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Problem setting. The European human rights and
fundamental freedoms protection system is considered
to be one of the best in the world. Its decisions are used
not only by the European Court of Human Rights
(hereinafter — ECtHR) itself, but also by the European
Union Court of Justice (hereinafter — ECJ). These two
courts have developed high standards of human rights
regulation and protection. Their legal positions are used
almost all over the world.

The ECtHR is a regional judicial body under the
auspices of the Council of Europe, it is set and operates
in accordance with the provisions of the European
Convention on Human Rights (hereinafter — ECHR). In
its turn, the Court of Justice is the institution of the
Union, which, in essence, protects and guarantees the
observance of rights and freedoms in the EU according
to the Union’s law.

However, there is a legal problem with the protection
of the EU citizens’ rights when they want to appeal
against the decisions of EU agencies, bodies and
institutions or their officials. These people cannot apply
to the ECtHR because the EU (as an international entity)
is not a signatory to the European Convention on Human
Rights, except for the Member States themselves.

Although EU citizens can appeal only the decisions
by their national authorities to the ECtHR, the actions
and acts of the EU authorities (as a supranational level)

could be appealed only to the Court of Justice. It could
be seen as some kind of injustice, as the ECJ is the EU’s
institution.

However, the European Convention on Human
Rights is still a source of the EU law, as the EU values
set by the Founding Treaties have a lot in common with
the values set by the Convention. It should also be
mentioned that the ECHR is the source of the EU law,
as the case law of the ECJ uses both its legal provisions
and the case law by ECtHR.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The
issues of the EU sources of law and ECtHR were
analyzed by domestic and foreign scientists such as
Komarova T. V., Jakovjuk 1.V, Falaljejeva L. G.,
B.N. Topornin, Entin M.L., Kashkyna S. Ju., Zaccaroni G.
and others.

Statement of the article objective. We can say that
the purpose of that paper is to identify the examples of
the decisions’ of the ECHR usage as a source of law in
the EU legal system.

Presentation of the main body of the article. First
of all, we would like to define the EU law concept itself,
as well as to give the list of its sources in order to find
the place of ECtHR’s case law in such a system.

The concept of “sources of law” in its general
theoretical legal meaning could be interpreted from
different points of view. For example, the prominent
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Soviet scientist S. F. Kechekyan noted that the term
“source of law” is one of the most obscure definition in
legal science, because there is not only a generally
accepted understanding of it, but also quite controversial
is the meaning in which it is used. According to the
scientist, the sources of law are a certain image that helps
to understand rather than give an interpretation of what
it means [1, c. 3].

Venegerov A.B. believes that the sources of law
should be understood as the external form and method
of objectification of legal norms [2, c. 206]. According
to Kolodiy A.M., the source of law could be considered
officially as objectified acts that contain legal norms [3,
c. 162].

In general, the sources of law are understood as the
external form of legal consolidation of legal norms and
the method of giving the latter legal obligation, as it is
mentioned in Ukrainian legal literature. This
interpretation of this concept is quite logical and
understandable. First, the rules of law must be enshrined
in a certain legal act. Secondly, this consolidation
provides them with legal force and, consequently,
binding force.

As such an integration community as the EU consists
of 27 countries, it can be argued that the sources of the
EU law are rather complex multifaceted system designed
to ensure and establish law and law enforcement in the
Member States of such entity. The sources of EU law are
heterogeneous, which, in turn, complicates their
interpretation in both domestic and foreign legal doctrine.

According to Entin M.L., the EU law has a complex
structure, and therefore it is quite difficult to build a
system of sources of the EU law with the help of some
universal criterion [4, c. 74]

It is difficult to disagree with the statement of B.N.
Topornin, who pointed out that “the external impression
of the EU law may be misleading at first glance”. It often
appears in the form of a large legal array, which covers
a lot of acts that differ from each other in legal force,
hierarchy of relations, limits of application, and many
other properties. But in reality it is quite organized,
systematized and internally agreed. The difficulties of its
perception are sometimes explained by only one
circumstance - the uniqueness of the EU law itself, the
nature of which does not allow for direct analogies with
either international or national law [5, ¢.111].

In terms of location and order of formation, all the
sources of EU law, according to Professor L.M. Entin,
should be classified into following groups by the way
of creating:

a) Norms of fundamental (primary) law;

b) Secondary (derivative) law;

¢) Norms of tertiary (additional) law.

The scientist refers the rules of the EU Founding
Treaties to primary law. Norms developed on the basis
of primary law refer to EU derivative law. They are
created autonomously and adopted by the EU institutions.
To the rules of the additional law L.M. Entin relegates
norms whose source is acts of different instruments than
the founding treaties or acts adopted by the institutions
of the European Union (for example, agreements and
conventions are concluded by Member States in order to
implement the provisions contained in the founding
treaties themselves) [6, c. 456]. The scholar also proposes
another classification of sources of the EU law:

a) regulations (primary law of the Founding Treaties
and secondary law adopted on the basis of primary);

b) general principles of law;

¢) the decisions of the Court of Justice of the EU;

d) international agreements.

S. Y. Kashkin and P.A. Kalinichenko offer the
following classification:

a) Sources of primary law;

b) Sources of secondary law:

c) Case law [7, c. 235].

According to the legal force, the sources of the EU
law could be divided into mandatory and recommendatory
sources. Mandatory instruments include:

a) imperative norms of international law jus cogens,
general principles of law (rule of law, non-abuse of
rights);

b) the Founding Treaties of the EU (TEU, TFEU),
treaties amending the Founding Treaties (eg. the Lisbon
Treaty); Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU,
treaties on the accession of new states;

¢) principles of the EU law and case law of the Court
of Justice;

d) international agreements of the EU;

e) acts of the EU institutions (directives, decisions
etc.) [8].

Recommendation acts include conclusions,
guidelines, resolutions, declarations. It should be noted
that such acts constitute the so-called soft law of the EU.
The case law of the Court of Justice of the EU has formed
a position on such acts. In particular, the Court notes that,
although they do not create obligations and rights, such
acts are not without legal effect, and therefore the courts
of the EU Member States must listen to and take into
account acts of soft law [9].

Therefore, it should be noted that there is no
definitive undoubtable list of sources of the EU law since
the subjects of law enforcement are free not only to shape
norms but also to choose their form of expression.
Sources of the EU law differ from sources of national
and international law. This is due to the legal and political
nature of the EU, as well as the uniqueness of the EU
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law itself. The diversity of EU was determined by the
accession of Member States from different legal systems.
This is especially evident through the precedent nature
of the legal system. Through its decisions, the Court of
Justice develops and complements EU law. That is still
why the EU law has a special (specific form) called sui
generis.

There are currently two systems of human rights
protection in Europe, namely the ECtHR, which operates
on the basis of the ECHR within the Council of Europe,
and the Court of Justice, which operates under the TEU
and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights. It should be
noted that the EU itself has not ratified the European
Convention on Human Rights, but requires Member
States to do so upon the accession to Union.

However, the non-accession of the EU to the
European Convention on Human Rights does not prevent
the Court of Justice from using the Convention as a
source of law in its own judgments. In our opinion, this
is due to the fact that general principles of law (in
particular, human rights) are the source of EU law and
above judicial precedent are in the hierarchy of sources.

Therefore, the Court cannot neglect human rights,
including those enshrined in the Convention. Moreover,
the EU is based on the values of respect for human rights
accordingly, so the Court could not avoid referring to
ECtHR judgments. The Court of Justice appealed to
ECHR rulings when the Convention was not yet a source
of the EU law. In addition, Article 6 § 3 of the TEU states
that the fundamental rights guaranteed by the European
Convention on Human Rights are general principles of
the Union law.

If we analyze the case law of the EU, we can see that
the Court of Justice takes into account the positions of
the Convention, and uses them in its decisions. In Case
C-60/00 Mary Carpenter v. Secretary of State for the
Home Department the Court in the context of Art. 8 of
the Convention established the plaintift’s right to respect
for family life [10].

In another case [11] the Court referred to Art. 10 of
the European Convention on Human Rights to define the
scope of the provisions on the protection of freedom of
expression at Community level [12, ¢. 533].

Therefore, on the basis of these decisions, it could
be concluded that the Court of Justice adheres to the case
law of the ECtHR and recognizes the specialimportance
of the European Convention on Human Rights [13].
However, the Court of Justice has never stated on binding
force of the Convention and the ECtHR case law [14, c.
207].

In addition, following the adoption of the EU Charter
of Fundamental Rights, the Court began to apply it more
than the European Convention on Human Rights and the

case law of the ECtHR. The Court of Justice has appealed
to the Charter in 122 cases and to the European
Convention on Human Rights in 20 cases [15, c. 137].

The practice of different interpretations of the
European Convention on Human Rights is common.
Thus, the Court of Justice does not include the right to
remain silent in the element of guarantees of Art. 6 of
the Convention [16], while the ECtHR considers
otherwise [17]. However, it should be noted that the
Court of Justice reviewed the decision using the practice
of the ECtHR, which certainly, stresses the importance
of implementing decisions of the ECHR as a source of
EU law. It also makes them a source of EU law, because
some solutions law case of the EU based on the decisions
of the ECtHR.

With the changes made by the Lisbon Treaty to the
Founding Treaties, the EU has moved closer to the
accession of the ECHR, and has also legally recognized
the ECHR as a source of EU law. First, the EU received
legal personality because the Union as an important
subject of international law is able to acquire rights and
obligations. This, in turn, brought it closer to cooperation
with the Council of Europe and the ECtHR. However,
EU citizens cannot complain about violations of rights
and freedoms by the EU institutions to the ECtHR, as
the EU is not a contracting party to the European
Convention on Human Rights. Secondly, paragraph 2 of
Article 6 TEU enshrines the EU’s accession to the
Convention. This provision is complemented by Protocol
Ne8, which states that accession will not affect the powers
of the EU and the Union’s institutions [18]. In turn, Part
2 of Art. 59 of the European Convention on Human
Rights includes the option of acceding the EU to the
Convention.

The result of the EU accession to the European
Convention on Human Rights will be required formal
obligation of Convention provisions for institutions,
agencies, bodies and officials of the Union. It should also
be noted that one of the signs of acceptability for the
exhaustion of all means of national legal protection under
the Convention will be to apply to the Court of Justice
for a decision [19, c. 156].

Thus, it can be argued that the EU’s non-accession
to the Convention does not affect the application of
ECtHR decisions as a source of law. In addition, the
Founding Treaties contain provisions recognizing the
European Convention on Human Rights and,
consequently, the case law of the ECtHR. The Court of
Justice uses the decisions of the ECtHR and changes its
own legal positions accordingly. All this indicates that
the practice of the ECtHR is a source of the EU law.

As noted earlier, the urgency of the EU’s accession
to the Convention is due to the fact that the Courts in
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Luxembourg and Strasbourg could sometimes make
different legal positions on the same cases. In addition,
EU citizens do not have the legal opportunity to appeal
to the ECtHR against actions and acts of EU institutions,
bodies, agencies and officials concerning the violation
of their rights and freedoms.

For the first time, the Union’s desire to join the
European Convention on Human Rights arose in 1996.
The ratification should be based on an agreement between
the EU and the Council of Europe. The EU’s founding
treaties contain a provision according to which one of
the institutions of the “legislative triangle” or a Member
State may apply to the Court of Justice as to whether an
international agreement is compatible with the Founding
Treaties.

Therefore the EU Council (Council of Ministers) had
addressed such an appeal to the Court as to the
compatibility of such a draft agreement with the Council
of Europe. The Court pointed out that the EU has no
competence to join [20]. Thus, the decision of the Court
of Justice was negative, and therefore the only way to
join the European Convention on Human Rights was to
amend or revise the Founding Treaties.

It should also be added that, despite this decision,
the ECtHR has recognized the EU’s high standards in
the field of human rights protection [21]. Therefore, it
seems logical to join the European Convention on Human
Rights.

As noted earlier, the EU Member States have
enshrined the desire to join the Convention by amending
the Lisbon Treaty to the Founding Treaties.

Therefore, on June 4, 2010, the EU Council adopted
a decision that allowed the negotiations to begin. On
April 5, 2013, a draft agreement on such accession was
ready. Therefore, in accordance with Art. 218 TFEU the
Commission applied to the Court for an opinion on the
compatibility of the draft agreement with the Founding
Treaties [15, c. 138].

As in the first case, the Court again gave a negative
assessment of the possibility of the EU joining the
European Convention on Human Rights. In particular,
the following was stated:

1. By joining the Convention, the EU will be a subject
of external control, which is an unacceptable situation.

2. The interpretation by the ECtHR will be binding
on all institutions, agencies, bodies and officials when
the interpretation of the provisions of the Convention by
the Court of Justice is not binding.

3. EU Member States cannot set higher standards
than those set out in the EU Charter of Fundamental
Rights.

4. If rights guaranteed by the Charter correspond to
the rights in the Convention, competence of Member

States should be limited, otherwise the rule is violated
the effectiveness and unity of the EU law

5. The draft agreement views the EU as a state, not
sui generis. The principle of empowerment of the EU is
lost.

6. The problem of the institution of the co-defendant.
The ECtHR will be able to decide on the correctness of
the choice of the co-defendant by the Union, so it will
analyze the correctness of the division of powers in the
EU. This is an encroachment on the principle of
separation of powers. That is, there will be external
judicial control over issues that are internal to us.

7. Member States may apply to the ECtHR for
advisory opinions on matters of principle. This will
violate the autonomy of preliminary rulings by the Court
of Justice [22].

One can agree with the decision of the Court of
Justice of the European Union, as on purely formal issues
the draft of such an agreement would to some extent
contradict with the Founding Treaties. The Court cannot
question and threaten the principles of the EU law
established in landmark cases such as Van Gend en Loos
[23] and Costa v. Enel [24].

In our view, in addition to the legal grounds which
influenced the Court’s decision, there could have been a
political aspect. Upon accession to the Convention, the
existence of two systems of protection of human rights
and fundamental freedoms will change to one. This could
damage the reputation of the Court of Justice itself, as
well as its decisions. Of course, the judges of the Court
of Justice themselves may not like this. However, such
an opinion is only an assumption, so it cannot be
considered reasonable and proven enough.

Thus, it can be said that the EU’s desire to join the
Convention is now regulated in the TEU, but there are
many legal issues of the draft agreement that contradict
with the Founding Treaties. In order to address this
issue, the EU and the Council of Europe need to agree
on key provisions of the agreement that would satisfy
everyone.

In October 2019, the European Commission
informed the Secretary General of the Council of Europe
of its readiness to resume the negotiation process on the
EU’s accession to the European Convention on Human
Rights. In early 2020, the Committee of Ministers
decided on a negotiating mandate.

Therefore, from 29 September to 2 October, the Ad
Hoc Negotiating Group, which includes representatives
of the EU and the Council of Europe, met to find new
instruments for the Union’s accession to the European
Convention on Human Rights. Also, this meeting has
been held from 24 to 25 November, followed by a
meeting and in February.
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Zaccaroni G. believes that in order to properly
resolve the legal issues of EU accession to the
Convention, two key provisions should be taken into
account:

1. Establishing a dialogue between courts for the
purpose of consistency protection of rights and freedoms
in Europe.

2. Ensuring freedom of discretion. It will be a
powerful tool for harmonizing approaches and attitudes
towards human rights in the EU [25, c. 46].

Thus, two previous attempts by the EU to join the
European Convention on Human Rights were failed in
the findings of the Court of Justice. As noted earlier, the
decisions were reasonable and in line with the EU law.
The Union and the Council of Europe must therefore take
into account the issues raised in the Court’s decision and
reach a mutual agreement. Such a process may take
years, but the prospect of improving the human rights
system in Europe will reach a new level.

Conclusions. Summarizing the above statements, it
should be noted that the decisions by the ECtHR is part
of sources of the EU law. In our view, it should be
reffered to the primary sources of law, as the Court of
Justice adopts legal positions using the case law of the
ECtHR.

In addition, there is a question on the place of such
decisions in the hierarchy of sources of the EU law in

terms of legal force, because the positions of the ECtHR
are based on the general principles of international law.

ECtHR’s judgments have become a source of the EU
law through the case law of the Court of Justice. The EU
is also based on values and guarantees the rights
guaranteed by the Convention.

Although there are legal conflicts between court
decisions, in some mentioned cases they then could be
changed in favor of the ECtHR’s position.

Thus, the EU’s accession to the European
Convention on Human Rights will take the level of
protection of fundamental rights and freedoms in
Europe to a new level. EU citizens will have the
opportunity to challenge the actions or omissions of the
EU institutions, agencies, bodies and officials to a
judicial body of a regional system within Council of
Europe framework. With accession, the will of the
Member States and EU citizens, which is enshrined in
the Founding Treaties of the EU (amended by the
Lisbon Treaty), will be realized.

Summarizing we could make a prediction that the
EU’s accession to the ECHR is not a case of the nearest
future. Given the mentioned before two negative ECJ’s
positions, as well as bureaucracy and the possible conflict
of jurisdiction between Strasbourg and Luxembourg
courts, we could guess that such accession process could
last for ages.
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BOMYYK JIMUTPUIA

K.F0.H., acCUCTEHT Kadenpsl npaBa EBponeiickoro Coroza
HammonanbHOTo 10puaAnYecKoro yHuBepcuTeTa uMenu Spociasa Myaporo,

'PUT'OPLEB BUTAJIUI

CTYACHT 5 Kypca HanuonansHoro HOPUIUYCCKOIO YHUBEPCUTECTA UMCHHA HpocnaBa MYHpOI‘O

CVYAEBHAS ITPAKTUKA EBPOIIEMCKOI'O CVJIA 110 IIPABAM YEJIOBEKA
KAK HICTOYHMK ITPABA EBPOITEMCKOI'O COIO3A

Cratbs IIOCBAIICHA UCCIICA0BAHUIO }OpHﬂquCKOﬁ IMpUPOAbI peHIeHI/Iﬁ EBpOHeﬁCKOI‘O cyaa 1o 1nmpaBaM 4€JI0OBCKa KaK

HCTOYHMKA IpaBa EBpornelickoro coro3a. Ha 0CHOBE JOKTpUHAIBHBIX MCTOUHUKOB M CYLIECTBYIOLIEH IPakTUKU EBponeii-
cKkoro cyma 1o mpasaM genoseka (manee ECIIY) u Cyna cipaBemmmBocTr EBpomerickoro coro3a aBTOpbl 000CHOBBIBAIOT
JIOTMYHOCTD BKJIIOUEHHS cymiecTByromield cyneonoi npakruku ECITY k ncrounukam npasa EC, mpuBoxst apryMeHTsl,
OCHOBaHHbIC Ha TEOPUH Npasa U cynedHol npakruke EC.
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Kirwuessle cioBa: npaBo EC, cyneOnas npakrtuka Cyna cipaBemmuBocTy, uctounuku npasa EC, ECITY, EKIIY,
cynebnas npaktuka ECITY.

BOMYYK JIMUTPO CEPI'TMOBUY

K.10.H., aCCHCTEHT Kadeapu npasa €spornelicbkoro Corozy
HarmioHanpHOTO FOPUINYHOTO YHIBEpCUTETY iMeHi SpociaBa Mymporo,

I'PUT'OP’€B BITAJIIN ITOPOBUY

CTyZIeHT 5 Kypcy HalioHanpHOTO FOpUAMYHOTO YHIBEpCUTETY iMeHI SIpocnaBa Mynporo

CVYJIOBA ITIPAKTHUKA €BPOINEMCBKOI'O CYAY 3 IPAB JIIOAUHU
SAK JIKEPEJIO ITPABA €BPOIIEMCBKOI'O COIO3Y

IMocTanoBKa mpodJeMu. €Bporeiickka CHCTEMa 3aXHICTy MPaB JIOJUHU i OCHOBOIOJIOKHIX CBOOO BBAXKAETHCS
OJTHI€TO 13 HalkpamuXx y cBiTi. CBoiMU piteHHsMH ii BripoBamkye He Tutbku €CILI, a Takox Cyx cpaBemmuBocti €C.
Li ABa CyZOBUX OpraHM PO3POOMIM BUCOKI CTAHAAPTH 3aXUCTY Ta periaMeHTallil mpas JoAuHK. IX mpaBoBi mosuii
BHUKOPHCTOBYIOTBCSI Maii’ke y BcboMy cBiTi. OJiHaK, BOA4aeThCst ipaBoBa MpobiiemMa i3 3aXucToM npas rpomasHaMu €C,
KOJTM BOHU XOUYTh OCKap KUTH PillIeHHS areHIlil, TOCaJoBUX 0ci0, OpraHiB Ta iHCTUTYIIN. L1i Tioam He MOXKYTb 3BEPHYTHCS
o €CII, ockinpku €C (s1x MixkHapogHUH cy0’ekT) He € mianmucanTom EKIIT, okpim aepkaB-wieHiB. Xo4ya TPOMAISTHA
€C MOXyTh OCKap)KyBaTH pPIllIeHHS CBOIX HarioHanbHHUX opraHiB no €CILJI, npore aii Bnagu €C — tinsku go Cyny
Coro3y. 3 1b0ro BOAUAEThCs TICBHA HECTIPABEIMBICTh, OCKLUIbKH Cy1 CripaBeyIUBOCTI € iHcTUTYIie €C.

AHaJi3 ocTaHHIX qocaigxKeHb. /[0 MUTaHb, IO CTOCYIOTHCS BU3HAUEHHS MpaBoBHX Kepen €C 3BepTaloThCs TaKi
BuYeHi, K J[x. 3akkapowni, T. B. Komapoga, JI. I. ®ananeea, b. H. Tomopnin, M. JI. ExTig, C. 0. Kamkina, I. B. fxoBrok
Ta 1HIII.

MeTor Hamoi podoTH € gociimpkenns cyaoroi npaktuku €CII sik ckiamoBoi mkepen npasa €C.

Buknan ocHoBHOro martepiaiy. CtaTtsa IpuUCBSYCHA JOCIHIHKEHHIO IOPUANYHOI IPUPOAN PillleHh €BPOIEHCHKOTO
Cyay 3 TIpaB JIOJMHH sIK JKepena IpaBa €BpOIeHchKoro coto3y. Ha 0CHOBI TOKTpHHAIBHUX JPKeped Ta iCHYI040i TPaKTHKH
€Bporneiicbkoro cyay 3 npas oantu (zani €CI1T) ta Cyny cnipaBeuyimBocTi €BpOINEHCHKOT0 COI03Y aBTOPH OOTPYHTOBYIOTH
JIOTIYHICTh BKIFOYCHHS icHYr0uoi cynoBoi mpaktuku €CIIJI no mxepen npaBa €C, HaBOASIYM apTyMEHTH, sIKi 0a3yHOThCs
Ha Teopii mpaBa Ta cyHoBiit mpakTumi €C.

Cucrema mpaBa €C € TOBOII PO3ray’KeHOIO i MiCTUTH BEIUKY KUTbKICTh €IEMEHTIB, TOMY CIiJ 3a3HAYHTH, 1110 HE
ICHY€ O0CTaTOYHOro mepeniky jkepen mpaa €C. OckinbKkH cy0’€KTH MPaB0O3acTOCYBaHHS MOXYTh Ha CBIll po3cy] He
saie popMyBaTH HOpMH, ajie i obuparu popmy ix BusBy. Tomy mxeperna npasa €C BIAPI3HAETHCS Bl HAIlIOHATBHUX Ta
MDKHAPOIHUX JDKEPEII TIpaBa i 1e 3yMOBIICHO MPABOBOIO Ta MOTITHYHOIO nprpozoio €C. BaromuMm ¢akropom pizHOOapB-
HocTi npaBa €C cTano NpHeIHAHHS AepKaB-WICHIB 3 PI3HUX IPABOBUX CHUCTEM, a I1€ OCOOIMBO MPOSBISIETHCS Yepe3
npereeHTy npupoy mnpaoBoi cuctemu. Henpuennanus €C no €KIIJI ne 3aBaxkae Cyny €C BuxopucroByBatu CKITJI
SIK JDKEpeJIo 1paBa y CBOIX CyIOBHX pilneHHsX. Ha Hamry qymKy, 1ie moB’si3aHO 3 THM, IIO 3arajbHi NPHHIUIN [TpaBa
(30Kpema, IpaBa JTIOIUHH) € pKeperoM npaBa €C Ta CTOATH B iepapxii JKepen BUle cyaoBoro mpeneaeHty. Tomy Cyn
HE MOYXE HEXTYBATH [TpaBaMH JIFOIIHH, BKIFOUAIOYH Ti, sKi 3akpiruteHi B €KILJL. Tum maue, €C 3acHOBaHMIA Ha IHHOCTSIX
TIOBAry 0 NpaB JIIOJMHH BIAMIOBIAHO, TOMY Ccy10BHi opran €C HisIK He MIir OM YHUKHYTH ocuiIanHst Ha pimenHs €CIL.

BucnoBku. Ha namy nymky, pimenns €CI1JI moxHa BBakatn TmepBUHHUM JpKepenioM mpaBa €C, ockinbku Cyn
CIpaBeUTMBOCTI yXBAIIIOE TIPABOBI 1Mo3uIii, BUKoprcToByfoun mpakTtuky €CILI. Kpim Toro, Taki pirmeHHs MOKYTb CTOSTH
BHIIE B iepapxii mkepen nmpaBa €C 3a IOpUANIHOIO CHIOK0, ToMy 1o mo3umii €CIIJI rpyHTYIOThCS Ha 3araibHUX
NPUHINIIAX MDKHAPOTHOTO MpaBa.

Kirouogi cioBa: npaso €C, cynosa npaktuka Cyny crpaBeIuBOCTI, [ukepena npasa €C, €CIUI, €KIII, cynosa
mpaktuka €CITL
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