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ROLE OF THE EUROPEAN COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTS IN THE MECHANISM 
OF PROTECTION OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RIGHTS 

In the article the author analyzes the practice of the European Court of Human Rights in protecting social 
and economic rights and freedoms of man and citizen. On example of concrete solutions the author shows current 
trends and approaches of the mechanism of the application of the European Convention on Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms to protect social and economic rights that are not textually mentioned neither in the 
Convention nor in the Protocols. 

As part of the article the author examines in details the decision of the European Court of Human Rights, 
including some cases of such rights as the right of protection of pension, rights to social benefits and assistance, 
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the right to rest, the right to health, the right to environmental protection, the right to housing, right to a decent 
standard of living, the right to non-discrimination in terms of social rights. 

Considering the protection of economic rights through the prism of appeal to the European Court of 
Human Rights, it is important to understand clearly that the European Court of Human Rights specifically 
interprets the concept of "property" in the context of the Convention, including in the article the right to a pension, 
the benefits and assistance under the social software. Such an interpretation of this principle was extended and 
applied in the judgment in the case Souq against Ukraine in which the European Court of Human Rights pointed 
out that lack of funds can not be a reason for non-compliance with its obligations. 

Keywords: European Court of Human Rights, the European Convention on Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms, the social and economic rights 
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Mamedov H.A., 
the prosecutor of Odessa, Senior Advisor of Justice, 

Candidate of Law Sciences 
 Analyzed the historical background, trends procurators of the Roman Empire at the beginning of our era, 

characterized their types and legal status. 
One of the main problems was the procurator conducting the financial affairs of the army, because the 

army at the time was a key element in the state. Constant wars fought for new territories, colonies against the 
rebels and neighbors Emperor obliged to maintain a proper army service activities. Also, it can be concluded that 
agents related to procurators, but with a relatively narrower powers. 


