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WAIVER OF HUMAN RIGHTS: A RIGHT OR A CHALLENGE?

The author discusses the new tendencies of waiving human rights. In the article they are
qualified as a new emerging institute of Human Rights Law. The definition of human rights
waiver is discussed, as well as the necessity to give a legal regulation to it. The author
presents the existing definitions of human rights waiver, but does not share any of them,
particularly most of them define human rights waiver as not utilization of human rights,
but the author calls this definition as a passive application of human rights, whilst waiver
of human rights has its own content which is discussed in the article in details. Human rights
waiver is discussed in the light of the co-relation of the right to autonomy and the principle
of paternalism. The author presents some case law on waiver of human rights, which is very
rare. Specifically, the author presents the case law of the Constitutional Court of the Republic
of Armenia and the case law of the European Court of Human Rights. The legal positions
of the mentioned bodies can serve as good criteria in dealing with human rights waiver.
Particularly, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia held a decision dedicated
to this issue and qualified waiver of human rights as an exception from the classical
perception of human rights ideology. The author agrees with idea reflected in decision
of the Constitutional Court concerning the correlation of human rights waiver and right to
autonomy, according to which right to autonomy cannot be absolute and that absolute waiver
of human rights can, in its turn, violate the human rights. In this context the author highlights
the necessity of defining the limits of human rights waiver offering two important directions
for discussion of this question; the scope of the rights which can and cannot be waived,
the framework and criteria of a waiver of human rights.
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1. Introduction

The history of the development of human rights,
the struggle for them, for their declaration, and moreover,
for their real protection was difficult and impressive. The
human race made so many efforts over thousands of years to
achieve the idea of human dignity, equality, freedom, private
life, and all the others. From the ancient oriental philosophy,
antic philosophy, through middle ages, renaissance, new
era, and presently so many concepts, ideas, so many lives,
struggle for the declaration of a human being to be the highest
value. From the idea of Protagoras — the measure of all things
is a human being, to the contemporary perception of human
rights and freedoms: the journey has been long and hard.

We did it! We have an enormous quantity of international
treaties, courts, national legislation, and state bodies all
to serve humanity, to protect their rights and freedoms.
But what phenomenon do we meet? A new demand — for
a human being to be able to waive their rights. What does
this mean, how is it applied, how should a state respond?

The waiver of human rights is sometimes interpreted as
non-realization of a right. I call this passive realization. From
my point of view, a waiver of a human right is a demand
addressed to a state to derogate from its obligations to
protect a certain right concerning which the person demands
a waiver, for example, not to ensure the right to advocate
during criminal proceedings even if such participation is
mandatory according to the legislation or not to protect life
or mental or physical integrity and etc. Is this phenomenon
possible? Is it in compliance with the idea of human rights
and the obligations of the state, what are the limits of a claim
to waive a right, should the state go in this direction or not,
should it be regulated by law or not? All these questions
need some research and some response as they have already
become a part of the legal reality at both an international
and domestic level.

2. Waiver of Human Rights

2.1. Definition

A definition of a human rights waiver has not been
discussed a lot within the scientific literature and one
unanimous approach does not exist. Originally, even
the idea of waiving human rights was rejected. It was
believed that one of the characteristics of human rights
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is that they cannot be waived or taken away (Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights, (United Nations), Frequently asked questions
on a human rights-based approach to development cooperation, New York
and Geneva, 2006, 1, December 27, 2019). The same idea can be met within judicial
practice as well. In the Webber Academy Foundation v. Alberta (Human Rights
Commission) (2015 AHRC 8 (CanLII)) case considered by the Alberta Human
Rights Tribunal justice Poelman held that waiver is not a possible defense in any
case, as human rights are a matter of public policy and protect the inherent dignity
of every individual; thus they “cannot be waived or contracted out of”” (H. Shireen,
Human Rights Cannot Be Renounced or Waived, University of Calgary Faculty
of Law BLOG September 1, 2016, 1). Mart Susi — Professor of the Human Rights
Law at the Tallinn University, discussing the issue of a waiver of human rights
in the context of the European Convention on Human Rights and the case law
of'the European Court of Human Rights considers that “The possibility of the waiver
of a convention right also seems to contradict the obligations taken up by Member
states of the Council of Europe under Article 1 of the convention — to guarantee
to everyone under their jurisdiction the rights and freedoms specified in article
1 of the convention” (M. Susi, Recent Judgments and Decisions of the European
Court of Human Rights towards Estonia, Juridica International XI/2006, 97).

In the judgment of the Supreme Court of Canada concerning the case
Dickason v. University of Alberta it is stated that the Ontario Human Rights Code
has been enacted by the Legislature of the Province of Ontario for the benefit
of the community at large and of its individual members and clearly falls within that
category of an enactment which may not be waived or altered by private contract
(Dickason v. University of Alberta, Supreme Court of Canada, September 24, 1992,
22700, 213-14). The same idea has been emphasized in another judgment held by
the Supreme Court of Canada in Insurance Corp. of British Columbia v. Heerspink.
In the judgment it was stated that “Furthermore, as it is a public and fundamental
law, no one, unless clearly authorized by law to do so, may contractually agree to
suspend its operation and thereby put oneself beyond the reach of its protection”
(Insurance Corp. of British Columbia v. Heerspink, Supreme Court of Canada,
August 9,1982, 16525, 158).

At the same time some tendencies in the opposite direction are coming up. For
example, David Miller in his article “Are human rights conditional?” discussing
the inalienable nature of the rights stated that “Human rights are also often said to be
inalienable: they are not things that a person can lose by virtue of the way she acts”
(D. Miller, Are Human Rights Conditional?, CSSJ Working Papers Series, SJ020,
Centre for the Study of Social Justice Department of Politics and International
Relations University of Oxford Manor Road, Oxford OX1 3UQ United Kingdom,
September 2012, 2012, 2). D. Miller noting this statement with some exception,
especially stated that “I leave aside here the question of voluntary waivers of human
rights, such as occur, in the short term, when a person agrees to have invasive
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surgery” (Ibid). Here as we can see the idea of waiving human rights is mentioned
as an existing one. Another source stated that “Some human rights can be waived,
but only in limited circumstances; and certain rights can never be waived, such as
the right to liberty and protection from torture. Other human rights may be waived
but that waiver must be established in an unequivocal manner. For example, it can
be lawful to waive your rights in the employment context” (A Training Manual
on International Human Rights Law, Building Human Rights into Practice, The
Bingham Centre for the Rule of Law, London, UK, 2012). The idea of waiving
human rights and its practical application can be met also within the recent case law
of the European Court of Human Rights and some domestic jurisdictions.

However, the existing ideas and case law is vague. “It is not theoretically clear
whether an individual may waive his or her rights under the convention at all, nor
to what extent or exactly which convention rights may be waived” (M. Susi, Recent
Judgments and Decisions of the European Court of Human Rights towards Estonia,
Juridica International X1/2006, 97).

The examination of the rare research shows that waiving human rights is
discussed in the following manner; the legitimate decision of the person not to use
his/her right in a specific situation (A. Ghambaryan, Waiver of subjective human
rights and the conditions of legitimacy, Journal “Legality”, Yerevan, 2016, 24, to use
the right in violation of the deadlines stipulated by the law (A. Gambaryan, Otka3 ot
cyOekTHBHBIX IIpaB MostuanueM (Tacit waiver) (Waiver of subjective right by silence
(Tacit Waiver)) Teopus m mpaktruka odmiecTBeHHOTO pazsutus N4 (2018)). Some
specialists argue fairly that not realization of the rights does not amount to a waiver
of human rights (OTka3 OT CyOBEKTHBHBIX TPaXKIAHCKHX TIIpaB: THCCEPTAIHS
kaHuaata opuarndeckux Hayk: 12.00.03 / Cyxanosa Onust BiiagumuposHa).

In my opinion a waiver of human rights implies the demand of the person
addressed to the state to stop realization of its obligations, especially positive ones
for the protection of a special right of a special person. The parties of the relations
deriving from human rights are the human being and the state. Even in the case
of horizontal relations it is the state who carries a responsibility towards the person
to ensure the realization of their rights in relations with another human being.
The responsibility carrier in human rights relations is the state. The human rights
stipulated in the international treaties and the domestic basic laws/Constitutions
are addressed to the state who is obliged to perform some obligations directed to
the protection of these rights.

A human right is a freedom of the person to choose the possible legally formulated
version of his/her behavior concerning a special situation. The idea that a waiver
of a human right is just a non-realization of a right cannot be justified as non-
realization of a right is also a form of its realization, of its enjoyment, just in a passive
way. Besides, in case of non-realization of a right, the obligation holding party
of human rights relations — the state, does not participate in any manner, which is not
possible as to waive a right implies some consequences which cannot leave the state
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without any role. So, if the relation based on human rights is a relationship between
a state (here I consider the classical understanding of human rights relation — vertical
relations. Though in case of horizontal relations the state in any case holds active
role as it is the state’s obligation to protect the person in those horizontal relations)
and a human being, and if the state carries obligations to ensure those rights, it means
that waiving a human right is a demand of the person addressed to the state to stop
performance of its obligations, especially positive obligations concerning the waived
right. In this situation another question arises — whether the state has an obligation to
stop performance of its obligations based on such a demand of the human being or
it comes to the margin of appreciation of the state to decide this issue. In the context
of this issue such ideas should be discussed as autonomy and paternalism which
refers to another question — limits of a human rights waiver.

2.2. Limits of a Waiver of Human Rights

The idea of a waiver of human rights arises from the right to autonomy.
Autonomy is a familiar concept within legal, moral, and political philosophy
(J. Coggon and J. Miola, Autonomy, Liberty, And Medical Decision-Making, Camb
Law J. 2011 Nov; 70(3): 523-547). For example, such issues as assisted suicide,
euthanasia, voluntary interference with mental and physical integrity, and etc.,
which are the types of waiver of such rights as life, physical and mental integrity,
are the expressions of the right to autonomy. The European Court of Human Rights
discusses these issues within the right to self-development which is also an element
of right to autonomy. The right to autonomy implies the possibility of a human being
to make decisions about their life. It denotes self-government. The specialists also
stress the free will of a human being and possibility to act without the interference
of third parties. Human rights in turn exist to protect some sides of human life
and life itself too. Correspondingly, human rights demand the existence of a state’s
obligations to take care for these rights. As a result, when it comes to the correlation
of human rights and the right to autonomy the issue of a waiver comes out when
the person demands not to protect their rights, when the person demands from
the state to take away its care. In this context, another famous question comes out —
whether the state has an obligation to stop its care, i.e., protection of human rights in
any case the person demands it. In my opinion the proper balance between the right
to autonomy and paternalism should be kept. The aforementioned is especially true
when it comes to such spheres as end of life, physical and mental integrity. In these
cases, people can be especially vulnerable and letting them make decisions which
can harm themselves will go too far in the sense of the protection of life as a value.
In ECtHR judgment on the case of Pretty v. the United Kingdom the Court expressed
an approach on this issue that went too far, particularly it stated that “...in the sphere
of medical assistance, even where the refusal to accept a particular treatment might
lead to a fatal outcome, the imposition of medical treatment without the consent
of a mentally competent adult patient would interfere with his or her right to physical
integrity”. Such position is marginal in my opinion. It contradicts the Court itself; its
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position in accordance with which Article 2 and 3 of the European Convention on
Human Rights are the core values of the Convention. In this case the Court undermines
the life of the person, by passive actions; in other words, by not giving the treatment
the state, in fact, does not fulfill its positive obligations for the protection of the right to
life. It shall be stressed that there is no right to die. Thus, countries shall take positive
means to protect life, even in case the person refuses medical treatment which can
safe their life. However, if the state acts conversely, the state becomes a supporter
of suicide. One should keep in mind that the whole legal system and the state in
general exist for only one main aim — to protect human life, to make it prospective
and secure. This is the main idea of the theory of the emergence of a state on the basis
of the social contract and natural law which are the basis for democratic societies.
It also shall be taken into account that in difficult situations which require medical
treatment with fatal consequences people are under emotional and psychological
pressure and are not able to understand what they are doing. In such cases, in my
opinion, where the treatment is fatal and the adult refuses it, the opinions of relatives
and those who have a close relationship shall be taken into account. The person
should also be given some psychological help if he/she refuses the treatment which
could allow recovery. In such cases, the person can be under immense stress.

The mentioned position of the court is also in direct conflict with the Hippocratic
oath, which requires “all measures [that] are required”...“T will apply, for the benefit
of the sick”. Generally, no enforcement can be made and no treatment can be
performed against the will of the person, however, some mechanisms to try to save
the life should be introduced, as the life is the highest value.

In 2002 in the case of Pretty v. the United Kingdom the ECtHR held that the very
essence of the Convention is respect for human dignity and human freedom. Without
in any way negating the principle of sanctity of life protected under the Convention,
the Court considers that “...it is under Article 8 that notions of the quality of life
take on significance. In an era of growing medical sophistication combined with
longer life expectancies, many people are concerned that they should not be forced
to linger on in old age or in states of advanced physical or mental decrepitude which
conflict with strongly held ideas of self and personal identity. [...] The applicant in
this case is prevented by law from exercising her choice to avoid what she considers
will be an undignified and distressing end to her life. The Court is not prepared to
exclude that this constitutes an interference with her right to respect for private life
as guaranteed under Article 8 §1 of the Convention”.

I would like to stress three elements in this judgment specifically, which can
be challenging from the point of view of dignity and autonomy as well. Firstly,
the Court mentioned “what she considers”. This means that the Court did not
state any criteria for a situation in which the person can choose death. In such
a case even a little disadvantage in life could be defined by a person in this way.
Secondly, the Court mentioned “mental decrepitude” as a ground which can make
life undignified. But here a question arises, whether the person may enjoy personal
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autonomy and decide on life or death issues while being mentally ill? The answer
seems to be obvious. Finally, the third one is when the Court mentioned as a ground
for making life undignified “being in old age”. In my opinion such statement
undermines the value of the elderly. Such a statement from the Court reminds some
form of eugenics. In Haas v. Switzerland the Court developed the idea adding that
“... an individual’s right to decide the way in which and at which point his or her life
should end, provided that he or she was in a position to freely form his or her own
judgment and to act accordingly, was one of the aspects of the right to respect for
private life within the meaning of Article 8 of the Convention”.

The ideas expressed in Gross v. Switzerland seem to be ideological support for
death even in cases of absence of any illness. Here the Court cited the mentioned
ideas and added that “... having regard to the above considerations, and, in particular,
the principle of subsidiarity, the Court considers that it is primarily up to the domestic
authorities to issue comprehensive and clear guidelines on whether and under which
circumstances an individual in the applicant’s situation — that is, someone not
suffering from a terminal illness — should be granted the ability to acquire a lethal
dose of medication allowing them to end their life. Accordingly, the Court decides
to limit itself to the conclusion that the absence of clear and comprehensive legal
guidelines violated the applicant’s right to respect for her private life under Article
8 of the Convention, without in any way taking up a stance on the substantive content
of such guidelines”.

Thus, the Court considers it possible for states to help people die in cases where they
are only elderly or do not wish to become elderly or in any other case instead of calling
on the states to take care of such people and showing them social and moral aid.

Positions like these undermine the idea of life as a value in general. In this regard,
some authors have already expressed the idea that “the basic argument for assisted
suicide is that life has its value only as long as it has a meaning for the person whose
lifeitis...” (E. Drogon, ‘The Right to Die with Dignity’, in: T. Gries and R. Alleweldt,
Human Rights within the European Union, Berlin: Berliner Wissenschafts-Verlag
2004, 100). Such approaches to human life are risky as ideologically they are full
of nihilism to human life and human beings in general, like “do what you want,
nobody cares for you”. So, in all the aforementioned cases, paternalism can be
justified, and the waiver rejected.

There is another important justification against an absolute waiver. In several
cases the state shall not stop its protection as the opposite will result in violation
of human rights as the highest value. It is important to understand that the protection
of human rights does not imply merely the protection of the interest of a concrete
person who has entered into relations with the state concerning a special right. By
protection of human rights, the state protects the special human right as a value,
as a general value. For example, when the state starts an investigation of a murder
it is directed not merely to that special case, not only to resolve that special case
but also to show its concern about human life in general, that it cares about human
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life as a value, as a general value. Investigation in this case is directed also to
prevent crime in the future and to educate people. The object of the protection
of a human right includes not only the interest of the specific person but also
the general interest of the whole society. So, the protection provided by the state
does not refer merely to the will of that person and therefore it cannot be waived by
a wish of the person because the waiver can be attractive for a specific person but
be in contradiction with the will of the society. In this case the waiver can violate
the idea and value of the special right.

In the context of the aforementioned the issue of the limits of human rights waiver
arises. I would like to discuss these limits in two directions;

— the scope of the rights which can and cannot be waived,

— the framework and criteria of a waiver of human rights.

In regard to the first issue I would like to differentiate human rights into two
groups by applying the criterion of humiliation of the nature of a human being. I can
suppose that a human rights waiver can never be used in regard to those human rights
the waiver of which will result in humiliation of a human life and human nature. For
example, right to life, right to physical and mental integrity.

What about the rights which can be waived? Such as the right to fair trial, right
to freedom of movement, right to freedom of speech etc.? Can these human rights
be waived in an unlimited manner? In my opinion some criteria should be applicable
to a waiver of these rights too. In my opinion the most reasonable criterion in this
regard can serve the criterion of violation of the very essence of the given right. This
is a very significant criterion/principle recognized by the case law of the European
Court of Human Rights. This principle is also enshrined in the Constitution
of the Republic of Armenia. Particularly Article 80 of the Constitution stipulates that
the essence of the provisions on basic rights and freedoms enshrined in this Chapter
shall be inviolable (The amendments to the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia
were introduced through a referendum on 6 December 2015, Article 80).

As for the procedural rights, the waiver here cannot be unlimited either. The main
limit here can be the interests of justice, for example in cases where the state appoints
an attorney it could act against the wish of the accused to defend himself pro se.

3. Practical Realization of a Waiver of Human Rights

3.1. Legal Regulation of a Waiver of Human Rights

No international legal act regulates the relations concerning the waiver of human
rights. Some domestic legal acts regulate this phenomenon but mainly in regard
to the procedural human rights. The same is true for the case law of the European
Court of Human Rights (Poitrimol v. France, Hakansson and Sturesson v. Sweden).
In these cases, the European Court of Human Rights developed some principles for
the application in regard to the waiver of procedural human rights. Especially in the case
of Poitrimol v. France the European Court of Human Rights stated that, “however, such
a waiver must, if it is to be effective for the Convention purposes, be established in
an unequivocal manner and be attended by minimum safeguards commensurate with
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its importance. In case of Hakansson and Sturesson v. Sweden the European Court
of Human Rights added that “waiver must be made in an unequivocal manner and must
not run counter to any important public interest”. Therefore, as we can see, the waiver
concerning even the procedural rights is not absolute.

The Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia also discussed the principles
of the human rights waiver in its decision DCC-1403 adopted on February 13, 2018.
It stated that “the application of the institution of refusal without reservations may
lead to violation of rights”. The European Court of Human Rights also developed
the legality test for the waiver of human rights. The failure to comply with the test
amounts to a violation of a right. The mentioned comes to prove that absolute waiver
of human rights is not possible, which is justified as the legal system and the state exist
to protect the inviolability of the rights, dignity, and substance of the human being.

In my opinion waiver of human rights is a new emerging legal institution which
requires definite legal regulation. All the issues concerning human rights should
comply with the principle of legal certainty. To resolve this problem, [ would offer
to stipulate some legal norms in the domestic legislation. The practical realization
of waiver of human rights can be performed via a separate legal act or legal norms
stipulated in the basic laws of the states. In the Constitutions the states separately
and definitely enshrine the human rights and their limitations. In the same logic,
the waiver should be regulated taking into account the tendency of application of this
institution by the domestic courts as well as by the European Court of Human Rights.

3.2. The Armenian Case Law on a Waiver of Human Rights

In the Republic of Armenia only one case exists concerning the waiver of human
rights (Decision of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Armenia— DCC-1403,
13.02.2018) The Human Rights Defender of the Republic of Armenia brought a case
to the Constitutional Court. The Applicant considers that the challenged provisions
regulated by the Criminal Procedural Code contradict Part 2 of Article 67 and Article
79 of the Constitution of the Republic of Armenia insofar as the application
of the institution of compulsory participation of a defender contradicts the full
exercise of the defendant’s right to be defended personally or through his chosen
counsel. In the Applicant’s opinion, existing legal regulations create a situation in
which, on the one hand, the fundamental right of a suspect or accused for the defense,
in person or through a lawyer chosen by him, is opposed, and on the other hand,
the obligation of the body conducting the criminal proceedings (as part of the right
to a fair judicial trial) to ensure effective legal representation, within which the body
conducting the proceedings has the right not to accept (and in the case of applying
the sanctions as the removal of the defendant from the courtroom, the court does
not accept) the refusal of the suspect, accused or defendant from the defender.
The Applicant notes that, as a general condition, the defense counsel assumes
their authority with the consent of the person accused of a criminal offense (Part
2 of Article 68 of the RA Criminal Procedure Code), whereas in the case of applying
sanctions against the defendant without their consent, applying the institution
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of mandatory legal representation, a public defender is involved, which indicates
a contradiction between these legal regulations and legal uncertainty. The Applicant
asserts that the RA Criminal Procedure Code does not specifically and clearly
regulate in which case the duty of the state represented by the implementing body
to ensure compulsory legal representation prevails over the fundamental right
of the accused to defend themselves or through their chosen counsel. Referring to
some precedents of the European Court of Human Rights, the Applicant argues that
the right of an accused person to have a defender of their choice is not absolute.
This right can be ignored or considered secondary by the court if there are relevant
and sufficient grounds for this due to the priority interest of the justice. According to
the Applicant, the RA Criminal Procedure Code should clearly indicate the boundaries,
as well as the criteria and standards by which the body conducting proceedings can
determine whether there are actually “relevant” and “sufficient” grounds to consider
the existence of a priority interest of justice.

As a result of the consideration of the case the Constitutional Court of the Republic
of Armenia held that in the context of realization of the institutions of the protection
of human rights and waiver of human rights proportionality should be ensured. The
Constitutional Court also stressed that the absolute waiver would result in violation
of human rights. The Constitutional Court held that “waiver of human rights shall not
become a demand addressed to a state to abandon its positive obligations directed to
the protection of human rights. In this case the state should give priority to human rights
not only as a possibility of people to choose their behavior but as an absolute value”.

3.3. Regulation of a Waiver of Human Rights Within the Jurisdiction
of International Bodies

The case law of the European Court of Human Rights refers to the procedural
rights. It is worth noting from the very beginning that the European Court of Human
Rights does not defend the waiver of human rights in all cases. Some fundamental
ideas were expressed by the Court in cases such as Croissant v. Germany, Lagerblom
v. Sweden, Correia de Matos v. Portugal, Sakhnovskiy v. Russia, Pishchalnikov v.
Russia, Hakansson and Sturesson v. Sweden, Sejdovic v. Italy, Simeonovi V. Bulgaria,
Jones v. the United Kingdom, Talat Tung v. Turkey and others.

In the case of Sakhnovskiy v. Russia the European Court of Human Rights
stated that “neither the letter nor the spirit of Article 6 of the Convention prevents
a person from waiving of his own free will, either expressly or tacitly, entitlement
to the guarantees of a fair trial”. As mentioned above in the case of Hakansson
and Sturesson v. Sweden the European Court of Human Rights also stressed that
“such a waiver must be established unequivocally and must not run counter to any
important public interest”.

In the case of Sejdovic v. Italy the European Court of Human Rights has also
stated that “before an accused can be said to have implicitly, through his conduct,
waived an important right under Article 6 of the Convention, it must be shown that
he could reasonably have foreseen what the consequences of his conduct would be”.

14 AnminictparuBHe mpaso i mpomec. — Ne 1 (28). —2020.



3ATAJIBHE AJMIHICTPATUBHE ITPABO

Notwithstanding the fact that the European Court of Human Rights considers it
possible to waive the procedural rights under Article 6 of the European Convention
on Human Rights, the case law of the Court proves that the opposite, i.c. the absence
of waiver under the domestic legislations is not considered to be in breach with
the European Convention on Human Rights. Particularly the case of Correia de Matos
v. Portugal is worth noting in this sense, as the Court here adopted fundamental legal
positions in the context of waiver of procedural rights. In this case the applicant
alleged that the decisions of the domestic courts refusing him to conduct his own
defense in the criminal proceedings against him and requiring that he be represented
by a lawyer had violated Article 6 § 3 (c) of the Convention. The European Court
of Human Rights did not find a violation of human rights here. Although judge Pinto
De Albuquerque and judge Sajé adopted dissenting opinion concerning this. They
were against the statement of absence of the violation.

Concerning the waiver of human rights in the abovementioned context some
ideas were expressed by the United Nations Human Rights Committee (HRC)
in the Communication No 1123/2002. In this decision the HRC expressed ideas
concerning the wish of the person and cases when the state may act against that
wish. Particularly the HRC stated that the “right to defend oneself without a lawyer
was not absolute. The interests of justice could require the assignment of a lawyer
against the wishes of the accused, particularly in cases of a person substantially
and persistently obstructing the proper conduct of the trial, or facing a grave
charge but being unable to act in his own interests, or where it was necessary to
protect vulnerable witnesses from further distress caused if the accused were to
question them himself. However, any restriction on the accused’s wish to defend
himself had to have an objective and sufficiently serious purpose and could not go
beyond what was necessary to uphold the interests of justice” (U.N, Doc., CCPR/
C/86/D/1123/2002, Communication No 1123/2002, 28 March 2006, para 7.4). “The
assessment of whether in a specific case the assignment of a lawyer was necessary in
the interests of justice had to be made by the competent courts” (U.N, Doc., CCPR/
C/86/D/1123/2002, Communication No 1123/2002, 28 March 2006, para 7.5).

4. Conclusions

Human rights waiver is a new emerging phenomenon. It is an exception from
the general rule to protect the human rights. Human rights waiver is a person’s demand
addressed to the state to not protect his/her rights, to stop performance of its obligations
for the protection of human rights. Human rights waiver is not regulated by any
international legal act, nor does any domestic law exist specially for the waiver. Some
rare case law exists but mainly regarding the procedural human rights.

The aforementioned research showed the necessity to regulate human rights
waiver in more detail as it can lead to such consequences as end of life, or interference
with mental and physical integrity. Waiver and right to autonomy are strongly
linked. But even wish and autonomy cannot be unlimited. The criteria which limit
the possibility to waive the human rights should be defined by the domestic legal acts
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at the minimum. Vague and not regulated realization of waiver of human rights can
lead to violation of human rights.
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Asmop obcyscoaem Ho8ble MeHOeHyuu omKaza Om npag uenogeka. B cmamve onu
K6anu@uyupyomesi Kak Ho8ulil (popMupyIowuiics UHCIumym npasa npas yenogexa. Q6cysicoaemces
onpedeneHue OmKaza Om NPas 4ei06eKd, d Maxdice HeoOXOOUMOCHb €20 3aKOHOOAMEeNbHO20
peaynuposanus. A6mop npeocmasisen cyuwecmsyiowjue onpeoeienus OmKaza om npaeg Yeioeexd,
HO He pa3zoerisem Hu 00HO U3 HUX, 8 YACTHHOCMU, OONbULUHCINGO U3 HUX ONPEOeNiAIon OMKA3 O Npas
uen06eKa KaK HeUCNoIb308AHUE NPAG YEL0BEKA, HO ABMOP HA3bIBAENT DTNO ONpedeleHuUe NACCUBHBIM
npuMeHeHuemM npas Yenoeexd, 8 mo 6pems KAk OmKa3 om npaes Yeiogexa umeent ceoe cooepiicatile,
0 KOmopom noopobHo pacckazviéaemcsi ¢ cmamve. OmKaz om npas uenosexa 00Cyicoaemcs 6
ceeme 63aUMOCEA3U NPAsa HaA AGMOHOMUIO U NPUHYUNA namepranusma. Aemop npedcmasisiem
HeKomopble npeyedenmnoe npaso 06 omKaze om npas uYerno6eKd, KOmopoe s6JAemcst 04eHb
peoxum. B wacmnocmu, asmop npeocmasnsem npeyedenmuoe npaso Koncmumyyuonnozo Cyoa
Pecnybnuku Apmenus u npeyedenmuoe npaso Eeponetickoeo cyoa no npasam uenosexa. [lpasosuvle
no3UYUU YROMAHYMBIX OP2AHOE MOV CIYAICUMbG XOPOWIUM KpUmepuem npu paccCMompenuu u
NpUMeHeHUul omKkaza om npae weiosekd. B uacmunocmu, Koncmumyyuonnwiti Cyo Pecnybnuxu
Apmenus npumsan pewenue, NOCEAUEHHOE IMOMY 60NPOCY, U KEATUDUUUPOBAL OMKA3 OM
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npas 4enogeka KaK UCKIIOYeHUe U3 KIACCUYeCKO20 BOCHPUAMUS UO0N02UU NpAs 4el06eKd.
Asmop coanacen ¢ uoeetl, ompasiceHHoll 6 pewienuu Koncmumyyuonnoeo cyoa omHoCUmensHo
COOMHOUIEeHUs OMKA3A OM NPA8 Yel08eKd U NPAsd HA A6MOHOMUIO, CONACHO KOMOPOMY Npaso
HA A8MOHOMUIO He Modicem Oblimb aOCOTIOMHBIM, U YUMo aOCOTIOMHbIN OMKA3 OM NPA8 Yelo8eKd
ModHcem, 8 c0l0 oyepedb, NpUBeCmu K HapyweHuio npaes uenosexkd. B smom konmexkcme asmop
nooueprusaem HeoOXo00UMOCHb ONPeOeleHUst PAHUY OMKA3A OM NPAs Yelo8eKd, npediazds 06a
BAJICHLIX HANPABLEHUs OISl OOCYHCOEHUS IMO20 80NPOCA; 00bEM Npas, om KOMOPbIX MOXCHO U
Hellb351 OMKA3AMbCA, PAMKU U KDUMEPUU OMKA3a om npas ueiosexd. Asmop npeonazaem maxoice
NPUHYUNBL ONpedeNeHUs ZPanUY OMKA3d OM NPA8 Yelo8eKd, 8 YACIMHOCIU A8mop pasoensiem 0ge
2pYnnbl NPas YeioBeKd 8 3a8UCUMOCIU O MO20, HAPYUAen i OMKA3 OM 3MUX Npag CYUHOCHb
yenogeueckou namypwl. Credo6amenbHo, OMKA3 OM NPAs, HAPYUAIOWULL CYWHOCTb Yel08EYeCKOll
HAmMypol, HeBO3MOdICeH. Bmopoil npunyun kacaemcsi mex npae, Ha KOMopbvie Nepawill KpUmeputi
He pacnpocmpanaemcs. B amom ciyuae modxcem npumeHAmMsCs RPUHYUR HEPYUUMOCIU CAMOU
CywHOCMU Npasd, mo ecmv eciu obvbeM OmKa3a Om OAHHO20 Npasa 4elo8eKkd Hapyuiaem
CYWHOCMb OAHHOZ20 NPAsd, MO OMKA3 HEB03MONHCEH.

KuaroueBble cjioBa: IpaBa 4€JI0OBCKa, HOBOC IPpaBo, MpaBO OTKa3a OT IIpaB 4YCJIOBCKA, aBTOHOMMUS,
naTrepHajins3M, HOBBIM HUHCTUTYT IIpaB YCJIOBCKA.
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