHCTBUTENBHBIMH B paMKax HpPOLEIYp
peabwiutani M OaHKPOTCTBA, a TaKXKE CPaBHHUTEIbHBI 0030p 3aKOHOJATENILCTBA JPYTHX CTpaH.
MeTo0I0rHYEeCKyI0 OCHOBY MCCIIEJOBAaHUSI COCTABIISIOT OOIME U YaCTHBIE METOJIbI, TaKHe KaKk (hOpMaJIbHO-
JIOTUYECKUH, HayuHBI aHAIM3 W CUHTE3, CPaBHUTEJIBHO-IPABOBOM, MCTOPUKO-NIpaBOBOH. B pesynbrare
HCCIIeI0OBaHMs OBIIO PACCMOTPEHO BO3HUKHOBEHHE, Pa3BUTHE KOHKYPCHOTO ¥ BHEKOHKYPCHOTO OCTIApHBAHUS
CHIENKH JOJDKHHWKA Kak MHCTUTYTa Actio Pauliana — llaynnanoBa mcka, crnoxwusmierocs B JlpeBHem Pume.
PaccmoTpeHsl 0cOOEHHOCTH NMPHU3HAHHS CAENKU JOJDKHUKA HEACHCTBHTENBHOM MO OOIIMM M CIICIHAIbHBIM
OCHOBaHMUSIM B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKoHoAarenbcTBOM Poccuiickoit ®enepauuu, I'epmanuu, Opanumu,
NpOBEACH aHaIW3 HOPM HOPMATHBHBIX akToB Pecmybmmkm Kasaxcran. Kpome Toro, Obum
[POAHAIN3UPOBAHbl MPEUMYILECTBA OCIHAPUBAHUS N0 CHELUAIBHBIM OCHOBAHMSAM, C y4ETOM pPas3jIMuus 110
CYyOBEKTY OCIapMBaHMsI CACIKH B IPU3HAHUU CJCIKH HEIACHCTBUTENHHOW IO OOMMM M CHEHaJbHBIM
OCHOBaHUSIM. B 3akmoueHne 000CHOBaHA BaXKHOCTh COOMIOZCHHS OanaHca MeXay OOIIMMH U ClIeIHaTbHBIMU
OCHOBAHWSIMHM, CZENAHbl BBIBOJBI O TOM, YTO B HEIIX (GOpMHPOBAaHUS €AMHOI CyneOHOW NpPaKTHKH B
OTEUECTBEHHOM 3aKOHOJATENHCTBE HEOOXOIMMO yTOYHHTh MEXaHMW3MbI IPUMEHEHHs Ha NMPAaKTHKe O0muX H
CIIEIMAIBHBIX OCHOBaHUH IPH3HAHMS CIENKU JIOJDKHUKA HeJJeHCTBUTENHHOM.

Kniouesvie cnosa: 6aHKp0TCTBO, OCIIapUBaHUE CHCIIKH, HeICHCTBUTEIbLHAS CICIIKa, HayHI/IaHOB UCK, obmue
OCHOBaHMU?, CIICHUAJIbHBIC OCHOBAHUA, UMYIICCTBEHHAA Macca.
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