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This article is devoted to «the margin of appreciation doctrine» as to the new instrument that is
widely used by the European Court of Human Rights for the assessment of national authorities’
interpretation of European Convention on Human Rights. Absence of clearly prescribed rules on
application the margin of appreciation raises concern over uncertainty in the work of the Court.
It is possible to consider doctrine as a method of dissemination of responsibility between
national courts and European Court of Human Rights on the basis of subsidiary principle. To
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consider consensus that exists on issue in question among Member States. Links between this
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consensus are described.
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3abe3neueHHs €PeKTUBHOI CUCTEMH 3aXHUCTy MpPaB JIOJUHU € MPIOPUTETHUM HAMNPSMKOM CIIiBIIpai
neprkaB-wieHiB Pann €Bporm. BuzHauyHUM MOCSTHEHHSM Y IiH cdepi € 3roma eBponeHChKUX IepikaB 00
060B’A3K0BOCT] MoNoXkeHs KOHBEHIIT PO 3aXKMCT MpaB JTIOAMHM Ta OCHOBOMOJOKHHX cB0o60A 1950 poky'
(mami — KonBeHnuis) Ta GpyHKIIOHYBaHHS €BpONeNchKOro cyny 3 mpas moaunu (nami — Cyn). PesynbraTom
Takoi cmiBmpaui aepxas-wieHiB Panu €Bpomm € QopMyBaHHS BiIHOCHO YHIBEpCAlbHOTO MigXOAy [0
PO3YMiHHSI KOHIENII] 3aXUCTy mpaB JoAUHU. [IpoTe meBHI BiAMIHHOCTEW BCe XK MPUCYTHI y TIyMadeHHI
nonoxeHb KoHBeHmii gepkaBamu-wieHaMH. 3a TakuxX o0OcTaBUMH e(eKTuBHE (YHKLIOHYBaHHS
KOHBEHIIIHHOTO MEXaHi3My 3aXUCTy IpaB JIOJUHU € MOXIUBUM 3aBJIsku cyOcumaiapHiii poni Cymny Ta
tekcty KoHBeHIlil, Akuif He MICTUTH JETATI30BAHUX MPABHII 3aCTOCYBAHHSA OKPEMUX ii MON0KEHb, aJlKe Il
MATaHHS PETYTIOI0THCS IepyKaBaMH B 3JICKHOCTI BiJl MMPABOBUX TPAIHUIIIA Ta 0COOIMBOCTEH HaIliOHATHHUX
cucreM mpaBa. Came TOMy OiNbIIICTH KpUTEPIiB TIAyMaueHHS Ta 3aCTOCYBaHHS MOJOXeHb KoHBeHHIT
(dopmyetnsest 6esnmocepenabo y npaktuli Cyay. OmHAM 3 TaKuX KPUTEPIiB € JOKTPHHA CBOOOIM PO3CYIy
(amrn. doctrine of the margin of appreciation), sika Bce dacTimie BUKOPHCTOBYeThCcst Cymom, Xo4a J1oci He
OTpHUMaJIa 4iTKOTO BU3HAUCHHS Y MIXKHAPOJHOMY IPaBi.

Inest cBoGoam poscynmy momsirae y Ttomy, mo Cyn He € J0JaTKOBOIO I1HCTAHIIEID 3 TEperisiay
HAI[IOHAJIFHUX CYJIOBUX DillIeHb, a BUKOHYE JIMIIE CYOCHIIapHUI KOHTPOJIb 32 JOTPUMAHHSAM JepKaBaMH
HopMm Konsenuii. Koxxna 3 nepkaB Mae TeBHY Mipy po3cyldy Hpu OOpaHHI METOIIB 3aCTOCYBaHHS

" Council of Europe, European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, as
amended by Protocols Nos. 11 and 14, 4 November 1950, ETS 5, <http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ac6b3b04.html>
(2015, TpaBens, 12).
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nosioxkeHb KOHBEHIN1, a TakoX BU3HAYA€E KOJIM € HEOOXiJIHUM BIJCTYIUICHHS BiJl CBOIX 3000B’s3aHb 3a
KouBentiero depe3 BUKIIOYHI 0OCTaBMHH. BHBUEHHIO TPaBOBOI MpUPOAH, (PYHKIINA JOKTPUHH CBOOOTY
pO3Cyay, acmekTaM ii MPaKTHYHOTO 3acTocyBaHHS Ta mpakturi Cyny, y skiif Oymo chopMoBaHO OKpemi
XapaKTePUCTUKH 1i€l TOKTPUHH, IPUCBIYCHA aHa poOoTa.

AKTyaJIbHICTB JOCTI/DKEHHsSI 3yMOBJICHA BIJICYTHICTIO YITKMX KPHUTEpIiiB 3aCTOCYBaHHS JOKTPUHH
cBOOOAM PO3Cyy, IO CIPHUAE€ HEBU3HAYEHOCTI Ta HEMOXKIMBOCTI TIepeA0adYnTH, IKHA camMe 00CST po3Cyry
OyzZe HaZaHO JepkaBi y KOXHIN OKpeMmiil cripaBi, ajpke Iie MOXKEe CTaTH BUPIIIATBHUM I BU3HAYCHHS
¢daxty nopymenns Kousenuii. [locunannst Cyay Ha AOKTpUHY CBOOOAM PO3CYLy B YMOBax BiJICyTHOCTI
Oyab-IKMX TPaBWJI MIOAO ii 3aCTOCYBaHHS CTBOPIOE 3arpo3y MiAMIHMA TOHATH, PI3HOTO ii TIyMadeHHS,
CIIOTBOPEHHS MEPBUHHMX (DYHKIIIH Ii€] JOKTPHHM, a TAKOX 3JIIOBKUBAHHS HEIO, SIK 31 CTOPOHU JEpiKaB, TaK
1 31 croponu CyJy, KOJIM CIIPaBH MiiHMalOTh YyTJIMBI MUTaHHS Ta HE € aHAJOTTYHUMH PO3TIISTHYTHM JIOCI.
Bci i 00cTaBUHM 3yMOBIIOIOTH HEOOXIIHICTh Ta CBOEYACHICTh TEOPETUYHOTO aHaTi3y HOKTPUHH CBOOOAM
po3cyny, il ocHOBHHX (yHKIIH Ta mpakTuku Cymy mo/o il BUKOpHCTaHHS.

HoBu3sHa fgocmipkeHHs 3yMOBIIEHA THM, 1110 TIPH BUBYEHHI JOKTPUHHU CBOOOAN PO3CYAy Yy OLITBIIOCTI
JIOCITI/PKEHB 1€ TIOHSTTS MPUPIBHIOETHCS JIO BXKE ICHYIOUUX KOHIEHI[iH. Y Tol camMuii dac 30iIbIICHHS
KITBKOCTI crpaB, y Akux CyJ 3B€pTa€ThCs 1O AOKTPHHUA CBOOOIN PO3CYAY, SIK 0 CAMOCTIHOT KOHIIETIIIT,
BKa3ye Ha Te, IO IS JOKTPHHA HE € BUPAKCHHSAM iHIIOTrO MPAaBOBOTO IHCTPYMEHTA, BXKe COPMOBAHOTO Y
KOHBEHIIIMHIN cucTeMi 3axucTy npaB JitoauHu. L[i oOcTaBUHM CBiYaTh MPO YHIKAJIBHICTh JOKTPHUHU Ta
BKa3yIOTh Ha HEOOXIAHICTH i1 BUBUEHHS, SIK caMOCTIHHOTO (peHOMeHa. Takoxk MOpiBHSIHO HEBEIHNKY YBary y
MPOBEJICHUX JOCII/DKEHHIX MMPUCBIYEHO aHaJli3y MEPBUHHOI (DYHKIIT JOKTPUHHM, X04a 1€ € KIFOYOBUM IPH
BHMBYCHHI i1 IPaBOBOI IPHPOJIH.

JlokTprHa cBOOOAM pO3Cyly Mae€ KOMIUIEKCHY MPUPOAY, TOMY 3aBHAHHSAM LOTO JOCIIIKEHHS €
aHaJli3 MEePBUHHOI METH, 3 SIKOI0 JOKTpWHA Oyna BBeaeHa y mpakTuky Cymy, ii 3B 43Ky 3 MexXaHi3MaMH
TiaymaueHHs KOHBEHIII, NPUHIMIIOM NPOMOPLIHHOCTI, KOHIEMLi€l OanaHCcy iHTEpeciB Ta I1HIIUMH
€JIEMEHTAMH KOHBEHIIWHOI CHUCTEMH 3aXWMCTy MpaB JIOAWHU. Y JOCHIPKEHHI BHBYAIOTHCS KpHUTEPil
3aCTOCYBAaHHS JOKTPHHU HA Cy4acHOMY €Tami PO3BUTKY MpakTHku CyIy Ta aHalli3yeTbes, UM € JOKTPHHA
CaMOCTIHHUM SBHIIEM a00 30BHIITHIM 0(OPMIICHHSIM TIEBHOTO MEXaHI3My KOHBEHITIHHOT CHCTEMH.

[lpu wanucanHi 11i€i craTTi Oy/NM BHKOPHCTaHI HAYKOBI PO3POOKH BYCHHUX, SKI TPOBOJUIA
nmocipkenHs y ik cdepi: I1. Pa6inosuua, C. denuka, FO. Ilawi, /. IlminpmMaHa Ta 1HIINAX.

BukiaaneHHs ocHOBHOTO TekcTy. [loHATTS «cBOOOaa po3cyay» (aHri. margin of appreciation), He
MICTUTBCS Y travaux préparatoires Kousenii'. TepMmin moxoauTh BiJi (paHIy3bKOT KOHIEMINI «marge
d'appreciation», 1110 3aCTOCOBYE€ThbCA y aaMiHicTpatuBHOMY mpaBi ®PpaHuii Ta Big HIMELBKOT KOHIEMIii
cBoGoaM amMiHicTpaTHBHOrO poscyny — «Ermessensspielraum»’. Chorogni 10 «cBOGOZH pO3CYTy»
3a3BMUail 3BEpPTAIOTHCA, SK 1O NOKTPUHHM, a HE NPHHIMIY. BBaXkaeTbcs, IO MOIITOBXOM 10 i
BUKOPUCTAHHS y MDKACPKABHHUX BiJIHOCHHAX CTajl0 3aHENOKOEHHS AEpKaB Mpo Te, L0 MIKXHApPOAHA
TOJTITHKA MOKE 3aBJaTH IIKOAM iX HAIioHabHiil Gesmeri’. Y cyd4acHOMY po3yMiHHi JOKTpHHA CBOGOIM
PO3CYAy BIAHOCUTHCS 10 TMPOCTOPY Ut MaHEBpY, skuii Cyn Oakac HaJaTH HAIlIOHAFHUM OpraHaM BIIaJld
MpY BUKOHAHHI OCTaHHIMHU CBOiX 3000B’3aHb 32 KoHBeHi€ro0.

JoktpuHa cBoboau po3cyny Bhepuie Oyna Bukopuctana y 1958 poui y cnpasi Greece v. United
Kingdom, mo cTama TepmIor0 MDKIEPKABHOIO CIPAaBOIO, TIIOJAHOI JBa POKM TICHS TOYATKY
dyHkuionyBanHs €Bpomneiichkol KOMicii 3 mpaB moauHK’, Ta 3a pik g0 crBopenHs Cymy. Besnocepemnnbo
TepMiH «margin of appreciation» («cBoboaa po3cyay») Oyno BKHUTO 3rojoM y cupasi Lawless v. Ireland, ne
3a3HAyvaNoCh, M0 JEPKaBU-WICHH MAlOTh IEBHY MIpy pO3CyAy NpW BU3HAYEHHI ICHYBaHHS CHTYyaIii

"'Yourow, H.C. (1996). The margin of appreciation doctrine in the dynamics of European human rights jurisprudence.
The Hague: Kluwer Law International, 14.

? Arai-Takahashi, Y. (2002). The Margin of Appreciation Doctrine and the Principle of Proportionality in the
Jurisprudence of the ECHR. Antwerp: Intersentia, 2—3.

3 Greer, S. (2000). The Interpretation of the European Convention on Human Rights: Universal Principle or Margin of
Appreciation? University College London Human Rights Review, 3, 2.

* Benvenisti, E. (1999). Margin of Appreciation, Consensus, and Universal Standards. International Law and Politics,
31, 845.

> Herrera, C., Haeck, Y. (2010). Letting States off the Hook? The Paradox of the Legal Consequences followiwing
State Non-compliance with Provisional Measures in the Inter-American and European Humaman Rights Systems.
Netherlands Quarterly of Human Rights, 28/3, 337.



ISSN 2336-5439 EVROPSKY POLITICKY A PRAVNI DISKURZ

HaJ3BUYANHOrO CTaHy, W0 YMHWTb 3arpo3y KUTTIO Hawii. Y cnpasi [reland v. UK MicTHTbCS Gimblm
JIETAIbHUN aHami3 JOKTPUHM, Ta BKA3y€ThCSA, IO JIEP)KaBU 3HAXOMATHCS y OUIBIN Kpamlid MO3WIli HiX
MDKHApOJHUN Cyqasl, a0W BHPINIYBaTH NHTAaHHS MIOJO0 HASBHOCTI HAA3BUYAWHOI CHUTyalii Ta MI0/0
MPUPOJIM Ta OOCATY BIACTYIUICHb BiJi IMOJIO)keHb KOHBeHI!, sKi € HEOOXiTHUMH JJIs 3armoOiraHHs
HeOesnerni. B mpomy cenci crarts 15(1) KonBeHmii 3anuinae HalllOHANBHIM BJIJi IIUPOKY CBOOOIY
poscymy’. IIpote, cTBep/KyBaTH, MO (GEHOMEH CBOGOIM PO3CYAy OGOPMHUBCS y CAMOCTIfHY TOKTPHHY
CTaJl0 MOXIIMBUM IUINE MICJsl OMKMCY OKpPEeMHUX ii XapakTepucTHK y chpasi Handyside v. the United
Kingdom. Came y uiii cmpasi Oyio 3a3HaueHo, mo 3aBianHs Cynay monsrae HE Yy KOHKypeHHii 3
HaI[lOHAJILHIMH CyJIaMH, a CKOpIIlle Y TIeperyisifli pillieHb HAIllOHAJThHUX CYAIB, IKH OyJU MPUIHATI HOIMU Ha
OCHOBI CBOGOIH PO3CYY .

31 3pOCTaHHSAM KUIBKOCTI cnpaB, y sikux CyJ 3BepTaeThCsl A0 JOKTPHHU CBOOOIU PO3CY.Y, BUHUKIIA
HEOOXITHICTh y OLJIBII JETAILHOMY aHaJIi31 i€l JOKTPUHY Ta BU3HAUCHHI, YU € BOHA YHIBEPCAIHHOIO I0JI0
KOXXHOTO TIpaBa, o rapanTyeTbcsi Kompenmiero. Ockimpkn mpakTuka Cymy HE € CTaTHYHOIO Ta
3HAXO/AUTHCS Y TIOCTIHHOMY PO3BUTKY a0HM TapaHTyBaTH BiAMOBIAHICTH 3aXHUCTY MPAaB JIOJUHH, CyYaCHOMY
CTaHy MIDKHAPOJHMX BIIIHOCHH Ta PO3BUTKY IPaBOBOI HAyKH, KPUTEPii JTOKTPHHU CBOOOAM PO3CYydy Oyin
y3arampHeHi y mogmampmnii  mpaktumi  Cymy. llpore oxpemi i XapakTepHUCTHKH — 3aHIIAIOTHCS
HECHCTEeMAaTH30BaHUMH Ta OTPUMYIOTH JeTami3alifo y HoBux crupaBax Cyny, amxe KoHBEHIS € «KHBUM
IHCTPYMEHTOM, SIKUH ... TOBUHEH TIYMAaYUTHUCS y CBITJIi YMOB ChOTOJICHHSD) .

HemosxmBo 3HAMTH 0JHO3HAYHOI BiAMOBII, SIKE € TONIOBHE MPU3HAYEHHS JOKTPHHM, aJKe HE iCHY€
enrHOi dopMynH, sSka O ommcyBasia, K came TpaIioe I JOKTpuHA. J[oKTpruHA cBOOOAM PO3CYdy Mae
Ka3yiCTHYHHH XapakTep, € HeUiTKOI Ta HemependauyyBaHoro. CkianHo BH3Ha4MTH, Koiu came Cyn Oyne
BUKOPUCTOBYBAaTH JIOKTPHUHY, Ta sKUM Oyzae il o00caAr y KOXHOMY KOHKPETHOMY BHIAJKY.
HenepenbauyBaHicTh pe3ynbTaTy CyIOBOTO PO3TIIALY BIUIMBA€E HA PICT HETAaTUBHOT'O BiHOMIEHHS 0 TaKoi
cUTyarii, TOMy JOKTpHUHa CBOOOAM PO3CYNy 1HKOJIH IMEHYETHCS «IICEBO-TEXHIYHMM» METOJIOM 3BEpHEHHS
10 poscyndy, axuii KoHBeHIIis 103BONSE BUKOPUCTOBYBATH JAEpiKaBaM 3a TEBHHX obGcTaBuH . IIpoTe, He
JIUBJISTYMCH HA HEOJHO3HAYHWHN CTAaTyC MOKTPWHH, KUTBKICTh cripaB, y skuxX CyJ MOCHIAEThCS HAa CBOOOMY
PO3CyIy 3HAYHO 3pOCTAE.

[IpaBoBwHii cTaTyc NOKTPUHH CBOOOAM PO3CYydy OaraTto y 4oMy MOXKJIMBO BH3HA€ThCA depe3 ii MeTy.
[lo-miepmre, AOKTpHHA CBOOOAM PO3CYAy BHPINIYE MUTAHHA TMPAKTUYHOTO 3aCTOCYBaHHS TIOJOXKEHb
KouBenmii — e mpaBo3zacrocoBHUM MexaHi3MoM. [lo-mpyre, cBoboma po3cyay € IHCTPYMEHTOM, IO
3MEHIIy€ TMPOTHUCTABICHHSA IpaBa IHAMBIAA CYCHUIBHOMY iHTepecy. TpeTiM 3aBHaHHSM JIOKTPUHH €
HaJlaHHS BIJIOBIJI, SIK caMe JiepikaBaM CIIiJi BUKOHYyBaTH CBOI1 3000B’s3aHHs 32 KoHBeHiiew. BimHocHO
TPeThOi (PYHKIII JOKTPUHHM, CIIiJl 3a3HAYATH 3aHETOKOeHHA Cyny 3 OTJIsiAy Ha BUKOPHUCTAaHHS TOKTPUHHU
cB0OOOY pPO3CyNy HAIIOHATLHUMH CYIaMH, ke JOKTPUHA CBOOOIN PO3CYIH € IHCTPYMEHTOM BH3HAYCHHS
BITHOCHH M HalliOHaIbHOIO Biagoto Ta CyaoM, TOMY JOKTPHHA HE MOXKE MaTH TEX caMme 3aCTOCYBaHHS
IO BITHOCHH MK Jep>KaBHUMH OpTraHaMH BCepeauHI KpaiHu.

JoxTtprHa cBoOoau po3cydy 3abesmedye miamor Mk CyIoM Ta HaIllOHAJTBHOIO BIAJ0I0. 3a Takoi
no3uuii JTOKTpUHA BTpayae OyIb-IKMW CBIi CEHC y BHMNAAKY ii 3aCTOCYBaHHS 1032 MEXaMHU BiJHOCHH
nepxaB 3 Cyaom. 3a Takoi MO3MLIT AOKTpUHA ICHYe JHMIIE y PpO3YMIHHI BiJHOUICHb MAEPKaB 3
MDKHApOJHAMH CyJOBUMH YyCTaHOBAMH Ta TpuUOyHamamu. ToMy cIpaBemJMBUM OyAe 3a3HAYUTH, IO
JOKTPHHA BCTAHOBJIIOE IJISI MIKHAPOJHHUX CY[iB TMEBHY METOOJIOTIIO JOCTIKCHHS pillleHb, MPUHHITHX
HALIOHANEHUMHK OpraHamMu jepxkas’, ToMy 1i CTaTyc HEOOXiAHO [OCHI[KYBaTH 3 OLISAy Ha
CIIBBITHOMIEHHS] AOKTPUHMA 3 IHIIMMH KOHIEMIISIMH Ta CTaHAAPTAMH MIKHApPOAHOTO 3aXHUCTy TMPaB
JIOUHY, Y TOMY YHCII 3 OTJISAY Ha B3AEMOJII0 3 TOHATTSAM CTaHAApTOM CYAOBOTO Teperisny (aHri.
standard of review).

CraHmapT CyIOBOTO TEperisay, SKHA TOXOAWTH BiJ MPHUHIMIY CYAOBOI CTPUMAaHOCTi (aHIL
principle of judicial self-restraint), Mae TicHHIA 3B'30K 3 JTOKTPHHOIO CBOOOIM po3cyay. SIKIIO po3risaaTu

! Lawless v. Ireland, 7 Aril 1961, § 28 — 30, Series A, nos. 2 &3

2 Ireland v. the United Kingdom, 18 January 1978, § 207, Series A no. 25, 78-9.

3 Handlyside v. the United Kingdom, 7 December 1976, § 49, Series A, no. 24.

* Tyrer v. the United Kingdom, 25 April 1978, § 31, Series A no. 26.

> Greer, S. (2013). The Margin of Appreciation: Interpretation and Discretion under the European Convention on
Human Rights. Strasbourg: Human Rights Files N 17, Council of Europe Publishing, 32.

% Shany, Y. (2005). Toward a General Margin of Appreciation Doctrine in International law? European Journal of
International Law, 16, 909.
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BKa3aHi KOHIEMLii y CBITII AiSTIBHOCTI MI>KHAPOJHHUX CYJOBHX YCTAaHOB, TO CTAHAAPT CYJOBOTO MEPETIISIY
€ MIpOIO IHTEHCHUBHOCTI TIEPETIIATY, 10 3AIHCHIOETHCS MIKHAPOIHUM CYJIOM BITHOCHO PillIeHb, TPUWHATHX
HAIIOHAIBHOK BIIA0k0 Kpainm'. CTaHIapT Teperisly BCTAHOBIIOE MEXi PO3IIALY, 3a fKi, 3a3BHUaii, He
BUXOJATh MIKHAPOJHI Cyau Ta TpUOYHAIW 4yepes3 Te, 10 HallioHajbHa Biaja Ma€ CBOi MEXi po3cyny mpu
peaizanii Mi>KHapOAHUX 3000B’A3aHb, Yy SKi HE BTPYYarOTbCs MiKHAponHi cynu. OTKe, MpH Meperisai
HAI[lOHATPHUX pIMIeHh MDKHAPOJHUMH CYJOBHUMH I{HCTHTYISIMH KOHIICTISI CTaHIAPTy CyIOBOTO
Meperysily Ta AOKTPUHA CBOOOIM PO3CYAY € B3a€EMONOB'S3aHI MIX COOOI0 Ta CTBOPIOIOTH CKIJIATHHIM
MeXaHi3M iHTepHpeTalii MOJOXEeHb MDKHAPOAHMX YrofA, Mo 3ale3nedye IOBary HaliOHAIBHOTO
CyBEpEHITETY JIepiKaB.

[IponoBxxyroun aHami3 3aBAaHb JOKTPHHA CBOOOAM pO3CYAY, ICHYE TBEpIKEHHS TPO Te€, IO
JIOKTPHHA € MEXaHi3MOM TiaymMaueHHs KoHBeHuii. [HTepperalisi npaBoBUX HOPM TPaIUIIHHO BiIHOCUTHCS
J10 BHKJTIOUHOI KOMIIETEHIIiT MiXKHAPOIHUX CYIOBHMX YCTAHOB, TA y BUIAJKY TIyMadeHHs KoHBenii 3rigno
ii cr. 32, ropucnuknis Cyay TOMIHMPIOETHCS HA BCi MUTAHHA TIyMadeHHs 1 3actocyBaHHS KoHBeHIi Ta
[IpoTokomniB g0 Hei. Y HbOMY CEHCI JOKTPUHY PO3IIISAAIOTH Y JABOX ACMEKTaX: sIK 3arajlbHUN iHCTPYMEHT
TIyMaueHHs 1moyio’keHb KoHBeHIiT a00 MKHApOIHUX YroJl, Ta sSK METOJ] IIPpaBo3acTocyBaHHs HOpM. Jleski
aBTOPH BBAXKAIOTH JOKTPHHY MPUHIMIIOM 100pocoBicHOCTI (aHri. principle of good faith), 3a3mauenoro y
cratti 31 Binencekoi KonBeHIiii mpo mpaBo MiKHapOJHUX JIOTOBOPIB, SKUH 3alWIIA€ AepKaBaM IEBHY
Mipy po3Cy/y TpH BHpilIeHHI CKIagHMX crpas’. 3acTocyBanHs CyI0M CBOGOIM HAIIOHATEHOTO PO3CYY
JIa€ 3MOTY TapMOHI3YBaTH [if0 HOPM HAIIOHAIBHOTO 3aKOHOJABCTBA 13 JI€I0 TOJOXeHb KOHBEHII.
3aBmsxu 1iit gokTpuHi Cy 3MIHCHIOE TIIyMadeHHS KOHBEHIIIHUX TMOJIOKEHb y CIpaBaxX MEBHOTO THITY 3
ypaxyBaHHSM JenieroBanoi KoHBeHILi€o aepkaBaM MEBHOI CBOOOAM PO3CYAy B iHTepmpeTamii HOpM 3
METOI0 3a0e3MeueHHs] HaJIeKHUX YMOB peaiizalii Ta e(eKTUBHOTrO 3aXUCTy MpPaB JIIOJUHM, a TAKOXK 381
JIOCSTHEHHS CIIPAaBEUTMBOTO OaNaHCy Mik iHTepecaMm ocCTaHHiX i cycmimbersa®. Ciij 3a3HAYMTH, IO
¢byHKLis iHTeprnperanii wi€l MOKTPUHHM MJO3BOJISIE KOXKHIH JepXKaBi-wieHy TIYMauuTH MOJO0KCHHS
nonoxenHs: KoHBeHII{ Ha CBili BIAacHUH PO3CyJ, MPOTE AOCHIIKYIOUN CTaHIAPTH MEPEBIPKH TIIyMayeHHs
IOPUINYHUX TEKCTIB, MDKHApOJAHOMY MPaBy Ta MPAKTHI BHPINICHHS MDKHAPOJHUX CIOPIB HE Bimomi
BUTIAIKH, KO KpalHAM-MIANICaHTaM MDKHApOIHOI yroau Oyno O 4iTKO /T03BOJIEHA pi3HA IHTEpIpeTalist
TpaB Ta 00OB’A3KiB, IKUMHM BOHH 3000B’A3yI0ThCA 3rigHO Takoi yroam’. OTxe, iHTepHpeTalis IpaBOBHX
HOPM TPaIMIIHHO BITHOCHUTHCS 0 BUKIIOYHOI KOMITETEHINT MD>KHAPOIHUX CYJOBHX YCTaHOB , @ TOKTPHUHA
cBOOOAM pO3CYHNy [O3BOJISIE JAep)KaBaM TapMOHI3yBaTH 3aKOHOJABCTBO BIANOBIIHO IO TIOJOXEHb
KomnBeH1ii, 3 ypaxyBaHHSIM 0COOJIMBOCTEH CBOIX HAI[IOHATBHUX MPABOBUX CHCTEM.

[Ipaktuune 3actocyBanHs AokTpuHH CynoMm nepeadadae HEOOXiAHICTh BU3HAYCHHS 00CATY PO3CYAy
Y KO’)KHOMY KOHKPETHOMY BUTIQ/IKY, X04a MTPaBHIIA IIO/I0 OLIHKH 00CATY PO3CYAY HE MICTATHCA y PIIICHHAX
Cyny. Tomy y xoxHiii cupaBi Cya Moxe HagaTH Jep)KaBl MIHPOKY a00 3HAYHO BY3BKY MIpy pPO3CYIy.
BusnauenHst Mipu po3cyam 0a3yeThCsl Ha MPUHLMII TponopuiiiHocTi. el nmpuHun € HeoOXigHUM MpH
OIIIHIOBaHHI TpaBa iHIAMBIIyabHOT 0COOM Ta 3araJbHOTO CYCHIIBHOTO IHTEpeCcy. 3aCTOCYBaHHS MPHUHIIUITY
TIPOTIOPIIHHOCTI MOKHA PO3IVIANATH SK MPOTHIEKHY CTOPOHY 3aCTOCYBAaHHsA CBOGOAM poscymy . Uum
OlnpIle cTae cTaHAapT MPOMOPLIHHOCTI, TUM BYXKYUM CTa€ Mipa PO3Cyay, A03BOJIEHA HAliOHAJIbHINA B
BesnocepenHb0 HEBH3HAUYEHUM 3aIMINAETHCS MUTAHHS, HA KOTrO MOKIAJCHO TATap JOKa3yBaHHS, IO
BTPYYaHHSA y TIpaBa OCOOWMBIAIOBIZATIO BUMOTaM TMpOMopiiiHoCTi. Jlumie micns anamizy mpaktuku Cymy

! Bohanes, J., Lockhart, N. (2009). Standard of Review in WTO Law in Bethlehem, D. at al (eds). The Oxford
Handbook of International Trade Law. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 379; Werner, W. (2014). Deference in
International Courts and Tribunals: Standard of Review and Margin of Appreciation. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 357.

*Matthias, O. (2003). Standards of Review in WTO Dispute Resolution. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 51.

3 Crema, L. (2010). Disappearance and New Sightings of Restrictive Interpretation(s). The European Journal of
International Law, 21, 699.

* Pa6inosmy, I1., ®emuk, C. (2003). Ilpasomaymauna npakmuxa €sponeiicbkozo cydy 3 npag moounu. ITumanus
saeanvHoi meopii. €eponeticokuti cyo 3 npas nodunu. bazosi mamepianu. 3acmocysanns npaxmuxu. Kuis: YKp. ueHTp
MIPaBHUYHX CTYiH, 450.

> Petersmann, E. (1997). The GATT/WTO Dispute Settlement System:International Law, International Organizations
and Dispute Settlement, Nijhoff Law Specials, 228.

%0esch, M. (2003). Standards of Review in WTO Dispute Resolution. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 51.

7 Arai-Takahashi, Y. (2002). The Margin of Appreciation Doctrine and the Principle of Proportionality in the
Jurisprudence of the ECHR. Antwerp: Intersentia, 8.

11



ISSN 2336-5439 EVROPSKY POLITICKY A PRAVNI DISKURZ

MOYHA CTBEPUKYBATH, 110 CAMe JIePKaBU TIOBUHHI JOBOJUTH HPOMOPIiHHICTh KOXKHOTO BTPYYAHHS .

Takox BU3HA4EeHHS 00CATY po3Cyny, IO Ma€ AepkaBa y KOHKPETHOMY BHUITAAKY 3HAYHO 3aJICKHUTh
BiJl cTaHAapTy KOHCeHcycy (anri. standard of consensus). Poip kKoHCeHCYCY y Mi>KHapOJHOMY TIpaBi Mpas
JIOJMHE € 3HAYHOK. 3aB/ISIKU foMy BinOyBaeThest PO3BUTOK cTaHnaptis Konpenuii uepes npaktuxy Cysy’
Ta 3a0e3neuyeTbest icHyBaHHs KoHBEHII, SIK «OKMBOTO iHCTpyMeHTY». B oaniii 3i cipaB Cysn BCTaHOBUB,
10 TIJIECHI TTOKapaHHs BIJHOCATHCS 10 TIOKapaHb, M0 MPUHWKYIOTh T1AHICTh JIOWHU B PO3YMIHHI cTaTTi 3
KonBeHrii’. Takuil BHCHOBOK He Mir 6m OyTH JOCATHYTHil, AKOM HE PO3BHTOK Ta 3arajbHONPHHHATI
cTaHgapTH y cdepi MoKapaHHs, BCTaHOBIEHI y KpaiHax-uieHax Paam €Bpomu. Koncencyc no3sosse
npucTocyBaTH HOpMH KOHBEHINT 70 Cy4acHHX yMOB CYCIUIBHOTO JKHTTA. MexaHi3M HOro mpakTHYHOTO
3aCTOCYBAHHS TIOJIATAE y TOMY, IO YUM OLTBIIOI 30N JOCATHYTO y KpaiHax-wieHax Pagu €Bpomu momno
KOHKPETHOTO sIBHIIa a00 cTaHAapTy y cdepi mpas J0JIUHHA, THM MEHIIO0 Oy/ie Mipa po3cyay, rapaHTOBaHa
HaIllOHAJIBHIM Ba/i M0N0 TAKOTO CTaHIApTY, aJkKe depe3 KOHCEHCYC Bxke c(hopMOBaHO YITKE PO3YMIHHS
nuTaHas. ToMmy HamioHalbHA Biafa HE MOJXKE BIICTYMATH BiJl c(hOPMOBAHOTO Ta Y3TOKEHOTO YSABICHHS
PO TICBHI MpoliecyalibHi a00 MaTepialibHi MpaBa, BUMPABIOBYYHCH CBOOOIO0 PO3CYLY.

He nuBnsuuce Ha Te, 1[0 KOHCEHCYC HAAAa€ MOXKIIMBICTh CIIPOTHO3YBATH, IKMM OyJie PO3TJIIsi CIIpaBH,
HaWOUTBII TPOOIEMAaTHIHOIO C(epor0 BHU3HAYEHHS KOHCEHCYCY € CIIPaBH, IO CTOCYIOTHCS CYCIUTBHOL
MOpaJli, y SKHMX JIepXKaBU-4JIeHH MaloTh IIHPOKY cBo6oxy poscymy'. Y cnpasi Handyside Cyn 3a3HauuB,
1I0: «HEMOXJIMBO 3HAWTH Y CUCTEMI HAllOHAIILHOTO MPaBi Pi3HUX JeprKaB-4ICHIB YHI(QIKOBaHOI KOHIEIIi
Mopaii»’. Y cripasi Evans v. the United Kingdom Cys BCTaHOBHB, IO TaM, ¢ BiJCYTHill KOHCEHCYC cepes
nepxkaB-wieHiB Pagu €Bponw, Oyap-TO MIOAO0 BiAHOCHOI BaKIMBOCTI iHTEpECY, MO PO3TIIANAETHCA, YU
11010 HAWKPALIOro crnocody HOro 3aXucTy, 0OCOOIUBO, KO CIpaBa MigiiiMae 4yTIuBi MOpaibHi a00 eTHYHi
IMTaHHSA, PO3CY[ MOBUHEH OyTH mupmmm’. SICKpaBUM NPHKIAZOM 3aCTOCYBAaHHS KOHCEHCYCY € CIpaBa
Soering v. the United Kingdom, ne Cyn 3a3HauyuB, MO «3TiJHO (AKTUYHOTO KOHCEHCYCY Y
3axXiIHO€BPONCHCHKUX MPAaBOBUX CHUCTEM, CMEpPTHA Kapa 3a Cy4acHHUX OOCTaBHH Oinblie HE BiINOBiJae
PerioHaTLHIM CTAaHIAPTAM MPABOCYIID) .

SIKII0 Ha CHOTOAHIMIHIN eHh HE MOKJIMBO BH3HAYMTH KPUTEpIi 1 MpaBwiia 3aCTOCYBaHHS JOKTPUHH,
3pO3yMiINM € Te, M0 IOKTPMHA CBOOOOM pO3CYdy HE 3aCTOCOBYBAJIACh IOJO KOXKHOTO 3 TIpaB,
rapantoBanux KoHBeHmi€ro, TOOTO He € a0COoMOTHOK. Xoya y HaliOHAIBHOI BIaaW € MeBHa cBobona
po3Cydy, BOHa € HEOOMEXEHOI 1 CYMPOBOIKYETHCS €BPOMEUCHKMM KOHTPOJEM, SIKWH 3IIHCHIOETHCS
Cymom®. Sk 3asmauns [Ipesument €Bporneiicbkoro cyay 3 npas moxuau Jin ninzeman y cBoiil tekuii y
2014 poui: «/loxTpuHa cBOOOAN PO3CYNy € aHAIITHYHUM 1HCTPYMEHTOM, SIKUi Kepye CymoM mpH po3risiai
CIIpaB, HOPYIICHHX MO0 6araThoX, MPOTE He ycix monoxeHs Kousewrii Ta IIpotokomis 1o Hei» . OTixe,
HaIllOHaJbHA BJa/la HE Ma€ CBOOOJM PO3CYAy LIOJAO0 TpaB Ta CBOOOI, BiJl TOTPUMAHHS SKAX HEMOIKIIHBI
HisK1 BicTymieHHs. [lo TakuxX mpaB BiTHOCATHCS: TIPABO HA KUTTA, 3a00pOHA TOPTYP, 3a00poHa pabcTBa Ta
npUMycoBOi Tpami, 3a00poHa 3BOPOTHOI CHMJIM 3aKOHY, 3a00poHa [Bi4i OYTH NPHUTATHYTHM [0
BI/ITOBIIATLHOCTI 3a OHE if Te came NpaBONOPYLICHHs' . Y Toif Xke yac (OPMyeThCs NEBHA KaTeropis
crpaB Ta crtareii KonBenmii, y koHTekcTi sikux Cya HaWdacTilne 3BEpTAEThCS O JOKTPHUHH CBOOOIM
po3cyny. Taki kateropii cmpaB BkIOYaroTh: (1) cnpaBu mono nojoxeHb KoOHBEHINI, sIKi MiCTATh
3aCTepEeKEHHsI MPO BUKJIIOYHI 0OCTaBUHM, 3a SKUX MOKJIHMBO BiACTYIUIEHHS Bia mojoxeHb KonBeHuii, me

! Greer, S. (2000). The Interpretation of the European Convention on Human Rights: Universal Principle or Margin of
Appreciation? University College London Human Rights Review, 3, 11.

? Kovler, A., Zagrebelsky, V., Garlicki, L. and oth. (2008). The role of consensus in the system of the European
Convention on Human Rights in Dialogue between judges. Strasbourg: European Court of Human Rights, Council of
Europe, 15.

3 Tyrer v. the United Kingdom, 25 April 1978, § 31, Series A no. 26.

* Bakircioglu, O. (2007). The Application of the Margin of Appreciation Doctrine in Freedom of Expression and
Public Morality Cases. German Law Journal, 8, 714.

3 Handlyside v. the United Kingdom, 7 December 1976, § 48, Series A, no. 24

% Evans v. the United Kingdom [GC], no. 6339/05, § 77, ECHR 20071

7 Soering v. the United Kingdom,7 July 1989, § 102, Series A no. 161

¥ Aleksey Ovchinnikov v. Russia, application no. 24061/04, § 51

? Spielmann, D. (2014). Whither the Margin of Appreciation? University College London.

1% Spielmann, D. (2012). Allowing the Right Margin: The European Court of Human Rights and the National Margin
of Appreciation Doctrine: Waiver or Subsidiarity of European Review? in C. Barnard, M. W Gehring (Eds.,)
Cambridge Yearbook of European Legal Studies 2011 — 2012. Oxford: Bloomsbury Publishing; Actes de la Section
des Sciences Morales et Politiques de ['Institut Grand-Ducal, XIII (2010). Luxemburg, L'Institut Grand—Ducal.
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crarti 8, 9, 10, 11, ct. 1 IIpotokomy Ne 1, ct. 2 IIpotokony Ne 4 ta ct. 1 IIpotokomy Ne 7 no Konsenuii; (2)
CIIpaBH MO0 HeAWCKpuMiHaMii 3a crarrero 14 Konenmii Ta (3) cnpaBu, Mo po3risfaloThCA y BUTIAAKAX
BiICTYIUTCHHS Bij mososkeHb KOHBEHIIT y Ha3BuuaiiHiil cuTyarii 3a crarreio 15', a Takox (4) craTTi 51 6
KonBenuii, amke caMm 3MICT mpaB y NOHX CTaTTsIX mepeAdavyae pPEryiiOBaHHS —HallOHAJbHUM
3aKOHOZaBCTBOM.

3 ormsAay Ha HEBH3HAYEHICTh TPABWUJI Ta KPUTEPIiB 3aCTOCYBAaHHS JOKTPHHH CBOOOAM PO3CYAY,
HaHOUTBIIM 3aHEMOKOEHHSIM € TIPAaBOMIPHICTH ii 3aCTOCYBaHHS y KOXXHOMY OKpeMoMy BUMaaKy. Oxpim
BiJICYTHOCTI TEOPETUYHOI'O BU3HAYCHHS TIOHATTS Ta QYHKILIN JOKTPUHH, HE ICHYE 1 CHCTEMHOTO METOY abo
KPHUTEPIit0 3aCTOCYBAaHHS JOKTPUHA 10 (HaKTUIHUX O0OCTaBHH cripaBH. bimemr toro, Cyza y cBOil MpakTHII
IHKOJIM BUKOPHUCTOBYE TOKTPUHY BITHOCHO MPOTHIICIKHO PI3HUX 0OCTABHH Ta BHUITAIKIB.

OTxe, Ha CHOTOJHIIIHIN IeHb MUTaHHs YIOPSAKYBaHHsS KOHIEMIIl HallilOHANBHOI CBOOOIN PO3CYTy
CTaJl0 OJHUM 3 HAHBaKJIMBIMIMX Ta CKJIAJAHUX 3aBJaHb He JHIIE Y paMKax (YHKIIOHYBaHHS KOHBEHIIHHOTO
MEXaHi3My, a # 3aragoM y KOXKHiil TPaHCHAIL[OHATBHIil CHCTEeMi 3aXHCTy IIpaB JIIOAMHH'. BiacyTHiCTH
KpPHUTEPIiB 3aCTOCYBaHHS JOKTPUHU CBOOOAM PO3CYyly Ta ii BIAMIHHE 3aCTOCYBaHHA y aHAJIOTTYHHUX CIpaBax
TiHIMAe 3aHEMOKOEHHS OO iCHYBAHHS MOBIHHOTrO cTaHmapry y pobori Cymy’. TeopeTHuHumii aHami3
JOKTPUHHM HE J03BOJISIE YiTKO BCTAHOBHTH ii IPaBOBHI CTAaTyC Ta (OpMyITy 3aCTOCYBaHHS, IIPOTE JOBOANTH,
10 JOKTPUHA CBOOOAM PO3Cyly, HE MOXKE ICHYBAaTH 11032 BIJIHOMIIEHHSIMH MK HalllOHAIBHUMHU CYAaMH Ta
€BponecbKUM CyI0M 3 TIpaB JIIOJUHH, CAME TOMY JOKTPHHA € SBUIIEM MIKHAPOAHOTO MpaBa. 3aro3uycHa
3 HAI[IOHAJIGHOTO aaMIiHICTPaTHBHOTO IIpaBa €BPOICUCHKUX Oep:kaB, I JOKTPHHA 1HKOIH BU3HAETHCS
CKJIQJIOBOI0 MDKHAPOJIHOTO IpaBa IMpaB JIIOAWHM, a 3 OIJIAAY Ha CaMOCTiiHE 1i BUKOPHCTaHHS Y NPAKTHII
Cyny, Aesiki HayKOBII BBa)KarOTh i1 SICKpaBUM TPHUKIAIOM iHKOPHOpalii pi3HUX Teopiil Mipu poscyny,
Ha/JIaHOTO HAIllOHAJbHIM BJali, y MPaBOBY AOKTPUHY MDKHAPOAHOTO MpaBa MpaB JIOAMHU . Takuii
BHCHOBOK € 0COOJIMBO Ba)KJIMBHM 3 OTJISIAY Ha Te, 110 Ha CHOTOHINIHIA IeHb YIOPSAAKYBAHHS HaIllOHATHHOL
cBOOOIM poO3Cyly CTal0 OJHMUM 3 HAMBAXIMBINIMX Ta HAWCKIAJHIIIMX 3aBAaHb, HE JUILIE II0J0
KOHBEHIIITHOTO MEXaHi3My, a if 3arajoM y KOXHiil TpaHCHAIIIOHAIbHIH CHCTEMi 3aXHCTY TIPaB JTIOIHHH .

[ligBomsgum miACYMOK CIiJ 3BepHYTH yBary, IO HE HAJaHHA Ha TMPOTA31 TPUBAJIOrO dYacy
KOMIICTEHTHUMH YCTaHOBAMH YITKOTO BH3HAYCHHS Ta TIIEPENiKy KPHUTEpiiB 3acTOCYBaHHSA TOKTPUHH
cBO0OO/IM PO3CYAy MOKE OyTH 3yMOBIIEHE ii MOJITUYHOO TIPUPOJI0K0. JJoKTprHA CBOOOIM PO3CYAy NTOBHHHA
3a0e3redyBaTH yHIBEpCAIBHICTh IpaB, rapaHToBaHNX KOHBEHIIi€l0, y TO ke Yac, Ha/laBaTH MOXIINBICTH iX
pi3HOI iHTeprpeTaii Ta 3aCTOCOBYBAHHS B 3aJIEKHOCTI Bijl BIAMIHHUX HAI[iOHATLHUX KOHTEKCTIiB’. AJKe,
s JOKTPHHA 3alpOBaPKye€ MEHII «HAB S3IUBHI», OULIbII TOMITUYHO NPUHHATHUA Ta EKOHOMIYHO
e)eKTHBHHI CTaHAAPT TEperisaly HalliOHANIEHHX cyaoBux pimens y Cyny’. Lle 3a6e3neuye nmosary Paam
€BpONM 0 NpPAaBOBUX TPAMIiil JepkaB-uleHiB Ta iX cyBepeHitery’, pobuth Tekct KoHBeHIIl
YHIBEPCAJILHUM 1 THYYKHM MEXaHI3MOM 3aXHUCTy IpaB JOAUHU. [IpOTHIICKHOIO CTOPOHOIO TAKOTO MOTIISTY
MoKe OyTH UTaHHs, sike HaBoAUTh [Ipesnaent €Bponelickkoro cyny 3 npas moaunu Jin Hlnineman: «Un
niticao CyJ 3a JOMTOMOTOIO IOKTPUHU CBOOOIM PO3CYTy BiAMOBISETHCA BiJl BUKOHAHHS CBOET BIAAH IIIO/I0
peamizamii CymOBOTO Teperisimy, abo y Takwid crmocid TOKIajae Ha HAMiOHABHI Cyau OimbIny
BI/IMOBIATIBHICTD 3 IIIUTIO 3a0e3MeUeHHs OLIbII «PO3yMHOI» CybcuaiapHOCTi?® AHami3yloun 1e MHTAHHS 3

! Arai-Takahashi, Y. (2002). The Margin of Appreciation Doctrine and the Principle of Proportionality in the
Jurisprudence of the ECHR. Antwerp: Intersentia, 8.

? Shany, Y. (2005). Toward a General Margin of Appreciation Doctrine in International law? European Journal of
International Law, 16, 907.

*Benvenisti, E. (1999). Margin of Appreciation, Consensus, and Universal Standards. International Law and Politics,
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International Law, 97, 40.
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TOYKM 30pYy HAaBEJICHOI BHILE KOHIEMIii €BpOMEHChKOro KoHceHcycy, Cya mpH posrisifi 0coOIUBO
JIeTIKATHUX THTaHb, K TO CYCHUIBHOI MOpaji, yHWKAa€ MpUAMATH KOHKPETHI PIMIeHHS 3a BiACYTHOCTI
€[IMHOTO €BPOIEHCHKOro cTanaapty'. [TUTaHHSA B3a€MO3B’A3KY JOKTPHHH CBOOOIH PO3CYLY TA TIPHHIHITY
cyOcHIiapHOCTI 3aciIyroBye OKPEMOIro AOCHIKEHHS, alleé caMe HaBeJeHE MHUTaHHS 300paxkye cydacHi
tenaeHiii podorn Cyny, Taki K HEOOXIHICTh PO3IOIJICHHS BiIIIOBIIaIbHOCTI 32 BUKOHAHHs KOHBEHIIIT
Mk CymoMm Ta HalliOHATFHUMH Cy/JaMH{ IUITXOM HaJaHHS iM MEBHOI MipW PO3CYAY, ITiIKPECTIOIYN, THM
camuM, 1mo CyJ1 He € JOAATKOBOIO CYIOBOIO 1HCTAHIIIEIO, a peai3ye 3aralbHAN KOHTPOIb 3a TOTPUMaHHIM
HopM KonBenuii y kpainax-unenax Konsennii. ¥ cBoto yepry mist Cyay TOKTpUHA CBOOOIM pO3Cyly cTaia
IHCTPYMEHTOM TIOIIyKy OallaHCy MK HAIiOHAIbHUMH MiIXOJaMH JAep)KaB-4JIeHIB /0 3aCTOCYBaHHS
nonokeHs KOHBEHINT Ta yHIBEpCaJbHUM XapaKTepOM MEXaHi3My KOHBEHIIIMHOI CHCTeMH 3aXHCTY MpPaB
JIIOAMHHU.
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