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CTOPOHU MOXKYTh Ha BIACHHUI pO3CYA BU3HAYATH, B AKI  KpiM JIOTOBOPY, OCHOBOIO /UIsl BHJIa4i JOBIPEHOCTI MOXKe
(dopMi yKIagaTH MpaBOUYMH, a y pa3i yKIaJaHHS I0Bi- OyTH aKkT OpraHy IOpHAMYHOI 0COOHU, 30KpeMa pilIeHHS
peHocTi Taki yMOBHM HasiBHI. He MeHII Ba)KIMBOIO € 3arajbHUX 300piB aKkI[iOHEPHOTO TOBAapHUCTBa ab0O TOBa-
MiJiIcTaBa, Ha OCHOBI SIKOT BUIAEThCA JOBipeHIiCTh. Tak, pucTBa 3 0OMEKEHOIO BiAMOBIAAIBHICTIO.
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Plagiarism is a modern phenomenon of modern society. It is a negative phenomenon that affects not only in ethics, but
its consequences are at the level of rights. Legal systems should respond to such actions appropriate legislation. The basis
of solutions plagiarism is the identification and detection, which is performed through several antiplagiarism systems. Their
extension, evaluation, advantages and disadvantages of the present article points out.
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MnariaT € cy4acHM (heHOMEHOM Cy4aCHOro CycninbCTBa. BiH € HeraTMBHUM ABULLEM, LLO HE TiNbKW BNMIMBAE Ha ETUKY,
MOro Hacnigkn Takox NPOCTEXYHOTLCS Ha piBHI Npasa. [paBoBi cucTeMu MatoThb BiANOBIAATM Ha Taki Ail BiANOBIgHWM 3aKo-
HogaBcTBOM. OCHOBO BUPpILLEHHS NpobnemMu nnariaty € BCTAHOBIIEHHS Ta BUSIBMEHHS, L0 34IMCHIOETLCSA 3@ AOMOMOIO
KiNbKOX aHTUNnariaTH1X cuctem. Y Ui poboTi yBary npuaineHo iXHbOMy pO3LUMPEHHIO, OLiHLI, NepeBaram Ta HeJomikam.

KniouoBi cnoBa: nnariat, aHTunnariatHi cuctemu, 3aKOHO4aBCTBO, NMepeBarn Ta Hegoniku.

Mnarnat ABnseTca CoBPeMeHHbIM (PeHOMEeHOM CoBpeMeHHOro obLecTBa. OH ABMNAETCA HEraTMBHLIM SBIIEHUEM, KO-
TOpOe He TOMbKO BIMSIET Ha 3TUKY, €ro NocneacTBMS Takke NPOCMEXMBAOTCA Ha paBHble npasa. paBoBble CUCTEMbI
JIOMKHbI OTBEYaTh Ha TaKue OeiiCTBUA COOTBETCTBYHOLLMM 3akoHodaTenscTBoM. OCHOBOM pelleHust NpobrnemMs! nnarvara
ABMSETCA YCTaHOBIIEHWE N OBHAPYKEHWE, YTO OCYLLECTBIISIETCS C MOMOLLbI0 HECKOMBKUX aHTUNMarmaTHbIX cuctem. B aToii
paboTe BHUMaHUE YAENeHO UX PacLUMPEHo, OLeHKe, MPEeMMYLLIECTBaM U HeQOCTaTKaM.

KnioyeBble crioBa: nnar1ar, aHTuUnnaruaTHble CUCTeMbI, 3aKOHOAATENbCTBO, NPeUMyLLIECTBA U HEAOCTATKM.

96



HaykoBuii BicHUK Y3KropoJchKOTO HAIIOHATFHOTO YHiBepcuTeTy, 2017

Introduction. Despite the fact that we may feel that
plagiarism is a modern phenomenon, and the phenom-
enon especially in relation to education, research and
development, is not it quite like that. Already in 2004,
there were first indications that some foreign colleges
and universities is a relatively large percentage of stu-
dents committing plagiarism. Likewise also it pointed
out that this problem occurs in our country and some
universities in relation to it (with the solution and detec-
tion) using systems that would allow to detect potential
suspected as copy operations.

In our conditions, on the phenomenon it began openly
discussed only in 2006 in connection with several causes
universities. Despite the fact that this is a phenomenon
that has been known for several decades with us about him
began to talk much more with relatively serious cases and
related to the development and expansion of the Internet
connection. With its expansion, as well as with a growth
available and transmitted content has become easier and
easier for students to receive the completion of the work,
references, studies and the like. It is possible to work with
them essentially immediately and without restriction. Few
files are password-protected or otherwise, that would be
impossible copying or printing-made materials.

With plagiarism in fragmentary form thus we meet
in various places (by the standards of higher education,
the student pages and so on.) Gradually and continu-
ously for decades. Individual issues relating to it were
addressed effectively only partial and complex they basi-
cally until the last two or three years, no one paid. While
not exclusively a problem that should be discovered and
developed in the Slovak Republic. It is necessary to note
that related to education in general and it is typical of
the College Culture, Higher Medium, and research and
development. For many Western countries they are also
characterized by very severe penalties for proven cases
of plagiarism. At many universities and colleges operate
programs aimed at detecting this negative phenomenon,
whether they are public or private nature. Even some
faculties themselves have developed a system for deter-
mining consensus within theses. In comparison, it can
be said that a more comprehensive view of solving the
problem of plagiarism with us occurs relatively late and
adequate solutions to offer in recent years. Even these
are not smooth and there also are a number of problem-
atic points and questions that need to be addressed.

Plagiarism is therefore not a modern phenomenon
and has over the last few years we meet him, not only
on students’ pages, but also in the content of laws uni-
versities. It can say that it was the Internet and modern
communication techniques that have contributed to the
development and also to the knowledge of plagiarism.
Thanks to him with plagiarism gradually begin to meet
not only with us, but in virtually all countries of the
world. Striking, however, is in what form and in what
proportions, and what proved to outgrow form managed
to acquire. It is not only the area of education, which
is very strongly affected. Critical areas are considered

! Classifications of Plagiarism Detection Engines. Lancaster, T. a Culwin,
F. 2/ 2005, zdroj: http://www.ics.heacademy.ac.uk/italics/Vol4-2/
Plagiarism%20- 20revised%20paper.pdf.

substantially all, in establishing certain outputs, be it sci-
entific or artistic nature. Literally only in recent years
began to receive considerably more awareness to pla-
giarism, only in recent years began to tackle more sub-
stantial opportunity to tackle this phenomenon and in the
process it is necessary to continue.

1. Tools to detect plagiarism

Tools that you discover, capture, detect plagiarism
and also act as a preventive in the direction of other such
cases it can be divided into several groups. In particular,
the two large groups of instruments:'

—also tools that are focused on working with the con-
tent pages of the document,

— the tools that the content pages of the document are
not working, that do not perform document comparison
in terms of content with each other.

Regarding the tools that work with the content of
texts and works, it is possible to distinguish those that
allow to compare a particular text or some parts of other
documents (and their components) which form part of
the comparative corpus. Depending on with what the
text or its parts are compared, we distinguish:

— intracorporal — text or parts thereof are compared
with other documents in a single cabinet,

— extracorporal — text or its parts are not compared
with those documents which are part of a particular
corpus, but compared with the documents contained in
the corpus of others (ie compared with documents from
other corpora),

— mixed — these allow you to compare texts and doc-
uments not only within the same cabinet, but also with
documents outside that form part of other corpora; thus
combining intracorporal and extracorporal comparison.

Another group of documents that work with a work
are called. internal tools. These work only at the level of
a single document and are aimed at to determine whether
the plagiarism using what is known analysis. Specif-
ically, the document is thus subjected to this analysis,
which is based on the assessment of the style in which
the text is written. This style is actually the style of the
author and any other styles thus suggests that parts of
the text were used from other sources. Naturally exam-
ines whether the appropriated or been properly granted
by reference. This is the method in which certain words
removed from the text (eg. In order every fourth or fifth
word) and then prompts the author to these words in the
text added.

According to the thought and stylistic sequence of
words is then determined by the number of those author
of the report added, and the place and time of this down
the percentage probability that output is plagiarized
(resp. Degree of originality, taking over other knowl-
edge and ideas).

The second group of tools are those that does not
compare content page document (do not work with a
job). Their essence is to work with the addition of parts,
supplemented with data corresponding to the added texts
and thus actually preclude the output of this activity was
the nature of plagiarism:

— using invisible tagging (labeling) — in electronic
form that is passed on to the assessment and that is
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formed in accordance with the prescribed template are
hidden and these particular brand within the insertion of
other parts, other texts somewhat substantially degraded,

— use APE editor — it’s antiplagiarism editor, which
has however relatively limited functions of copying and
also for insertion into a particular document.

According to available materials, it is clear that at
present in order to detect plagiarism effective function-
ing quite a few systems. Those currently operating effec-
tively, have the character of tools that work with text and
work carried out intra— and also extracorporal compar-
ison. They combine so comparison with the works con-
tained in the considered corpus, but also text compared
with other texts outside the body (eg. the Internet). If we
should determine which system is the most efficient in
terms of detecting attempts at plagiarism, it is necessary
that the systems integrate the following elements:

1.) must be able to actively seek,

2.) must be able to search within your own website,

3.) they must be suitable to compare the text and
shall also be liable for the performance of other methods
of artificial intelligence,

4.) indexing data on the level of detail must be
revised,

5.) must take into account the structure and division
of work into different areas, departments, according to
research focus, by keywords, and the methodology used,

6.) there must be a statistically must give also reduce
texts and works that form the background material for
the work being compared text.

Very often we meet also with the view that the essence
antiplagiatorskych systems is a psychological effect,
creating a specific mechanism of supervision, the final
work is inspected and evaluated. Student so basically
gets the feeling that he was under some form of supervi-
sion and ultimately leads to more responsible approach
and responsible working student. If this situation com-
bined with some suitably publicly presented cases of
plagiarism, which have been discovered, designed and
ultimately affected and remedy in this area is relatively
easy to create, respectively. at least in the right direction
to focus the creative activity of students.

Very interesting are the statistics about how resources
are used respectively. The plagiarism abuse. Students
generally use the first of the sources found (the first three
in the order), which after entering the title work, top-
ics or keywords are searched the most commonly used
browsers. According to this can be relatively quickly
and efficiently check the transmitted texts in terms of
their authenticity and originality.

For detecting plagiarism it is also important to under-
standing the psychological page forger. It is based on the
fact that if someone is cheating in this way and are usu-
ally located in stressful situations and does not place such
emphasis on the format, the same alignment, default lan-
guages, does not use the same words and even phrases.

2. Systems to detect plagiarism

As I have already indicated that plagiarism is not
only a problem encountered in the Slovak Republic. It

2 Stephen, J., Rosenwasser, D. Plagiarism. http://www.muhlenberg.edu/
mgt/provost/academic/plagiarismdef.html

is a globally widespread phenomenon, not only in edu-
cation but also in areas that are associated with research
and development, or in the arts (everywhere, where you
can work and develop specific people abuse others so
that no return shares issued to the original author’s own,
created by a person plagiarist).

It is possible to mention a few systems with which
it is most often in the Internet environment, which are
designed to detect plagiarism. Naturally, much of the
systems and programs is already obsolete, and therefore
further detail is not developed and not develop. On the
other hand, we meet also with the systems and programs
that work very well, reliably and include a relatively
wide range of sources under consideration. From the
busiest systems in order to detect plagiarism can men-
tion the following:?

1) the Turnitin

2) the iTHENTICATE

3) the Masaryk University UIS

4) the CopyCatch

5) the Urkunde

6) the Ephorus

7) the SafeAssign

8) the PlagiarismDetect

9) the Plagiarism-Detector

10) eve2 system.

The first of the mentioned systems — Turnitin’s post
leader in the provision of services that aim to identify
and detect plagiarism. It is available on www.turni-
tin.com or www.plagiatorism.org while its owner is a
company iParadigms. For this system it is typical that
operates with its own data sources and also has its own
source search. Is redesigned so that it can archive several
tens of billions of websites, more than 70 million differ-
ent work (drawn up students in education at various lev-
els), archives also for book sources, magazines. In terms
of language compatibility and usability is important, it
allows the assessment in more than 30 languages includ-
ing Slovak and Czech language. In the case of purchase,
the buyer sent documents via the website (thus regards
the provision of services).

The work of this system lies in the fact that for each
document makes a certain impression, and this is then
compared with a database of existing fingerprints. Natu-
rally, the prints were kept classified and indexed. Imprint
of a particular document, however, does not compare
with the entire existing database. The criteria chosen
performs system selection and compares sources (Their
fingerprints) to the relevant group of database resources
(the fingerprint). The system essentially continuously
searching for relevant resources from the database
(books, magazines, websites) And ongoing assessment
document compares them.

This system is particularly widespread in the UK,
where it works with most universities. Transposed is also
in many Asian and American colleges and universities,
while in our country it operates with one high school and
college private nature — College of Management (City
University of Seattle).

The problem with this system at certain times of the
operation was that it fundamentally violates copyright
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law students. These in fact commissioned work into
it, but nepodpisovali any documents that would enable
archiving works. Thus it was essentially a system filled
with lots of work and still get the most out of this without
being involved in the company’s profit paid to students
who commissioned the original work and that actually
enable the development and effectiveness of the current
system. In recent years, even it declared that the system
allows the control of grammar, which was already the
intention of the prior few years.

In addition to the problem of copyright and interfer-
ence with intellectual property system also has problems
with access to fee-based databases. In addition to that
this system can be considered quite good and this both
in terms of speed, stability, considered in terms of the
amount of work (access database), in terms of sophisti-
cation and support.

While the system Tunitin is characteristic and typi-
cal of the academic field of education and a similar pro-
gram it has also been developed for non-academic area.
Namely the publishing sector, also can mention legal
and governmental organizations and institutions. Within
them it is used systemically and structurally similar to
conformity assessment system and the system iTHEN-
TICATE, owned by the same company.®

The system used at Masaryk University, namely UIS
system was developed in Brno and in terms of language
compatibility it allows comparison of Slovak and Czech
documents. It creates a custom database work and com-
pares these with new, inserted texts. Likewise they com-
pare them with Internet resources. Currently, the system
is functioning as the National Registry of Theses and
Plagiarism, which is funded by appropriations from its
own Ministry of Education. Originally he served as an
integral part of university information system at MU, but
later on it was allocated. In terms of structure it consists
of two components namely the National Registry, which
serves the provision of registration of descriptive infor-
mation about the final thesis and the other one is part of
a system that allows the detection of plagiarism.

In terms of detecting plagiarism can be said that the
continuity of individual steps is similar as with other
systems. Certain particulars is the possibility of teacher
participation in the process of comparison so that the
process of comparing a known ability to add resources
to the chosen topic work in the system. Thus essentially
somehow it extends the range of sources which the work
is compared. The actual comparison is carried out so that
the text is broken down into several smaller units and
these are followed by a certain algorithm compared with
the available resources. Around mid-2008, the system
was enhanced with new algorithms that should facili-
tate the processing of large amounts of data for a more
detailed comparison. Likewise, existing algorithms
improved to make them more efficient when searching
for information, to be substantially more sensitive to the
potential, the potential match.

Currently it works as www.theses.cz project, which
involved more than 17 universities in the Czech Repub-

3 Farrington, D., Palfreyman, D.: The Law of Higher Education. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 20006, p. 14

lic and considering the quality of it and show interest in
our high schools. Among the Slovak you can mention for
example. University of Economics in Bratislava, which is
in the system of schools using the system involved first.

Another relevant system is CopyCatch system that
allows comparison of documents and individual parts. At
present, its parent company Software Limited are several
versions depending on the nature and requirements of the
end user (in their different groups). From the perspective
of users it is one of the best comparative systems that
enable the detection of plagiarism. In terms of its tech-
nical evaluation but a lot worse. The main shortcomings
were identified particularly problematic reliability and
also that it likely can not cope with massive pressure that
would, for example, in relation to the comparison work
at universities clearly assumed. Also outputs (response)
of the system are not provided by operational, and thus
a further deficiency is considered to be a problem with
the speed of response to your request. And ultimately
it has already considered the lack and that this system
works (it was created and works) in Java and in terms of
support is limited exclusively to Windows.

Scandinavian Urkund system is currently the most
widespread in those Nordic countries and in the nature
of Web services and as such is integrated into other
systems. In terms of efficiency and functionality when
comparing documents and detecting plagiarism has only
average results. Disclosure of the comparison is the
same as with other systems, thus assessing the text or
specific parts of the documents contained in a specific
corpus. In view of this, identify the sources of work and
it is often compared, it is important to note that the sys-
tem takes into account both online resources as well as
book publications, has published magazines and also the
work of other students that are entered in the system.

Another of the assessment of only an average system
is the Ephorus (available on www.ephorus.sk/home). In
terms of comparison it operates in principle as above
mentioned systems. It also has the nature of Web ser-
vices, which controls both material compared to works
that are entered in the system, but also to the Internet
source. In terms of use it is most prevalent in the United
Kingdom, the United States, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and is also used by the University of Economics in
Prague.

The SafeAssign (available on www.safeassign.com)
developed by Blackboard. It is characterized by working
with your own data sources, the comparison can search
both the Internet system ProQuest as well as global ref-
erence database. It works on the same principle as the
above systems as well as its output is very similar to that
of the aforementioned systems — it’s actually a detailed
view of a match. Compared with other systems it is an
interesting example, that as students as well as teachers
can ask to be checked some documents removed from
the database.

PlagiarismDetect system is freely accessible (ie
online) solution to the problem of plagiarism. Is it inter-
esting example in that it provides essentially only inter-
face and service that leads to control document. None of
the documents, however, does not.
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On the opposite principle than most programs oper-
ating system Plagiarism-Detector. In order to be able to
work with this system, it is necessary to install a spe-
cific client, which is a processor of a document (work).
The document is processed to search parts, and these are
then evaluated in terms of the incidence of repetition,
in terms of identification, assessment, for a total for the
occurrence of plagiarism. The system uses Google’s
database and sends it to the individual blocks of text
for the assessment. This system can be regarded as a
classical system used in order to detect potential plagia-
rism. The fundamental problem, however, is that it has
resolved contractual and general legal relationship with
Google-om and its database, which can be in the future
and existential problem.

For all forms of Windows is designed antiplagia-
rism system eve2. It works with Internet search engines
and for the assessment of effectiveness and efficiency
in detecting plagiarism is only an average system. The
issue is the functionality in the mass exploitation and
comparing that with final thesis in education basically
assumed and also problems with speed communications
and also in issues of reliability of the system are quite
large reserves.

Finally advantages and disadvantages of availa-
ble comparative systems. Already above outlined the
system for the comparison of conformity of documents
have certain advantages and disadvantages as well. It is
possible to speak about certain restrictions on the appli-
cability of certain limits their effectiveness in dealing
with plagiarism. Perhaps the biggest problem is that dif-
ferent systems are used for comparison purposes various
tools, techniques, methods, analyzes of other documents,
as well as different algorithms, results of different sys-
tems in one and the same document in terms of level
of originality, respectively. depending on the extent to
which the document is plagiarized, may vary. In addition
to this, it is necessary to take into account other prob-
lems encountered in using them:*

1) all systems can compare the documents or parts
of certain materials available under utilized databases
contained by the source; as such, but still not reveal the
extent or degree of plagiarism, but merely suggest abu-
siveness certain parts of the document or documents as
such and the suspiciousness is a need to further examine
and thus confirm or deny,

2) it is questionable whether and to what extent it is
possible autoplagiarism considered as a form of plagia-
rism; Indeed, it is necessary to determine to what extent
it is possible to use their own resources to process addi-
tional works and texts (how much, what percentage of
those original can be used within other works are to be
considered as original, original work); The system eval-
uates the autoplagiarism and therefore it is necessary to
determine to what extent it is permissible (percentages),

3) the documents to be entered for comparison, are
compared to a particular database of documents, books,
articles, Internet resources, and the like; in the final

4 Classifications of Plagiarism Detection Engines. Lancaster, T. a
Culwin, F. 2/ 2005, http://www.ics.heacademy.ac.uk/italics/Vol4-2/
Plagiarism%20- 20revised%20paper.pdf.

stages of labor and professional resources, so it is nat-
ural that with Increases in the number of materials with
which to compare the document, automatically increas-
ing the percentage likelihood that detects plagiarism; the
other part of the saturation decreases and the speed of
response to the submitted request; also systems that do
not work with their own repositories, you must essen-
tially over and over again in any case to search all avail-
able resources and thereby the more the longer it takes
naturally also obtain the output from this comparison,

4) documents and parts are compared only with those
texts that are entered in the database. They cannot there-
fore determine compliance with the resources that they
do not know (who in the database are not):

— with resources that are only on paper and not in
electronic form it is essentially impossible to determine
whether the entered work with them (documents or parts
of them) agree,

— have systems that perform comparisons only
within his own cabinet, I can identify potential plagia-
rism — therefore unable to assess compliance with the
documents and other sources that are outside the body,
which is compared with the work,

— also on the contrary, have systems that compare
papers (documents or parts thereof) of resources out
comparative corpus, I cannot assess compliance with the
resources contained within the body,

— a common problem is the unavailability of paid
databases, which are not assessed compliance (many
systems do not have access paid corpora).

5) documents that are intracorp instruments cannot
be assessed and distinguished in terms of originality and
originality of authorship; when compared, so both must
be considered as a potential, possible plagiarism,

6) even if it is in two or more documents in the same
corp it might seem that could be similar to each other
or directly identical (if the thus appeared to be forger-
ies), this may not ultimately be; the solution of this case
because it may be the source of two or more documents
that match, may be different and may be located outside
the body of the content,

7) some internal tools can reveal plagiarism only if
the document contains sections of text that come from
different authors; Tools in essence, that the work is more
styles of writing which are written in different parts; if
there even suspected, so I cannot answer the question,
whence, from what source the parts of the text took, a
potential source or do not know may not be able to find,

8) the problem remains that the existing systems are
unable to assess compliance to the texts and the works
that are in a foreign language (if the comparison with
them have been translated into another language, although
it could also be an absolutely literal translation),

9) systems cannot detect paraphrases, thus partially
altered lyrics,

10) many systems cannot operate so as to clearly dis-
tinguish the identical parts of texts that have been duly
cited, those cited, no wrong and those that were not cited
at all; all of them considered as compliance and thus
need to be followed closely examine the output from the
system and re-checked and evaluated for possible pla-
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giarism; thus essentially somehow it distorts score pla-
giarism, although in real terms plagiarism does not go,

11) the unavailability of the network is often fatal
problem on some systems,

12) in virtually every system to detect plagiarism has
certain weaknesses and their possibilities, such compar-
isons can be bypassed; instructions such proceedings in
some cases located directly on the Internet.

ZOZNAM POUZITEJ LITERATURY:
1. Classifications of Plagiarism Detection Engines. Lancaster, T. a Culwin, F. 2/2005 [EnekTpoHHui pecypc]. — Pexxum goctyny :
http://www.ics.heacademy.ac.uk/italics/\ol4-2/Plagiarism%20— 20revised%20paper.pdf.
2. Farrington, D., Palfreyman, D. The Law of Higher Education. — Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006.
3. Stephen, J., Rosenwasser, D. Plagiarism [EnekTpoHHuin pecypc]. — Pexum goctyny : http://www.muhlenberg.edu/mgt/

provost/academic/plagiarismdef.html.

YOK 347.728.2

IPUBLIEHOBAHI AKIIIi TA IX HOPMATUBHE PET'YJIFOBAHHSA

PREFERRED SHARES AND THEIR NORMATIVE REGULATION

Bapra O.B.,
cmyoeHm WpUOULHO20 Paxyibmeny
Yorczopoocvrozo nayionanvnozo ynieepcumemy

3ab6opoBchkuii B.B.,

KaHouoam 1opuoudHUX HayK, OOYeHm,

Odoyenm Kageopu yusiibHO20 NPasa ma npoyecy
Vorczopoocvroeo nayionanvrozo ynieepcumemy

Y cTaTTi foCnigKyeTbCA NpaBoBa NpMpoaa NpUBINENoBaHNX akuii, BU3HAYaKTLCA X nepesarn Ta Hegoniku. ABTopu
BU3Ha4aloTb NPaBOBWI CTaTYyC akLiOHEPIB-BACHUKIB NpMBINenoBaHmx akuin. CyTb Ta 0COBNMBOCTI NPMBINENOBaHUX aKLili
PO3KPUBAKOTLCS LLMSAXOM MOPIBHAHHSA iX 3 MPOCTUMU akUisimu. POBUTBLCS BUCHOBOK NPO HEOOXIAHICTL BOOCKOHANEHHS HOP-
MaT1BHO-NPaBOBOI 6a3n 3 NPMBOAY PerynoBaHHA NPUBINENOBAHNX akLin.

KnrouyoBi cnoBa: LjiHHi nanepw, NpocTi akwii, NpuBIneroBaHi akLii, T(paBoBWI CTaTyC BMACHUKIB NPUBINENoBaHNX aKLii.

B cratbe ncenenyeTca npasoBad npupoga npuBuierMpoBaHHbIX aKuui, onpegendanTcd ux npeumyliectsa U Hego-

cTaTk. ABTOPbI OMPefENnsioT NPaBOBOM CTaTyC aKLVMOHepOB-BradenbLeB NPUBMIIErMPOBaHHbIX akumii. CyTb U 0CObeH-
HOCTU NPUBUMErMPOBaHHbLIX aKUMIA pacKpbIBaOTCA Yepe3 CpaBHEHME UX C MPOCTbIMU akuuamu. [enaetcs BbIBOA O He-
06X0AMMOCTU COBEpLLEHCTBOBaHNA HOPMaTWBHO-MPaBOBOW 6a3bl N0 MOBOAY PErynMpoBaHus NPUBUNErPOBaHHBLIX aKLMWIA.

KnioueBble crnoBa: LEHHbIE 6ymarm, NpPOCTble akuuun, npuBuUnerMpoBaHHbIe akuuu, I'IpaBOBOIZ CcTaTtyC BrnagenbLeB

npmeBUnerMpoBaHHbIX akumn.

The article examines the legal nature of the preference shares, determined their advantages and disadvantages. The
authors define the legal status of shareholders who own preferred shares. The essence and characteristics of preferred
shares disclosed by comparing them to ordinary shares. The conclusion about the need to improve the legal framework

on the regulation of preferred shares.

Key words: securities, common shares, preferred stock, legal status of holders of preferred shares.

IMocTanoBka npodaemu. CydacHa eKOHOMIKa IMPoO-
IPECUBHOI KpaiHU XapaKTEePU3yeThCS HASIBHICTIO BEIHU-
KOTO CEKTOpa, 10 0a3y€eThCsl Ha aKI[IOHEPHOMY KalliTai.
B yMoBax po3BUTKY Ta yCKIaTHCHHS KOPIOPAaTHBHUX
BITHOCHH HEBIIMHHO 3pOCTae poiib akiii. ChoromHi
BJIACHUKAMHU akIlid € MUIbHOHM (I3MYHUX 1 THCAYI
FOPUINYHHEX 0cCi0, a cami akIlii 3aiiMaroTh IMPOBITHY
MO3uIliI0 Ha (HJOHIIOBOMY PHHKY YKpaiHu cepen (iHaH-
coBHUX iHCTpyMeHTIB [1, ¢. 64]. Takoxx HeoOXinHO 3a3Ha-
YHTH, 10 CTAH PUHKY MIPUBiIEHOBAHNX aKLiil B YKpaiHi
notpedye IETaIbHOTO aHANli3y Ta BU3HAYECHHS BiACYTHIX
KOMITOHEHTIB, OCKUTBKU BITYU3HSAHI aKLIOHEPHI TOBAPH-
cTBa (PaKTUYHO HE BUKOPUCTOBYIOTH i€l (hiHaHCOBHI
IHCTPYMEHT B CBO{M eMiCiiHIN isITLHOCTI.

HagiTe nmmre i3 Toro, mo Taki akiii Ha3WBarOTLCA
MPUBIICHOBAHUMH, ILUIKOM OYCBHIHO, IO iX BIACHHUKH

BOJIOJIIOTh MEBHUMHU IIPUBLICSIMH MOPIBHSHO 3 Blac-
HUKaMH Tpoctux akuiil. IlpusineiioBani akiii, okpim
npedepeHIliil, O CTOCYIOThCS BUIUIATH JTUBIJCHIIB Ta
OTpUMAaHHS YaCTKM Yy Pasi JiKBiJalii aKI[iOHEPHOTo TOBa-
pHCTBa NAfOTh MOXKJIMBICTH BIIACHUKAM aKI[IOHEPHOTO
TOBapUCTBA 301JIBIINTH CTATyTHUH KalliTaj, HE BTpada-
09 TIPU IEOMY BHPIIIaJbHOTO BIUTMBY Ha TOBAPHCTBO.
Lle € omHUM 3 TOJOBHUX YMHHHMKIB, IO CIIPHSIE iX eMICil.
VY cBoro uepry, oliHKa NEPCIEKTUB 1 IITaHyBaHHS eMicCii
Ta BUOIp Hailie(heKTHBHINIOTO BKIIA/JICHHS CBOIX KOIITIB €
OIHUM 3 HaHBAXJIUBIIINX MUTAaHb Y POOOTI aKIIOHEPHOTO
TOBApUCTBA, BUPILIEHHS SIKOTO BH3HAYA€ MEPCIEKTHUBH
LBOTO MiIPUEMCTBA Ta OTPUMAaHHA HUM ITpUOyTKy. LM
OOIPYHTOBYETBCS AKTYAIBHICTD IIHOTO JOCIIHKESHHS.
Cran onpaunroBanHsi. [Ipo0iema Bu3HaYeHHS TIepe-
Bar Ta HEJIOJIKIB MPUBLICHOBAHUX aKI[ii, 0COOIUBOCTI
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