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Can there be a final time limit for the Constitutional

Court to reach a decision?

Abstract

The overburdening of constitutional courts which have
responsibility to decide upon constitutional complaints and/or
other forms of individual appeals is growing and causing serious
considerations to be given to question of guaranteeing that the
decision is reached not only in reasonable time form the position
of the parties to the dispute, but also in time to give a response
to wider legal and social issues that are being considered in
important cases pending before the constitutional court. It is
therefore that the question arises, whether it would be possible
to introduce a final time – limit for the constitutional court to
reach a decision. Even this seems to be contrary to traditional
principles and practices of judicial decision making, there are
valid arguments that support this principle:  the declared right to
appeal to the constitutional court is quite often void and leads to
disappointment, which diminishes the court's respect and author-
ity, if the decision cannot be reached in reasonable time or is lim-
ited to a short decision stating only that the case will not be
accepted for further consideration – and even that after a num-
ber of years. So it would probably lead to an improved trans-
parency and predictability – if not honesty - of judicial process
of the constitutional court, if the procedure would openly declare
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most formal of them all: can there be a final time-limit for the
constitutional court to reach a decision – and if so, what are the
consequences? Even if on the first glance this question may
seem to be either trivial or impossible to reach, there have been
recent discussions about this even regarding the possibilities to
reform the European Court of Human Rights, not supported by
the majority, but the question remains valid. Let us examine this
further.

2. The problem

There is one observation that should be stressed again at
the very beginning: the caseload of the constitutional courts
and other highest courts with competence to judge upon indi-
vidual appeals1 is growing and they are faced with challenges
to find new alternative solutions to handling appeals, with min-
imal (or at least reasonable) lowering of the standards of legal
protection of the citizens, including the crucial aspect of deliv-
ering a judgement within reasonable time2. Several possible
solutions were discussed, prepared and presented on many
occasions, from minor changes to radical reshaping of the
whole systems.

The question of (more) effective decision-making by the
constitutional courts in this context is therefore an open chal-
lenge3, but one has to keep in mind that legal remedies have their

that it will not examine all appeals, but only the most important
ones and that all the other cases would be subjected to a final
time-limit, after expiry of which the case would ipso lege be
deemed to be dismissed. 

1. Introduction

The role and importance of constitutional courts is grow-
ing all across the wider European area, with many new courts
being established in the last twenty years and others gaining
new powers and responsibilities. One of the major reforms
both on national and supranational levels has been to grant cit-
izens the right of individual appeal to the constitutional courts,
enabling them to demand judicial protection of their constitu-
tional rights by the highest judicial authority. The principle is
in theory sound: that there is always a (final) remedy, which
enables the protection of citizens against violations of human
rights and fundamental freedoms from the state authorities, if
everything else has failed. But the introduction of individual
access to the constitutional court or other highest judicial
authority has on the other hand in practice led to a serious con-
sequence: the overburdening of supreme judicial bodies. The
constitutional courts are not – and cannot – be organized to
handle a vast number of cases, reaching in thousands of indi-
vidual appeals, both for systemic and procedural reasons, as
will be examined further. So the question remains: how to
guarantee the time for decision-making to remain reasonable,
without causing the justice to the citizens to be delayed and
therefore to be denied? 

There are a number of responses to this challenge, which
can be seen both in laws and regulations being amended, as well
as in changes in every-day functioning of constitutional courts.
This paper, however, deals with only one of them, maybe the

7

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12
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1  An individual appeal/constitutional complaint procedure can vary among States, but in its
core principle it is a remedy that may be lodged due to a violation of human rights or fun-
damental freedoms against constitutional court individual acts by which state authorities,
local community authorities, or bearers of public authority decided on the rights, obliga-
tions, or legal entitlements of individuals or legal entities. Generally it may be lodged only
after all legal remedies have been exhausted.

2   The overburdening with cases faced by the ECtHR is therefore a situation that reflects sim-
ilar developments in many national legal systems.

3   More on the topic with many of presented ideas developed in Kersevan: Constitutional
Complaint as a General Domestic Remedy and the Shared Responsibility to Implement
the European Convention of Human Rights (2010).
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specific characteristics and consequences that influence the
functioning of the national legal, judicial and administrative sys-
tem as a whole. The goal to be achieved is of course related to
the need for constitutional court decisions to be delivered time-
ly, giving the answer to  both legal and wider social questions
that have to be resolved in the course of its proceedings. The
logic remains constant: the more effective the remedies them-
selves, the shorter the time needed for the decision to be taken.
But let us examine some of the facts and developments regard-
ing the efforts to raise the efficiency of constitutional courts
decision-making.  

To present the specific challenge in how to enable the con-
stitutional courts to reach a decision in reasonable time let us
first examine the general characteristics of constitutional com-
plaints and other forms of individual appeals. Experience shows
that if there is a legal remedy available to the individuals, which
enables them to access these courts directly, such a remedy will
lead to a very high (if not extreme) caseload of the court. 

This is supported by the logic of the protection of human
rights: if they are applicable in practically all legal cases and
procedures, it is possible that in all such cases there occurs a
violation of these rights, so that an appeal on these grounds is
always possible; it suffices for the applicant to claim that his
human rights have been violated for the procedure before the
court of higher instance to be introduced and since it is possible
that the case is not resolved in the interests of the appellant in
the lower levels of the judicial system, it is quite logical for him
to use also the appeal to the highest courts, including the con-
stitutional complaint4.  Opinions about the correct interpretation
and implementation of the Constitution (and/or the ECHR) may

8 9

differ between the parties to the dispute and consequently
between the different levels of the judicial system in the pro-
ceedings based on appeals and other legal remedies. It is not
unusual even for every level of the judiciary to have a different
opinion, even if the same legal texts are used in the decision-
making. And one has to keep in mind that the appellant seeks
the outcome that satisfies his interests, not abstract justice. If
remedies are available against a court's decision, the party
which is unsatisfied with the result will use them to get the
judgement changed in its favour.  

In relation to this there is another factual observation that
has been made on analysing the use of legal remedies: the suc-
cessful use of legal remedies motivates other persons to use
them against unfavourable decisions or actions, administrative
or judicial. These considerations are valid for all legal remedies,
ordinary and extraordinary, and in all types of legal proceedings,
including the constitutional complaints and other forms of indi-
vidual appeal to constitutional courts. And tied to it, there is one
fact that will remain unchanged: that (with possible exception of
Solomon's judgments) in every dispute between two opposing
parties with contrary interests there will always be at least one of
them, who will be unsatisfied with the result because of losing
the trial5. This gives an approximation of 50% of parties to a
judicial proceeding unsatisfied with its outcome and at least
potentially interested or willing to challenge such a judgement
and claim that their rights have been violated, especially if they
know that such challenges have often been successful in other
cases and therefore have reason to believe they are likely to suc-
ceed. And the answer to the question, whether the court or
(another State authority) has indeed violated rights of an indi-
vidual or not can and will finally be given only in the judgement

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

5   In criminal and administrative cases the "opposing party" is the State, which is specific in
its legal position, but other participants (victims of crimes, persons affected by adminis-
trative decisions) will have the same considerations in the case that an appeal against the
State is successful. 

4 Cases have been known in Slovenia where an applicant has lodged a constitutional com-
plaint against the judgement of the Supreme Court and has in his appeal already "warned"
the constitutional court that in the case his case was not resolved in his favour, he would
appeal to the ECtHR. It is quite probable that these cases are not country-specific and that
they have occurred in other States Parties as well.
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as their position in judicial system to raise the efficiency in rais-
ing e.g. the number of judges (which in European countries varies
in principle between 5 and 16) and similar measures7. 

With more legal remedies and more litigation numerous
constitutional courts that are faced with the problem of overbur-
dening and with the need to solve cases without undue delay,
within a reasonable time-frame have tried to find new solutions.
The answer to this has been in most cases to limit the access to
the constitutional courts themselves, however without abandon-
ing the system of constitutional complaints or other forms of indi-
vidual appeals to these highest courts. So the prevention of over-
burdening is achieved firstly by raising procedural requirements:
strict deadlines to use a constitutional complaint, preclusions in
using certain arguments that have not been already presented in
earlier stages of the proceedings, exclusion of cases of minor
importance and limitation of grounds to appeal a decision (e.g.
questions of law, but not fact), a need to exhaust lower level legal
remedies, etc. It is difficult always to claim there is an inherent
'natural' logic in these limitations, other than the simple fact that
there is no need and/or capacity to rule on each fact and legal
question a repeated (or exaggerated) number of times. The judge-
ment on fulfilment of these conditions is often combined with the
ruling on the importance of the case, which grants access to the
court in question. Consequently it is quite clear that a consider-
able number (if not a large majority) of applicants to the consti-
tutional courts will not be given decision on the grounds of the
case, but will be faced only with a procedural decision that the
leave to appeal was not granted, that the case was dismissed as
inadmissible, manifestly unfounded, unsubstantiated, not of suf-
ficient importance (de minimis), etc8. This is the practice of many

of the superior level. But for starting the proceedings with legal
remedies the appellant has only to claim that he has been violat-
ed in his rights and freedoms, meaning that the pure possibility
and assertion of such illegality causes in-depth examination and
trial to be conducted by the constitutional court. 

If we take all these facts into consideration there is a gener-
al result, supported by both logic and statistics: more legal reme-
dies cause more litigation, not less. And the creation of an even
higher level of judicial control, i.e. the constitutional court, with
new remedies against final judgements, only broadens the possi-
bilities of potential litigation and therefore causes more and
more judicial decision-making. New, extraordinary legal mea-
sures to access constitutional courts (or other similar highest
national courts) are justified only by the specialization and qual-
ity of judicial protection, the highest degree of professionalism,
independence and impartiality. The balance between the need for
res iudicata and the achieved legal certainty and the multi-tier
and multi-level protection of individual’s constitutional rights
and freedoms is therefore important both in the scope of indi-
vidual’s legal security and in the functioning of a legal order as
a whole6. 

There follows another quite obvious truth: if all cases were
brought by unsatisfied parties to the constitutional courts as the
highest levels of national jurisdiction, the courts would be unable
to rule on the merits of them all. Judicial systems cannot but keep
the classic pyramid structure, keeping higher levels in the system
less numerous than the lower ones and with the presupposition
that the level of judicial quality is raised higher up in the system
one goes. And higher in the hierarchy of courts there are also
more and more organizational and procedural limitations to
counter the "flood" of cases with raising of capacities to handle
them: it is contrary to both the role of constitutional courts as well

10 11

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

7   It is also dubious, whether it is really the role of the Constitutional courts to make thou-
sands of decisions, see Bobek: Quantity or Quality? Reassessing the Role of Supreme
Jurisdictions in Central Europe (2009).

8   The general declaration that "anyone" has the right to get the protection of his rights and
freedoms by the constitutional courts if the need arises is therefore in practice often more
an insincere promise than an actual legal right of an affected individual.

6  In regard to overlapping competences in protection of Human rights in Europe, see
Kirchhof: Grundrechtschutz durch europäische und nationale Gerichte (2011).
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their protection but the correct interpretation and implementa-
tion of the relevant constitutional provisions. 

Finally, one has to bear in mind that these problems are not
just abstract and theoretical, on the contrary: an inefficient con-
stitutional court which can’t respond to demands of both law and
society in time, when these questions are relevant, is not fulfill-
ing its main function of protecting and upholding the
Constitution and law. From the perspective of an individual this
is not much better, since the justice delayed can in fact be justice
denied – if it takes another number of years for the constitution-
al court to reach its decision after all other judicial and/or
administrative procedures have already claimed their share of
time, the effect can be devastating, and even more, it can be con-
trary to legal demands of the right to fair trial, enshrined in con-
stitutional orders and ECHR11. 

So in respect of the developments of the abovementioned
trends to do nothing is not a solution. Can we try to solve these
issues by imposing a formal time limit for the decision of con-
stitutional court to be taken? Even though it may seem to be a
provocative thesis, let us examine the potential consequences.

3. The possibility of a solution

In procedural legal theory there is a distinction between two
types of time limits for the judicial and administrative decision
making: instructive and preclusive procedural time limits (dead-
lines). The instructive time limit is in principle without legal
consequences for the proceedings themselves; it is determined
by law, but the failure to meet the time limit does not cause the
procedure to be altered, stopped or otherwise directly influenced
by this occurrence. The instructive time limit therefore only

superior jurisdictions within the State Parties of the European
Convention on Human rights, but the imposed limitations have
also been shown to be to predominantly ineffective in lowering
the number of constitutional complaints – even the most tradi-
tional and respected constitutional courts that have responsibili-
ties to handle individual appeal are overwhelmed with them and
the numbers are not getting any better9. 

There is also one other important aspect of the protection of
human rights within the national legal system, which can be rel-
evant for the further discussion. The constitutional courts have
several times expressly confirmed and enforced the position that
all national authorities are directly bound by their national
Constitutions and that they have to respect the relevant require-
ments in their decision-making. On the other hand, the fact that
the constitutional complaint is established in a State as an indi-
vidual's right to access the constitutional court if he claims that
his human rights have been violated, gives an implicit confirma-
tion that there is a serious mistrust within the system that these
obligations would be successfully met by the courts, administra-
tive bodies and other relevant State authorities, so that a system-
wide control of the constitutional court and its prerogative to
decide in all the relevant individual cases is necessary if not
essential to give an adequate redress of the violations of human
rights. And the more the constitutional court has used its powers
to change or annul the challenged judgements or administrative
acts, the more this assumption has been seen to be confirmed –
both in the eyes of the general and professional public, politi-
cians included10. It is also important to observe that in the major-
ity of cases – and recently practically in all of them – the ques-
tion was not the ignorance of the existence of human rights and

12 13

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

11 There are several judgements of ECtHR in this respect, e.g. Judgement in Klein v
Germany of 20 July 2000. 

9   BVerfG of Germany annual report shows that third consecutive year there has been an
overburdening with more than thousand cases. ECtHR report shows the numbers of new
cases is rising, so is the case in Slovenia, etc. 

10 This has led - paradoxically - in some cases to the position of the lower courts that the par-
ties should reserve their claims of violations of human rights for the complaint to the con-
stitutional court and that they are not obliged to deal with them in e.g. the appeal procedure.
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ly or indirectly affected by its verdict. But since the finality of
judgements (and other legal decisions of authority, such as e.g.
administrative acts) is a very important element of the rule of
law, it is common - or even constitutionally required - for the
parties to have the right to appeal against the judgement and
have it re-examined by a higher court before it becomes final.
There are some results derived from that right of appeal: the
authority of the first instance court is diminished, since a higher
court can overrule its judgement and the time till a judgement
becomes final and unchangeable (res iudicata) is prolonged. 

After the finality of the judgement its legal consequences
come into force and the rules set by it have to be observed and
can be enforced on the party not complying with them. Only in
limited cases expressly specified by law can a final judgement
be challenged using extraordinary legal remedies. The possibili-
ty to use legal remedies that can change or affect a final judge-
ment weakens the legal certainty and can cause serious difficul-
ties when the consequences of already implemented judgements
should be reversed and restitutio in integrum should be achieved
if the final judgement is changed by the responsible court or
other empowered authority. It is therefore that extraordinary
legal remedies against final judgements should be limited and
should have a high degree of legitimacy in their goals that go
beyond the resolution of a particular dispute (e.g. the protection
of constitutional order, setting an important precedent for future
judicial practice, the resolution of an important legal question,
etc.). Finality of judgements as an important element of the rule
of law and courts' authority means that legal remedies which
could affect them should be introduced in a legal order "avec la
main tremblante"; there is a good reason why they are called
extraordinary legal remedies. These facts are quite obvious, but
it is good to have them clearly presented before this discussion
is brought further into more complex issues. 

Second important observation is that to ensure the effective

gives an instruction to the decision-making body and/or parties
to the dispute a reference regarding their expected action. The
violation of such time limits can in principle only indirectly
affect the procedure itself, e.g. lead to possibilities to use reme-
dies for speeding up the proceedings, such as an appeal to the
president of the Court or a subordinated administrative authori-
ty, etc.  These time limits can be imposed also on constitutional
courts, but their influence on the efficiency of the proceedings is
minimal: if there is a problem of overburdening and the decision
can not be reached within the prescribed time, there is nothing
that the imposition of such a time limit can contribute. On the
contrary, it combines the fact of overburdening and inability to
timely resolve pending cases with the form of illegality – the
violation of instructive legal deadline is still unlawful, even
without other formal consequences.

So to make a new and potentially effective approach, we

should examine the imposition of formal and preclusive time

limits for the constitutional court decision making, meaning

that after the deadline has expired there is a formal conse-

quence – and which should the consequence be?

To give an answer we should first look at the basic princi-
ples in judicial decision-making and legal remedies. The first to
observe is a combination of both the stressed need to trust in the
judicial decisions (res iudicata pro veritate habetur) and a need
to have every act of authority subjected to a supervisory legal
examination, even the judicial ones (qui custodiet ipso cus-

todes?)12 It is therefore a principle of legal order that a first level
judgement can become final without further examination or
approval of higher authorities and can therefore represent a suc-
cessful end to a dispute, respected as a part of the legal order.
This finality is a value in itself, since it provides legal certainty
for all parties to the dispute as well as for other persons, direct-

14 15

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

12 It is important to point out that the Convention does not demand a legal remedy against
judicial decisions (judicial control of judges is not necessary), but e.g. the Constitution of
Slovenia does (Art. 25). 
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has been violated; it does not discover that a right has been vio-
lated. And it is at this point where the element of subjectivity
comes into focus. In the cases of remedies against the decisions
of lower courts it is for the superior courts to decide, to judge,
whether the lower level court has failed to determine, not to dis-
cover, that a violation of a (human) right has occurred. And
based on the argument of higher professional competence the
higher court has the power and legitimacy to do so. And this is
valid mutatis mutandis even for the highest courts in a certain
State. And it is of this fact that applicants are intensely aware: if
there is a higher level in the judiciary that can have a different
opinion on the matter, it is rational to try to access it and to
achieve that such a different legal reasoning will be expressed in
a binding judgement. The statistics support – or at least do not
oppose – this consideration. After a new supreme level of a court
is established and develops its authority, the caseload will grow
exponentially, as is the case at many constitutional courts. 

Based on these conclusions, there is a need to understand the
position of a constitutional court, which is concerned with the
protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms on the
national level14. It is safe to claim that this highest court has the
role of unifying or at least harmonizing the national jurispru-
dence and of an establishment of de iure or de facto binding
legal precedents, since in principle there should be one highest
national court which can give a final judgement on the issues of
protection of human rights and therefore prevent inequality and
legal uncertainty that could result from the differences of opin-
ions of different national courts.  But in relation to protecting the
individuals lodging constitutional complaints to the constitution-
al court it can be observed that in the efforts to achieve the most
effective protection of human rights by the constitutional courts

protection of human rights the best method is to ensure that they
are observed in the first level decision-making process and/or the
appeal procedures before the decision becomes final. In this way
both the principles of the effective legal remedies as well as the
protection of the principle of finality (res iudicata) are observed
and respected. But, as the question of qui custodiet is logically
continued, what if the lower courts in the regular proceedings fail
to do so? Should another legal remedy be created? And then
another? How many? And this is where the answers offered often
take a completely wrong direction. It may be possible that the
lower level courts fail to observe the human rights guaranteed by
the Constitution (or the ECHR), but the solution that it should be
the highest court to do that instead of them is wrong. The cre-
ation of new legal remedies, especially extraordinary ones, that
would grant access to the highest courts to everyone who claims
that the violation has not been adequately redressed by the lower
courts causes overburdening of the highest courts, since the pyra-
mid structure of judicial system never enables enough capacity to
be concentrated at the top of the hierarchy to substitute decision-
making of the lower tiers of the system. Experience has proven
that in practically all legal systems, including the ECtHR. 

There is another argument to the issue mentioned above.
The violations of human rights are – just as in any other case of
legal litigation – established in a legal decision, mostly a judge-
ment by a court. But the question whether a right or obligation
has been violated is not a question of fact; it's a question of law,
expressed in the judgement itself. It is therefore a product of
legal reasoning, not of factual discovery, to decide whether a
right has to be observed in a given case and if there was a viola-
tion of such a right. The court therefore determines13 that a right
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14  It is quite clear that practically all legal systems have established a supreme court, which has
the responsibility to judge on the claims of violations of human rights and fundamental free-
doms, committed by the bodies exercising the power of the State. Often there is a special
constitutional court, which is empowered to rule on such cases, but of course there are many
variations to its position and procedure, which cannot be represented in this discussion.

13 In this relation it is important to observe the principle of Federal constitutional court of
Germany, which sits in a panel of 8 judges and in the case there is no majority for the deci-
sion to be taken, there is a decision in which the Court declares that due to lack of neces-
sary majority “the violation of the Constitution cannot be established” – also
Bundesverfassungsgerichtsgesetz Art. 15, more in Umbach, Clemes, Dollinger:
Bundesverfassungsgerichtsgesetz, Mitarbeiterkommentar und Handbuch, (2005).
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the examination of individual cases regarding the important
issues of protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms
in the legal and social system as a whole have to give an appro-
priate and timely response both to the applicant as well as to the
legal and general public.

To  continue this discussion it is therefore important to pre-
sent the possible solution, which lies in a different understand-
ing of effectiveness of the protection of human rights and fun-
damental freedoms by the constitutional court. If we want to get
closer to a solution of the problem it has to be accepted that the
constitutional court cannot examine all the cases, where an indi-
vidual claims there has been a violation of the Convention and
that it also should not examine all such cases. The examination
of individual lawsuits, appeals and complaints and providing
appropriate legal decisions in the disputes, being civil, criminal
or administrative in nature, is the task of the lower tiers of the
judicial systems and it cannot and should not be duplicated at the
very peak of the judicial system. The contribution to the effec-
tiveness of protection of human rights and fundamental free-
doms by the constitutional court lies in its system-wide influence
it (can) have through its judgements and decisions. If one ruling
of the constitutional court is observed and respected in the sub-
sequent thousand cases tried by the national courts that repre-
sents a success in the true sense of the word. To achieve this effi-
ciency it is important to limit the jurisprudence to a reasonable
and transparent number of cases, where the important legal
questions are adequately examined and presented in a relatively
short period of time. 

The possible solution lies therefore in establishing the dif-
ference between the number of complaints addressed to the con-
stitutional court and the number of cases that have to be tried by
the Court, (i.e. examined on the merits of the case). The number
of complaints that the constitutional court receives depends on

itself the first response, which comes almost as a reflex, is that
the best way is to handle all cases where there is a possibility of
violations of human rights and to redress these violations with an
appropriate judgement, issued in every single case. But is this
really the correct way? One has to keep in mind that 

1. The constitutional court in question is the highest court
for the protection of human rights in the State, and 

2. That this court can in principle be accessed only through
the extraordinary legal remedies, which are possible only after a
judgement, has become final. 

The first fact means that the constitutional court (or another
court with similar responsibilities) is necessarily on the pinnacle
of the judicial system hierarchy and that it is therefore limited in
its capacity to handle a large amount of cases, but certainly pre-
cluded to effectively examine all cases processed in the lower
tiers of the judicial system15. The second fact means that the final
judgements have been relied upon by the parties to the dispute
and all the other persons affected by them, so that to preserve the
legal certainty and the rule of law within the State, a subsequent
change or annulment of such a judgement has to be an exception,
not a principle. This can be stressed even more if we bear in
mind the fact that quite often there are other extraordinary legal
remedies that have already been exhausted before the constitu-
tional complaint to the constitutional court has been lodged. 

Together with these facts it has to be stressed that the legal
system has to ensure that the burden of the constitutional court
is not too excessive, so that the cases are tried by the Court in
due and reasonable time16. This is of utmost significance since
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15 This also means that it would be quite impossible to form ordinary legal remedies to lodge
before this Court, which would precede the finality of judgement, since such a finality
would be postponed in every case of appeal to this court for an exceedingly - if not impos-
sibly - long time and the legal certainty would become practically non-existent.

16  The constitutional courts' procedures are included in this obligation under the ECHR, e.g.
Judgement in Klein v Germany of 20 July 2000. 
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issue it considers important based on the fact that the formal
requirements have not been met or, worse, the access is just
delayed or postponed if there is a new formal hurdle a com-
plainant has to overcome, before access is formally possible
(e.g. new legal remedy that has to be exhausted). And the citi-
zens will take the possibility of the constitutional complaint to
the constitutional court very seriously, even - or especially – if
there is a legal counsellor, who represents them and knows
how to overcome all the formal obstacles, so that the desire or
expectation that there will be fewer applications that have to be
(at least) formally examined is unfortunately unfounded –
based on the statistical and other experiences. 

Based on these presumptions the necessary step to effective
and timely decision-making is that the constitutional court has
the power to effectively limit its own caseload. This can be done
in different ways, but the core principle is that the court has to
have the power to decide which complaints to examine and
which not. This can be done for example by using certiorari sys-
tem, meaning the power of selection of important cases (as the
e.g. Supreme Court of the United States) or other selection
mechanisms, such as the possibility of prioritizing the cases17 to
be handled before all other cases, thus departing from the basic
principle of resolving the cases in the order they were received
by the constitutional court. It is even possible to claim that all
constitutional courts which face high or even extreme number of
cases of constitutional complaints or other forms of individual
appeals have de facto if not de iure reversed to some form of
selection mechanism (e.g. the combination of introduction and
interpretation of undefined legal terms establishing formal pro-
cedural requirements to access the court: "manifestly unfounded
appeal", "causing negligible consequences to the applicant", "of
no importance that exceeds the present case", etc.) 

the decision of the individuals that seek legal protection of their
human rights, which they claim have been violated. The number
of complaints that have to be tried by the constitutional court
depends on the rules governing the Court's procedure and can go
to two opposing positions: either all the complaints that are
received by the constitutional court have to be tried by it or none
of the complaints received has to be examined, so that it is in the
discretion of the constitutional court to decide, which complaints
will be examined and which not. 

If the rules regulate that all complaints have to be exam-
ined on the merits by the constitutional court, the prevention of
an excessive burden is difficult, since it is dependent on the
motivation of the (potential) applicants and/or purely formal
limitations to accessing the Court. Measures can be therefore
be adopted only to either impose new formal legal barriers to
use the legal remedy (e.g. new legal remedies to be exhausted
before addressing the constitutional court, necessary formal
legal representation, etc.) or to influence these applicants not to
lodge a constitutional complaint with the constitutional court.
The latter measures can be various and can range from high
costs of proceedings to convincing the party that the favourable
outcome is uncertain or improbable (because of existing case-
law and precedents...). But in every case it remains a question
of legal culture and individual decision to appeal or not to
appeal to the constitutional court, so that this approach has in
practice proven to be highly inefficient in limiting the burden.
It is demonstrated to be quite improbable that the dissatisfied
individual will refrain from using a remedy which was formal-
ly and declaratory given to him to use in case he feels his
human rights have been violated, if there is a chance of suc-
cess, however slim that may be. Even new formal require-
ments, as has been made quite clear in the national experiences
for accessing the highest courts, can lead either to the situa-
tions where the constitutional court cannot address a legal
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17 In regard to the use of ECtHR of priority principle, see Preliminary opinion of the Court in
preparation for the Brighton Conference, adopted by the Plenary Court on 20 February 2012.
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of judges can be) expanded to guarantee this minimum of proce-
dural consideration. Whether this obligation goes further, is
where the debate can start. The proceedings could of course
always end with a reasoned decision, but  - as mentioned above
– that is beyond the capacity of many (if not all) constitutional
courts, dealing with constitutional complaints and other forms of
individual appeal. Next the possibility is for the party to get an
unreasoned decision, stating only that her case will not be exam-
ined further. And after that it is also possible to take this decision
away from the judges and empower a member of the profession-
al staff (e.g. the secretary general of the constitutional court) to
issue such a decision or notification to the party. And then it is
only one further step that leads in the same direction – imposition
of a legal presumption that the case will not be examined further
by the constitutional court after a set final time limit is reached. 

Contrary to the introduction of a final time limit is the above-
mentioned traditional principle of European legal orders that
every remedy is to be finished with a judicial decision. The solu-
tion, whereby the unresolved case deems to be finished just by
passing of the time (tractu temporis) is something that seems
alien to this supposition. The other argument against this solution
is that the possibility of a constitutional complaint or other form
of individual appeal to the constitutional court can be considered
to be a guarantee to the individual that he will get protection of
his human rights by the said Court if there has been a violation
committed by the State authorities. In the case that a final time
limit for the constitutional court to reach a decision is to be intro-
duced this promise is made very relative, since the protection will
be given only if the case will be accepted for consideration and
resolved within that time – frame. And last but not least, the dif-
ferentiation between those appellants that will be given a judicial
decision regarding their constitutional complaint and those, who
will because of the expired time limit get their case rejected or
dismissed ex lege can lead to a doubt about the arbitrariness of the

With these mechanisms in place, there is an important step
towards solving important cases in due time, which is a sine qua

non of efficient performance of constitutional court responsibil-
ities.  But this is only one part of the answer, since the question,
which influences the effective and efficient functioning of the
court remains: how to handle all the other cases that are not

selected as important but still have to be resolved and an answer
has to be given to the complainant18?  Can this be done through
imposing a final time limit for the constitutional court to decide,
after expiry of which the individual case is deemed to be closed?

4. The consequences of a final time limit

The general principle of judicial proceedings is that if a legal
remedy is used, the party is entitled to a court’s decision and until
then the case is pending with all the consequences this has for the
enforcement and/or validity of the disputed judicial (or adminis-
trative) decision. But this also means that even manifestly or oth-
erwise unfounded cases, cases of minor importance and of negli-
gible consequences to the complainant lead to a judicial decision,
burdening the court, its judges, professional staff and other capac-
ities. This requirement of available resources can often be so high
that it also influences the decision-making capacities in important
cases, threatening thereby the timely performance of core, essen-
tial function of the court itself. So what can be done? 

The fundamental rule is and has to remain that every single
constitutional complaint has to be read and evaluated by an offi-
cer of the constitutional court. This does of course mean that the
professional staff capacities have to be (and contrary to number
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18 The prioritizing of important cases – even though presented as a solution to the problem
of many courts, including ECtHR – leaves exactly this question open: what happens with
non-priority cases, since they could remain at the court theoretically forever, waiting that
the prioritzed cases are resolved. The only other solution is to prioritize “old” cases after
a certain period of time – but this means that the principle of prioritizing important cases
is practically annuled. 
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constitutional courts in their deciding about which cases can be
accepted for consideration and which not. 

On the other hand there are numerous reasons that support
the solution of imposing the final time limit to the constitutional
court’s decision-making. First, it is consistent with the role of the
constitutional court in as far it is regarded to be in deciding the
most important cases, setting the precedents for protection of
human rights in further judicial practice, as well as developing
basic principles of the constitutional order. This means that it is
not the task of the constitutional court to give a reasoned decision
on all individual appeals – which is in practice predominantly
quite impossible because of limited capacities – but to solve those
cases of constitutional complaints which have wider implications
than just being limited to a grievance of a particular party. The
cause of the expiry of the final time limit should therefore result
in the ex lege presumption that the constitutional complaint has
been dismissed and no judicial decision has to be made in this
regard, but e.g. a letter of the Secretariat informing the appellant
that this has occurred19. This could release a tremendous amount
of resources of the constitutional court which could consequent-
ly be used in dealing with decision making in those cases, which
have to be resolved because of their general importance to the
constitutional order and protection of human rights. It would not
mean that the constitutional court would have less work, but that
it would be burdened with important cases. The introduction of
the final time limit for deciding upon constitutional complaints
can also be consistent with presumption of conformity of nation-
al legal acts with the Constitution: if no violation has been deter-
mined, the challenged decision remains final (or legal act remains
in force) and is deemed to be in accordance with the protection of
human rights, guaranteed by the Constitution. The final time limit
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could also clarify the expectations of parties regarding the pro-
ceedings, since they would in advance be aware of both the fact
that not all constitutional complaints can be examined and that
the case will be no longer pending after a certain number of time,
so that the validity of the challenged judgement (or other legal
act) will no longer be subjected to the conditionality of success-
ful constitutional complaint. And lastly, the protection of the
obligation to resolve a pending case within a reasonable time
would be firmly protected on the level of the constitutional court
itself.

Conclusion

The intention of the present discussion is not to give final
answers as much as declare possible alternatives. With overbur-
dening of constitutional courts which have responsibility to
decide upon constitutional complaints and/or other forms of
individual appeals, the consequence can be that the declared
"right" to appeal to the constitutional court is quite often void
and leads to disappointment, which diminishes the court's
respect and authority, since the decision can’t be reached in rea-
sonable time or is limited to a short decision stating only that the
case will not be accepted for further consideration – and even
that after a number of years. So it would probably lead to an
improved transparency and predictability – if not honesty - of
judicial process of the constitutional court, if the procedure
would openly declare that it will not examine all appeals, but
only the most important ones and that all the other cases would
be subjected to a final time-limit, after expiry of which the case
would ipso lege be deemed to be dismissed. 
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19 This is of course based on the abovementioned basic rule that all appeals have been eval-
uated, so that the time limit should not be such as to prevent the constitutional court offi-
cials to get acquainted with the lodged constitutional complaints.

V Ìåæäóíàðîäíàÿ êîíôåðåíöèÿ ãåíñåêîâ êîíñòèòóöèîííûх ñóäîâ



чòî Сóä íå бóäåò ðàññìàòðèâàòь âñå îбðàщåíèÿ,  à òîëьêî

íàèбîëåå âàæíûå èз íèх, à âî âñåх îñòàëьíûх ñëóчàÿх ïî

èñòåчåíèè îêîíчàòåëьíîãî ñðîêà äåëî бóäåò âîзâðàщåíî,  òî

бóäåò íàðóшåí ïðèíöèï ñïðàâåäëèâîãî ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà.

Э. Кершеван

Генеральный секретарь 
Конституционного Суда Словении 

Мîæíîлèустàíîвèть

пðåäåльíыйсðîкпðèíятèяðåшåíèй

КîíстèтуцèîííымÑуäîм?

Рåзюмå

Нàãðóзêà êîíñòèòóöèîííûх ñóäîâ, îòâåòñòâåííûх зà ïðè-

íÿòèå ðåшåíèé ïî êîíñòèòóöèîííûì æàëîбàì è/èëè ïî äðó-

ãèì ôîðìàì èíäèâèäóàëьíûх îбðàщåíèé ðàñòåò è ïðèâîäèò ê

ñåðьåзíûì îбñóæäåíèÿì âîïðîñà ãàðàíòèðîâàíèÿ òîãî, чòî

ðåшåíèÿ ïðèíèìàюòñÿ íå òîëьêî â ðàзóìíûé ñðîê ñ òîчêè

зðåíèÿ ñòîðîí,  íî è â ðàзóìíûé ñðîê, êîòîðûé ïîзâîëèò äàòь

îòâåò íà шèðîêèå ïðàâîâûå è ñîöèàëьíûå âîïðîñû, êîòîðûå

ðàññìàòðèâàюòñÿ â ðàìêàх äåë, íàхîäÿщèхñÿ íà ðàññìîòðå-

íèè Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà. Иìåííî ïîэòîìó âîзíèêàåò

âîïðîñ, бóäåò ëè âîзìîæíûì óñòàíîâëåíèå ïðåäåëьíîãî

ñðîêà ïðèíÿòèÿ ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà? Эòî,

êàæåòñÿ, ïðîòèâîðåчèò òðàäèöèîííûì ïðèíöèïàì è ïðàêòèêå

ïðèíÿòèÿ ñóäåбíûх ðåшåíèé. Оäíàêî åñòь âåñêèå àðãóìåíòû

â ïîëьзó эòîãî ïðèíöèïà: ïðîâîзãëàшåííîå ïðàâî íà îбðàщå-

íèå â Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé Сóä чàñòî íåäåéñòâèòåëьíî è ïðèâî-

äèò ê ðàзîчàðîâàíèю, чòî ñíèæàåò óâàæåíèå ê Сóäó è åãî

àâòîðèòåò,  òàê êàê ðåшåíèå íå ìîæåò бûòь ïðèíÿòî â ðàзóì-

íûé ñðîê èëè îãðàíèчèâàåòñÿ ëèшь êîðîòêèì ðåшåíèåì î

òîì,  чòî äåëî íå бóäåò ïðèíÿòî ê ðàññìîòðåíèю äàæå чåðåз

íåñêîëьêî ëåò. Еñëè эòîò ìåхàíèзì бóäåò îòêðûòî зàÿâëÿòь,
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to decide such issues. On the other hand, placing at disposal of
the Court (and also of the applicant) practically unlimited dis-
cretion is worth of criticism too. 

Following more or less formed scientific tradition2, I shall
distinguish the next stages of the constitutional legal proceedings
in Russia and here are the ones, which have limited duration:

1. Lodging of a complaint and its preliminary examination
in the Secretariat of the Court;

2. Preliminary investigation by a judge single-handedly (2
months from the moment of registration);

3. Registration of the complaint for further consideration by
the Court (1 month);

4. Appointment of the case for hearings (1 month);
5. Preparation for hearings;
6. Hearings before the judges;
7. Preparation, adoption and publication of a decision;
8. Execution of a decision3. 
It is remarkable that neither the Law nor the Rules of the

Court impose any deadlines, or at least, guiding terms for the
first stage, which opens up the process as well as for the last
stage which completes the process. 

Preliminary examination by the Secretariat

Therefore, the trial begins with the date of registration of
appeal in the Department of Letters of the Secretariat. Then,
after preliminary examination, a responsible unit of the
Secretariat must undertake one of the following decisions:

P. Blokhin

Independent expert, Russia

Time limits in the Constitutional Court 

proceedings in the Russian Federation: 

some questions of legislation and practice

Introduction 

If we compare the first Law on the Constitutional Court of
the RSFSR of 1991 (which was written from the beginning to
the end by the expert in criminal procedure law) with effective
Federal Constitutional Law on the Constitutional Court of the
Russian Federation (which was prepared by the Court itself), we
will notice that the second one is definitely more liberal towards
time limits. This liberalism appears primarily in the fact that the
Law, in principle, does not attach significance to time limits and
almost does not regulate them.  The Law on the Constitutional
Court of Azerbaijan of 2003, which contains more than 20 orga-
nizational and procedural terms, is an example of exactly of the
opposite legislative solution. Such specification can not con-
tribute to the effectiveness of constitutional justice: e.g. as stat-
ed in the European Commission for Democracy through Law
draft Opinion on the Rules of Procedure of the Constitutional
Court of Azerbaijan, the provision that the sessions of the
Plenum take place between 11 a.m. and 1 p.m. and between 3
p.m. and 5 p.m. seems very precise and the question arises
whether it is necessary to lay down the time so precisely in Rules
of Procedure1.  This is undoubtedly the competence of the Court
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2  See, e.g.: Витрук Н.В. Конституционное правосудие. Судебное конституционное
право и процесс: Учеб. пособие. - М.: Закон и право: ЮНИТИ, 1998;
Конституционный судебный процесс: Учебник для вузов / Отв. ред. М.С. Саликов. -
М.: НОРМА, 2003; Мазуров А.В. Комментарий к Федеральному Конституционному
Закону  «О Конституционном Суде Российской Федерации» (Постатейный). - М.,
Частное Право, 2009.

3   In contrast to other kinds of judicial proceedings, where courts have a real opportunity to
participate in execution of their decisions, in constitutional legal proceedings implemen-
tation of judgment cannot be considered as a full-fledged stage, so this topic is beyond the
scope of our attention.

1  Draft Opinion on the Rules of Procedure of the Constitutional Court of Azerbaijan.
Strasbourg, 14 June 2004. Opinion № 275/2004.
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the citizens and which is applicable to all actions of the public
servants. Such attempts have already been taken, but failed. In
contrast to the Supreme Court and the Higher Arbitration Court
of the Russian Federation, the Constitutional Court did not even
establish rules of handling complaints against officials of the
Secretariat. As for judicial appeal, this practice is rather contro-
versial: in some cases the courts have recognized a right of
appeal, but it has not led to any positive results5.  It seems that
our district courts, arguing that the ordinary administrative pro-
ceeding is not provided for such cases, are not ready yet “to raise
their voice” on the major judicial institution in the country...

I suppose that a formalization of this stage of proceedings
is possible. Deadline for preliminary examination in the
Secretariat can be established. However, given that each year
nearly 20,000 appeals and requests are filed in the
Constitutional Court and the total number of servants in four
main departments is about 50 persons, this time limit should be
reasonable. In the Opinion of the Venice Commission on the
draft Code of Constitutional Procedure of Bolivia it is stated
that a period of time equal to 24 hours can not be estimated as
sufficient to determine whether the whole set of documents
meet all requirements of the law6.  Most probably, 5-day period,
which is proposed by one of the bills, is not enough as well7. 

Re-submission of a complaint

After receipt of the letter from the Secretariat, the applicant
may either correct and complete his complaint and submit it
again or require the Court's decision on this matter. Time limits
for such actions are not installed too. This means that in practice
the applicant's case stays under the control during an indefinite

1. To notify the applicant about non-compliance of his doc-
uments with formal requirements of law.

2. To prepare an opinion (a reference) or a draft decision of
the Court and send all materials to the Secretary General for the
further distribution among the judges.

According to the Law, the preliminary investigation carried
out by a judge, should be completed not later than two months
from the date of registration. Consequently, this two-month peri-
od must include both time limits for the Secretariat and for the
judge. But in the two mentioned situations, steps of the
Secretariat are not restricted formally by any time limits, espe-
cially if a complaint is evidently inadmissible, and investigation
by the judge obviously will not take place. In this case, it is
unclear, how long Secretariat can hold a complaint. Anyway, in
practice, these time limits exist (30 days), but it is reflected only
in the Court's instruction on case managment4.  What is the ori-
gin of this term? Actually this term is established by the special
Law of 2006 on the Order of Consideration of Appeals of
Citizens, which determines general rules of consideration of
applications, proposals and complaints. However, this act does
not cover constitutional litigation (as well as other judicial liti-
gations), so an application of law by analogy or some kind of
custom take place. To be honest, I note that at present the
Secretariat almost never goes beyond this 30-day deadline.
Nevertheless such cases occured recently. 

In this regard a question arises: is it possible to appeal
against the actions of an official of the Secretariat, which caused
unreasonable and essential violation of terms? In my opinion,
the answer is  - yes, it is possible, both through administrative
and judicial procedures. Such a possibility is provided by the
Law of the Russian Federation of 1993 on Appeal Against
Actions and Decisions, which violates rights and freedoms of
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4  Временная Инструкция по делопроизводству в Конституционном Суде Российской
Федерации. Утверждена Председателем Конституционного Суда 9 февраля 2010
года. Архив Конституционного Суда.

5   Определение Судебной коллегии по гражданским делам Самарского областного суда
по делу № 2-1725/06

6   Opinion on the draft Code of constitutional procedure of Bolivia. Strasbourg, 18 October
2011. Opinion № 645/2011 http://www.yabloko.ru/Publ/Docs/KS.rtf

7 Compilation of Venice Commission opinions and reports on constitutional justice.
Strasbourg, 30 May 2011.
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more than six months). The recent example is a case of
corporation the “Газэнергосеть”: its complaint was submitted at
the end of July 2007, and the judgment was issued only at the
end of June 2009 - hence the total length of the process was
almost two years. 

In 2010 the continuity principle was excluded from the Law
on the Constitutional Court, and the Court obtained the opportu-
nity to consider several cases at the same time, as a conveyor.
Moreover so-called written proceedings was legalised by the leg-
islator. At first glance these measures were directed to accelera-
tion and improvement of effectiveness of the Constitutional
Court. On the other hand, the legislator (for very arguable rea-
sons) has terminated the chambers so that only one bench remains
instead of three. This seriously hampers the work of the Court,
and we hope that in the foreseeable future, this amendment will
be canceled (probably through the efforts of the most farsighted
and principled judges).

In any case the period of time from the adoption of the appeal
for consideration to the hearings is determined by the order of
bringing the matter before the court and the nature of the case.
Consequently, it is unwise to establish any strict limitations. But
the given experience of several countries, the deadlines of prepa-
ration of final judgments could be determined. On the average,
during 1 month judge-rapporteur prepares 3-5 draft decisions.
But sometimes the decision is announced only after 2 - 2.5
months. However, these terms conform to the European practice:
according to the German Federal Constitutional Court Act, the
decision, as a general rule, shall be issued not later than three
months after the end of oral pleadings, and the Court has the right
to prolong this period12. 

As for the position of the Venice Commission on the total
length of proceedings, at least four statements may be concluded13: 

period of time (probably about 3 months), and then removed. In
this case, the complaint is considered as not submitted. As a gen-
eral rule, the deadline for correction of complaints is established
precisely. According to the Law on the Constitutional Court of
the RSFSR, this period was 1 month. Venice Commission also
notes that this term is usually limited8. On the other hand, the
Commission, stressing that this period should be sufficient,
while considering the Law on the establishment and rules of pro-
cedure of the Constitutional Court of Turkey has pointed out that
the period of 10 days is too short9.  It seems to me that this
preclusive term has a practical value: for example, the Court can
join several cases into one case, if the subject of the complaints
is identical. This reflects the principle of procedural economy.
That is why it is necessary to know precisely what particular
cases the Court deals with at this or that moment.

Consideration of the merits

The question of whether the whole trial in constitutional
court needs to be restricted by procedural time limits is very
debatable. The requirements of the previous Law on the
Constitutional Court in this regard were very strict: from receiv-
ing an application to issuing the final decision not more than 6
months could pass. An option to extend this period was not pro-
vided. The “new” Law does not establish such a requirement,
despite proposals of scientists and also judges10.  Moreover, one
of the bills provided for reduction of this period up to 4 months11. 

It seems that if such a provision was included in the Law, it
would be permanently infringed. The nature of the constitution-
al justice is such that a comprehensive investigation may take
longer period of time (let me recall the case of KPSS, which took
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12  See: Law on the Federal Constitutional Court (Gesetz über das Bundesverfassungsgericht)
13 Compilation of Venice Commission opinions and reports on constitutional justice.

Strasbourg, 30 May 2011.

8   Opinion on the Law on the establishment and rules of procedure of the Constitutional
Court of Turkey. Strasbourg, 12 September 2011. Opinion No. 612/2011

9  Лучин В.О., Доронина О.Н. Жалобы граждан в Конституционный Суд Российской
Федерации. - М.: ЮНИТИ, 1998. 

11 http://www.yabloko.ru/Publ/Docs/KS.rtf
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there was an alleged violation of the requirements of a fair trial,
in one case - the requirement of publicity, and in 2 cases - the
requirement of reasonable time of proceedings16.  However, it
should be noted that in all these cases, it was a violation of a rea-
sonable time not directly by proceedings in constitutional courts,
but in the context of the overall length of the proceedings, which
included also litigations in other courts.

The conclusions, made by the Court in case “Shneyderman
v. Russia” (2007), are especially interesting. The Court found a
delay of approximately fifteen months caused by the queuing in
the proceedings awaiting the opinion of the Constitutional Court.
However, the ECtHR is not called upon to determine the reason
for the delay in the preparation of the Constitutional Court's deci-
sion - it said because Article 6 § 1 of the Convention imposes on
Contracting States the duty to organize their judicial system in
such a way that their courts can meet the obligation to decide
cases within a reasonable time. The Court observes that the prin-
cipal responsibility for that delay lies ultimately on the State17.  

Other questions

In addition to these basic problems there are some other
minor problems. For example, the law establishes the rules of
record-keeping, but does not say a word about the period of time
when protocol must be made and the deadline for the remarks of
the protocol to be lodged. As a rule, this term is prescribed by
law and is ten days (Azerbaijan, Belarus) or five days
(Tajikistan, Moldova). 

Both the Law and the Rules require the responsible unit of
the Secretariat to inform citizens about the upcoming plenary
session, but do not indicate that it must be done in due time. As
a result, the message may simply become useless.

1. National legislator may either provide for a deadline of deci-
sion-making, or leave this question open - both variants are
allowed;

2. Time limits, if they are established, should not be too short
to provide for an opportunity to examine the case fully and
should not be too long to provide for an effectiveness of
protection of human rights;

3. The constitutional or equivalent court should be able to
speed up lengthy procedures;

4. The constitutional or equivalent court should be able to
provide compensation in cases where proceedings are of
an excessive length.

A complaint to the ECtHR and article 6 of the European 

Convention

Following the European Court of Human Rights ruling on
the case “Burdov v. Russia”, the Law on compensation for vio-
lation of the right to trial within a reasonable time or the right to
judgment enforcement within a reasonable time was adopted.
However, as it follows from the text of this Law, it does not
apply to constitutional litigation, but only to litigation in the
courts of general and arbitration jurisdiction. In this regard, a
very interesting question arises: whether it is possible to submit
a complaint to the ECtHR on excessive length of proceedings in
the Constitutional Court of Russia.

Already in the middle of 1980s, the ECtHR repeatedly rec-
ognized that national constitutional legal proceedings can be
examined on the subject of compliance with Article 6 of the
Convention, including the cases “Deumeland v. Germany”
(1986)14 and “Poiss v. Austria” (1987)15. At the moment, the pro-
ceedings in the Constitutional Court of Russia have been con-
tested in the ECtHR for several times. As of 2007, in two cases

34 35

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

14  Judgment on case of Deumeland v. Germany. (Application no. 9384/81) of  29.05.1986.
15  Judgment on case of Poiss v. Austria. (Application no. 9816/82) of  23.04.1987.

17  Judgment on case of Shneyderman v. Russia. (Application no. 36045/02) of 11.01.2007.
16  См. Российское конституционное судопроизводство как предмет европейской жало-

бы (2003-2007 годы) / Зарубежная практика конституционного контроля. Выпуск
120, 2007 год. Библиотека Конституционного Суда РФ.
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sary to provide concrete mechanisms of such a protection,
including rules about administrative appeals and monetary com-
pensations.

6. It is anticipated that such mechanisms will gradually
be created by the national constitutional courts and courts
with equivalent jurisdiction in cooperation and with the sup-
port of the Venice Commission, which permanently con-
tributes to the development of constitutional justice in the
whole world.

П. Блохин

Независимый ýксïерт,  Ðоссиÿ

Пðîцåссуàльíыåсðîкè

вкîíстèтуцèîííîмсуäîпðîèзвîäствåРîссèè:

íåкîтîðыåвîпðîсыпðàвîвîгîðåгулèðîвàíèя

èпðàктèкè

Рåзюмå

Êëючåâûå ñòàäèè êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà â

Рîññèè íèêàêèìè ïðîöåññóàëьíûìè ñðîêàìè зàêîíîäàòåëьíî

íå îãðàíèчåíû. Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé Сóä â Рåãëàìåíòå íå óðåãó-

ëèðîâàë эòîò âîïðîñ,  îñòàâèâ зà ñîбîé äîâîëьíî шèðîêóю

ñâîбîäó óñìîòðåíèÿ.

Тåì íå ìåíåå â ðåзóëьòàòå ìíîãîëåòíåé ïðàêòèêè Сóäà

ñëîæèëèñь îïðåäåëåííûå îбûчàè ïðîäîëæèòåëьíîñòè òåх

èëè èíûх ñòàäèé. Эòà ïðàêòèêà â öåëîì ñîîòâåòñòâóåò îïûòó

åâðîïåéñêèх ãîñóäàðñòâ è ñòàíäàðòàì Âåíåöèàíñêîé êîìèñ-

ñèè Сîâåòà Еâðîïû. Оäíàêî íåîбхîäèìà íåêîòîðàÿ ôîðìàëè-

зàöèÿ эòîé ñòîðîíû ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà, à òàêæå ìåхàíèзìà

зàщèòû ïðàâ зàÿâèòåëÿ â ñëóчàå ñóщåñòâåííîãî íåîбîñíî-

âàííîãî зàòÿãèâàíèÿ ðàзбèðàòåëьñòâà, â òîì чèñëå ìåхàíèз-

Finally, it is important to note that a constitutional complaint
can be filed by a citizen any time regardless of the moment of
application of the law, which means that “limitation period” does
not exist. This is the fundamental difference between the Law in
force and the former Law of the 1991, which established a three-
year preclusive term, and also the German Federal
Constitutional Court Act (general time limits are 1 month and 1
year). This demonstrates that socially-useful purposes of the
constitutional justice must be achieved regardless to time condi-
tions. And if the legislator refused to establish time limits for fil-
ing a complaint, it is logical that all the other terms are irrelevant
too. This emphasizes that the aim of the constitutional justice
differs from protecting a private interest, and an individual com-
plaint can be regarded as a kind of “informational reason” to the
proceedings18.  As a result, constitutional courts should be given
a wide discretion. However, this freedom might be restricted by
the Court itself in its Rules.

Conclusions

Summarizing all the above, we can draw several conclu-
sions:

1. Key stages of the constitutional legal proceedings in
Russia are not legislatively restricted by any time limits;

2. The Constitutional Court also failed to exercise such reg-
ulation, leaving a very wide margin of appreciation for itself;

3. However, during the long period of practice the Court has
elaborated certain customs in this field;

4. The practice of the Russian Court is broadly consistent
with the practice of other European countries and also the stan-
dards, cultivated by the Venice Commission;

5. However, to protect the rights of applicants in events of
significant and unreasonable delays in proceedings, it is neces-
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18  However, the author does not fully share this opinion of honored scientists on the purposes
of constitutional justice.
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S. Frank

Deputy Secretary General of the 

Constitutional Court of Austria

Procedural time-limits

A. Introduction 

The Austrian Constitutional Court is in charge of various
completely different powers, each of them being governed by
specific procedural conditions. For the purposes of this report,
the focus is on the Court's most important powers, which are 

– to decide on financial claims based on public law against
public bodies, that cannot be settled by the ruling of any
other judicial or administrative authority1; 

– to judge whether a Federal or Land law is unconstitution-
al2 and whether an ordinance issued by an administrative
authority is contrary to the law3, either upon application
by another court, or upon application by the Federal
Government or a Land Government, or upon application
by an individual, or – ex officio – upon a constitutional
complaint lodged against the ruling of an administrative
authority; 

– to decide on challenges of the election of the Federal
President and of elections to the parliamentary bodies
(National Council, Federal Council, regional parliaments
[Landtag]) as well as to the European Parliament4;
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ìîâ àäìèíèñòðàòèâíîé æàëîбû íà äåéñòâèÿ ñîòðóäíèêà

Сåêðåòàðèàòà è ïîëóчåíèÿ êîìïåíñàöèè бåз îбðàщåíèÿ â

íàäíàöèîíàëьíûå èíñòàíöèè.

Аâòîð  íàäååòñÿ, чòî ïîäîбíûå ìåхàíèзìû ïîñòåïåííî

бóäóò âûðàбàòûâàòьñÿ ñîâìåñòíî íàöèîíàëьíûìè ñóäàìè

ïðè ïîääåðæêå Âåíåöèàíñêîé êîìèññèè, ïîñòîÿííî âíîñÿ-

щåé íåîöåíèìûé âêëàä â ðàзâèòèå êîíñòèòóöèîííîé юñòèöèè

âî âñåì ìèðå.
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1  See Article 137 of the Federal Constitution. 
2  See Article 140 of the Federal Constitution. 
3  See Article 139 of the Federal Constitution. 
4 See Article 141 of the Federal Constitution. 
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– to rule on constitutional complaints against decisions of
administrative authorities5. 

B. Time-Limits for Applicants 

As the European Court of Justice held many years ago, the
laying down of reasonable time-limits for initiating proceedings
is "an application of the fundamental principle of legal certain-
ty", protecting both parties to the proceeding, the applicant as
well as the state authority concerned6. This finding certainly
applies to any kind of judicial proceeding including proceedings
before a Constitutional Court. 

As regards actions for financial claims against public bod-
ies, there is no specific time-limit; i. e., such proceedings can be
brought before the Constitutional Court at any time. Even if the
claim is already time-barred, this does not affect the admissibil-
ity of the action. In this case, however, the action may be dis-
missed as unfounded if the claim is objected to on grounds of the
statute of limitations7. 

Proceedings relating to the constitutionality of a law or to
the lawfulness of an ordinance are not subject to any statutory
time-limits, either; in particular, they may be brought before the
Constitutional Court regardless of when the law or ordinance at
issue have been enacted. 

The time-limit for lodging an election challenge in princi-
ple is four weeks as of the announcement of the election results8.
As for the election of the Federal President and the elections to
the European Parliament, however, election contestations are
subject to a fairly short deadline of one week only9. 
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Time-limits for challenges of elections are in some respects
different from other procedural time-limits. 

To begin with, in contrast to any other procedural time-limit,
the time of postal delivery is included in the count for the dead-
line10. As a consequence, in order to be admissible, such a con-
testation has not only to be sent off within the time-limit, but it
must also be received by the Court on the last day of the term at
the latest. 

Secondly, if the time-limit for an election challenge ends on
a Saturday, on a Sunday or on an official holiday, this does not
affect the count for the deadline. Consequently, the Court has to
make arrangements in order to ensure that such challenges can,
if necessary, be received by the Court on these days too11. 

Finally, once the time-limit has expired, there is no possibil-
ity of obtaining restitutio in integrum, i. e. requests for reinstate-
ment into the time-limit are not admissible12. 

Another important power of the Constitutional Court,
accounting for a major part of its workload, is to rule on consti-
tutional complaints against decisions issued by administrative
authorities. Such a complaint may be lodged within a period of
six weeks after service of the decision rendered by the last
instance of appeal13. 

Contrary to the time-limit for filing an election challenge,
this deadline is perfectly in line with the general principles of
procedural time-limits: 

Firstly, the time of postal delivery is not included in the
count for this deadline14. Thus, the six-week requirement is sat-
isfied if the complaint is sent off on the last day of the time-limit,
regardless of when it is received by the Constitutional Court. 
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10  See, e. g., section 123 § 2 of the Federal Act on Elections to the National Council. 
11 See, e. g., section 123 § 1 of the Federal Act on Elections to the National Council. 
12 Cf. section 33 of the Constitutional Court Act. See, e. g., no. W I-4/00, Reports of the

Judgments and Decisions of the Constitutional Court (VfSlg.) 2001/16.309.
13 See section 82 § 1 of the Constitutional Court Act. 
14 See section 35 § 2 of the Constitutional Court Act. 

5  See Article 144 of the Federal Constitution. 
6  Rewe, no. 33/76, European Court Reports 1976, p. 1989, 1998. 
7  See, e. g., no. A 3/09, Reports of the Judgments and Decisions of the Constitutional Court

(VfSlg.) 2009/18.889.
8  See section 68 § 1 of the Constitutional Court Act. 
9  See section 21 § 2 of the Federal Act on the Election of the Federal President, and section

80 of the Federal Act on Elections to the European Parliament, respectively.
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to challenges of the election of the Federal President as well as
of elections to the European Parliament20. However, in contrast
to the time-limit mentioned before, this deadline is mandatory. 

With regard to the election of the Federal President, the one-
month time-limit is very important since the President elected
cannot take up his duties before the Constitutional Court has dis-
missed any challenge of this election21. Therefore, the reason for
this time-limit is to ensure that the President elected may take
office without any delay at the end of his predecessor's term of
office, i. e., to avoid an interregnum in this respect. 

If the Constitutional Court failed to comply with the one-
month requirement, this would not affect the validity of its rul-
ing. In fact, however, election challenges filed with the Court are
always given highest priority so as to ensure that this statutory
time-limit is observed. 

Finally, time-limits for Constitutional Court proceedings may, in
some respects, arise from Article 6 § 1 of the European Convention
for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

Pursuant to Article 6 § 1 of the Convention, in the determi-
nation of his civil rights and obligations or of any criminal
charge, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a
reasonable time. In so providing, the Convention underlines the
importance of rendering justice without delays that might pose a
threat to its effectiveness and credibility22. 

According to the well-established case-law of the European
Court of Human Rights, Constitutional Court proceedings come
within the scope of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention if their out-
come is decisive for the determination of civil rights and obliga-
tions23 or of criminal charges24. As for the Austrian Constitutional

Secondly, if the dies ad quem of this deadline is a Saturday,
a Sunday or an official holiday, the six-week time-limit shall eo
ipso be extended to include the first working day thereafter15. 

Finally, if the applicant fails to observe the six-week dead-
line, the Court may, upon request by the applicant and under cer-
tain conditions, grant reinstatement into this time-limit16. 

Like most other statutory time-limits, the period of time for
lodging such an appeal cannot be extended17. However, if the com-
plainant makes a request for legal aid, the six-week time-limit is
interrupted. Depending on whether or not the request for legal aid
is granted, the time-limit starts to run anew from the day on which
the lawyer acting as procedure aid is notified of the decision to be
contested, or from the day on which the complainant is notified of
the Court's refusal of his request, respectively18. 

C. Time-Limits for the Court 

Not only applicants, but also the Court itself has to observe
certain time-limits relating to its rulings. 

Firstly, rulings on the constitutionality of laws and on the
lawfulness of ordinances shall, if possible, be rendered within
one month after receipt of the application19. As can be seen from
the words "if possible", however, this is not a strict deadline, but
only a kind of guideline, which has its origin in the very first
Constitutional Court Act of 1921. In fact, the average length of
proceedings with regard to constitutional appeals against laws
and ordinances is about eight months. 

A one-month time-limit also applies to proceedings relating
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20 See section 21 § 2 of the Federal Act on the Election of the Federal President and section
80 of the Federal Act on Elections to the European Parliament, respectively.

21 Cf. section 22 of the Federal Act on the Election of the Federal President. 
22 See, e. g., Niederböster v. Germany, no. 39547/98, Reports 2003-IV, § 44.
23 See, e. g., Süßmann v. Germany (Grand Chamber), no. 20024/92, Reports 1996-IV, § 41;

Pammel v.Germany, no. 17820/91, Reports 1997-IV, § 53; Klein v. Germany, no.
33379/96, § 29; Tričković v. Slovenia, no. 39914/98, § 39.

24 See, e. g., Gast and Popp v. Germany, no. 29357/95, Reports 2000-II, §§ 66. 

15 See section 35 § 1 of the Constitutional Court Act in conjunction with Article 126 § 1 of
the Code of Civil Procedure; cf. Article 5 of the European Convention on the Calculation
of Time-Limits (ECT 76).

16 See section 33 of the Constitutional Court Act. 
17 See section 35 § 1 of the Constitutional Court Act in conjunction with Article 464 § 1 of

the Code of Civil Procedure. 
18 See section 35 § 1 of the Constitutional Court Act in conjunction with Article 464 § 3 of

the Code of Civil Procedure.
19 See section 21 § 2 of the Federal Act on the Election of the Federal President, and section

80 of the Federal Act on Elections to the European Parliament, respectively.19 See section
63 § 3 and section 59 § 1 of the Constitutional Court Act, respectively. 
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dealing with an application, it carefully considers whether civil
rights and obligations within the meaning of Article 6 § 1 of the
Convention are at stake, and, if necessary, sees to it that pro-
ceedings are conducted with the requisite promptness. 

Ш. Франк

Заместитель Генерального секретарÿ 
Конституционного Суда Австрии

Пðîцåссуàльíыåсðîкè

Рåзюмå

Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé Сóä Аâñòðèè ïðè îñóщåñòâëåíèè ðàз-

íûх ïîëíîìîчèé ñëåäóåò îïðåäåëåííûì ïðîöåäóðíûì ñðî-

êàì. 

Пðè ïðèíÿòèè ðåшåíèÿ îòíîñèòåëьíî ôèíàíñîâûх ïðå-

òåíзèé â îòíîшåíèè ãîñóäàðñòâåííûх îðãàíîâ Сóä íå îãðàíè-

чåí ñðîêàìè. Тàêèå äåëà ìîãóò бûòь ïåðåäàíû â Êîíñòèòó-

öèîííûé Сóä â ëюбîå âðåìÿ. 

Жàëîбû îб îïðåäåëåíèè êîíñòèòóöèîííîñòè зàêîíà èëè

зàêîííîñòè ïîñòàíîâëåíèÿ ìîãóò бûòь ïåðåäàíû â Êîíñòèòó-

öèîííûé Сóä íåзàâèñèìî îò òîãî, êîãäà îíè бûëè ïðèíÿòû.

Сóä, â ñâîю îчåðåäь, äîëæåí âûíåñòè ðåшåíèå, “åñëè эòî

âîзìîæíî”, â òåчåíèå îäíîãî ìåñÿöà ïîñëå ïîëóчåíèÿ

зàÿâëåíèÿ.

Сðîê äëÿ ïîäàчè èзбèðàòåëьíûх æàëîб ñîñòàâëÿåò чåòûðå

íåäåëè ñ ìîìåíòà îãëàшåíèÿ ðåзóëьòàòîâ âûбîðîâ. Чòî êàñà-

åòñÿ âûбîðîâ ôåäåðàëьíîãî ïðåзèäåíòà è âûбîðîâ â

Еâðîïåéñêèé ïàðëàìåíò, òî òàêèå æàëîбû ìîãóò бûòь ïîäàíû

â òåчåíèå îäíîé íåäåëè.  Тàêèå æàëîбû äîëæíû бûòь ïîëóчå-

íû Сóäîì íå ïîзäíåå ïîñëåäíåãî äíÿ ñðîêà. Пðàзäíèчíûå è

âûхîäíûå äíè òàêæå ðàññчèòûâàюòñÿ. Ìåñÿчíûé ñðîê âûíåñå-

íèÿ Сóäîì ðåшåíèÿ â äàííîì ñëóчàå ÿâëÿåòñÿ èìïåðàòèâíûì.

Court, that may be true for actions for financial claims25 as well
as for proceedings for the review of the lawfulness of ordi-
nances26 and for constitutional appeals against decisions. 

In principle, the reasonableness of the length of proceedings
is to be assessed in the light of the circumstances of each individ-
ual case with particular attention being paid to the complexity of
the case, the conduct of the parties and the authorities involved,
and the importance of what is at stake for the applicant27. 

With a view to Constitutional Court proceedings, however,
the obligation to hear cases within a reasonable time cannot be
construed in the same way as for ordinary courts. As the
European Court of Human Rights has pointed out, the role as
guardian of the Constitution sometimes makes it necessary for a
Constitutional Court to take into account other considerations
than the mere chronological order in which cases are entered on
the list, such as the nature of a case and its importance in politi-
cal and social terms28. Moreover, Article 6 § 1 of the Convention
not only requires that judicial proceedings be expeditious, but
also lays emphasis on the general principle of the proper admin-
istration of justice29. 

In sum, only serious delays in proceedings before the
Constitutional Court may lead to a violation of Article 6 § 1 of
the Convention30. As for the Austrian Constitutional Court, when

44 45

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

25 See, e. g., no. A 10/08, Reports of the Judgments and Decisions of the Constitutional Court
(VfSlg.) 2009/18.824, and no. A 12/09, Reports of the Judgments and Decisions of the
Constitutional Court (VfSlg.) 2009/18.911.

26 See, e. g., no. V 32/09 (2012). 
27 See, e. g., Süßmann v. Germany (Grand Chamber), no. 20024/92, Reports 1996-IV, § 48;

Pammel v.Germany, no. 17820/91, Reports 1997-IV, § 60; Gast and Popp v. Germany, no.
29357/95, Reports 2000-II, § 70; Klein v. Germany, no. 33379/96, § 36; Tričković v.
Slovenia, no. 39914/98, § 44; Niederböster v. Germany, no. 39547/98, Reports 2003-IV, §
39; Trippel v. Germany, no. 68103/01, § 20; Oršuš et al. v. Croatia (Grand Chamber), no.
15766/03, Reports 2010, § 108.

28 See, e. g., Süßmann v. Germany (Grand Chamber), no. 20024/92, Reports 1996-IV, § 56;
Gast and Popp v. Germany, no. 29357/95, Reports 2000-II, § 75; Tričković v. Slovenia, no.
39914/98, § 63; Trippel v. Germany, no. 68103/01, § 28; Oršuš et al. v. Croatia (Grand
Chamber), no. 15766/03, Reports 2010, § 109.

29 See, e. g., Süßmann v. Germany (Grand Chamber), no. 20024/92, Reports 1996-IV, § 57;
Gast and Popp v. Germany, no. 29357/95, Reports 2000-II, § 75; Tričković v. Slovenia, no.
39914/98, § 64.

30 See, e. g., Trippel v. Germany, no. 68103/01, § 36. 
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D. Mecsi

Head of Cabinet of the 
Constitutional Court of Hungary   

ProceduraltimelimitsinthenewHungarian

regulationsontheConstitutionalCourt

“Time is a friend of the Constitutional Court…”
Unknown

It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to talk about the

procedural time limits – this exciting topic which involves sev-

eral other questions and which was in the focus during the

drafting of the new Act on the Hungarian Constitutional Court.

In order to understand why exactly the procedural time

limits played the central role in the parliamentary debates, we

should briefly go back into the history of our twenty-two years

old court. According to a saying of uncertain origin1 “time is a

friend of the Constitutional Court”2. It refers to the general rule

of the decision-making process that the Plenum discusses a

draft decision until it gets the majority. If it lasts several

months, then the public has to wait for all that period.

Therefore there is always a strong expectation from the peti-

tioners that legal norms should set time limits not only on lodg-

ing petitions but also on the delivery of decisions by the

Constitutional Court. 

Ещå îäíî âàæíîå ïîëíîìîчèå Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà –

эòî îïðåäåëåíèå âîïðîñà êîíñòèòóöèîííîñòè ðåшåíèé àäìè-

íèñòðàòèâíûх îðãàíîâ. Тàêàÿ æàëîбà ìîæåò бûòь ïîäàíà â

òåчåíèå 6 íåäåëь ïîñëå âðóчåíèÿ ðåшåíèÿ, âûíåñåííîãî

ïîñëåäíåé àïåëëÿöèîííîé èíñòàíöèåé.

И, íàêîíåö, ñðîêè äëÿ êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ñóäîïðîèзâîä-

ñòâà ìîãóò èñхîäèòь èз ñìûñëà ñòàòьè 6 §1  Еâðîïåéñêîé êîí-

âåíöèè. Â ïðèíöèïå, ðàзóìíîñòь äëèòåëьíîñòè ñóäåбíîãî

ðàзбèðàòåëьñòâà äîëæíà îöåíèâàòьñÿ â ñâåòå îбñòîÿòåëьñòâ

â êàæäîì êîíêðåòíîì ñëóчàå.
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1 Péter Paczolay, President of the Hungarian Constitutional Court
2   László Majtényi, former advisor of László Sólyom, and Péter Paczolay, president of the

Hungarian Constitutional Court refer to this saying as widely spredspread in the
Constitutional Court in 2009 and in 2011, respectively (available at www.ortt.hu/jegy-
zokonyvek/jegyzokonyv-20090119134344.pdf, 
http://www.parlament.hu/biz39/bizjkv39/AIB/1107041.pdf).
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courts”6. Therefore observing reasonable time limits during

the decision-making process of the Constitutional Court is

necessary for complying with Article 6 of the Convention on

Human Rights, the right to a fair trial.

By the conflict between the Constitutional Court’s rather

lengthy procedures and the need for immediate remedies, the

following questions have to be answered:

-  What time limits are considered reasonable? (Taking into

account the complexity of different cases and with spe-

cial regard to the case -law of the European Court of

Human Rights?)

- Are there any realistic sanctions for the Constitutional

Court if it does not obey regulations on procedural time

limits?

Recently in Hungary all of the above-mentioned questions

were discussed in details by the members of the Constitutional

Court and also by politicians, creating a very exciting debate

about the functioning of the Constitutional Court as such7. 

In the Hungarian Parliament, almost all political parties

made attempts to determine a more concrete period for the

decision-making process of the Constitutional Court� a norma-

tive deadline for final decisions. They seemed not to be satisi-

fied with the reference to a “reasonable” time limit. But by sug-

gesting different periods8 it became clear for everybody why it

is a very delicate question to set deadlines in normative acts.

“If the time limits are too short, it will be impossible to observe

them, but if they are too long, they become ridiculous”9.

Recently, Hungary has undergone considerable constitu-

tional changes, and from the 1st of January, 2012 a new

Fundamental Law has entered into force, and accordingly a

new Act on the Constitutional Court replaced the twenty-two

old one.

However, the regulations introduced by the new

Fundamental Law are almost the same as the content of the

old Constitution in force between 1989 and 20113; the

changes affected considerably the competences of the

Constitutional Court. As being one of the most important

changes, in this presentation we would like to call your atten-

tion to the fact that the Hungarian Constitutional Court has

joined those constitutional courts that have the right to exam-

ine the constitutionality of individual judicial decisions4.

Having in mind this new competence, it is clear that during the

drafting of the new Act the legislator intended to pay special

attention to the regulation of time limits that bound the Court

itself. 

As the Hungarian Constitutional Court gained new compe-

tence for German-type constitutional complaints, it became

essential to avoid the intolerable prolongation of judicial pro-

cedures5.  We all may know from the case -law of the European

Court of Human Rights that “proceedings in a Constitutional
Court are to be taken into account for calculating the relevant
period where the result of such proceedings is capable of
affecting the outcome of the dispute before the ordinary
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6   Ruiz-Mateos v. Spain Judgment (1993), para. 35.
7   See among others the records from 24 October, 2011 of the Parliamentary Committee on

Constitutional Affairs, Justice and Procedure, available at 
http://www.parlament.hu/biz39/bizjkv39/AIB/1110241.pdf

8  The periods suggested by certain amendments to the Act on the Constitutional Court
ranged from 120 days to one year. See Judit Haraszti: The Constitutional Complaint, man-
uscript of the paper delivered at the Conference “After the Fundamental Law – before the
Cardinal Acts; Changes in the Hungarian Constitutional Law”, Corvinus University
Budapest, November 18, 2011.

9   Judit Haraszti, counsel at the Hungarian Constitutional Court refers to Péter Paczolay,
available at http://www.parlament.hu/biz39/bizjkv39/AIB/1110241.pdf

3   According to Prof. Dr. László Sólyom, former president of the Constitutional Court: “The
new Constitution is almost the same as the old one,, with the exception of the above-
mmentioned serious wounds. Its language is different in 90% - now there is the text of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights instead of the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights for the human rights.” (Oral presentation at the Eötvös Loránd University
of Budapest on March 21, 2012 
http://majt.elte.hu/Tanszekek/Majt/Aktualis/docs/2012/MAJT_TDK_Solyom_Laszlo_
20120321.mp3 at 01:48:12)

4   Art. 24 para. (2) point d) of the Fundamental Law: „The Constitutional Court shall (…)
review, on the basis of a constitutional complaint, the conformity with the Fundamental
Law of a judicial decision”.

5   As President Péter Paczolay emphasised in the Parliamentary Committee on Constitutional
Affairs in its sitting of September 27, 2011. (Available at 
http://www.parlament.hu/biz39/bizjkv39/AIB/1109271.pdf)
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adjudication of any charge or litigation11.  So does the Act on

the Constitutional Court, which repeats the same requirement

for deciding on constitutional complaints12.  

In the light of the Strasbourg case -law we can assume

that the inner time limits of the Rules of Proceeedingsdures

may serve as a basis on deciding whether the constitutional

Court has delivered its decision within a reasonable time. 

Finally, the answers to the above-mentioned two ques-

tions can be summarised as follows: 

Complying with the European Convention on Human

Rights involves the observation of reasonable procedural time

limits, which is judged by the Strasbourg Court from case to

case. This expectation has special significance in case of con-

stitutional complaints, if they can affect the outcome of the

ordinary judicial procedures. 

And again, it is the Strasbourg Court that is in the position

to impose sanctions for lengthy procedures.

The question, however, remains whether this pressure trans-

forms time into enemy at the Hungarian Constitutional Court…
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Finally a compromise was made that the Constitutional Court

itself in its Rules of Proceedings sets forth inner deadlines. 

Consequently, we find regulations on time limits in three

levels – in the Fundamental Law for the preliminary norm con-

trol, in the Act on the Constitutional Court, and in the Rules of

Proceedings. (See Figure 1.)

Fig. 1. Summary on the deadlines of different types of proceedings

In the new Fundamental Law, the preliminary norm control

is the only competence by which the Fundamental Law itself

sets time limits for closing a case. There are thirty days maxi-

mum for examining the provisions of adopted but not yet pro-

mulgated Acts, and ten days maximum for repeated peti-

tions10.  

Besides the above-mentioned time limit, the Fundamental

Law makes a reference to a “reasonable time” regarding the
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11  Para. (1) of Art. XXVIII “Everyone shall be entitled to have any charge against him or her, or
his or her rights and obligations in any litigation, adjudicated within a reasonable time in a
fair and public trial conducted by an independent and impartial court established by an Act”.

12 Para. (5) Section 30 of the Act on the Constitutional Court: “(5) The Constitutional Court
shall decide on constitutional complaints within reasonable time”.

10  First sentence of para. (6) Art. 6 of the Basic Law: “The Constitutional Court shall decide
on the petitions (…) out of turn, but within thirty days at the latest”. Second sentence of
para. (8) Art. 6: “The Constitutional Court shall decide on the repeated motion out of turn,
but within ten days at the latest”.

Proceedings Decisionon

admissibility

Appointment

ofrapporteur

judje

Firstdraft Decision

Preliminary 

norm control

30 days

expediter procedure 15 days

Judicial initiative in 

concrete cases

30 days 180 days

expediter procedure 15 days 90 days

Constitutional complaint

(all 3 types)

120 days 180 days

expediter procedure 60 days 90 days

parliamentary resolution

related to referendum

30 days 90 days

expediter procedure 15 days 45 days

All other proceedings

DEADLINESFORPROCEEDINGS:SUMMARY
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Д. Мечи

Ðуководитель Аïïарата
Конституционного Суда Венгрии

Пðîцåäуðíыåсðîкèвíîвыхвåíгåðскèх

íîðмàхîКîíстèтуцèîííîмÑуäå

Рåзюмå

1 ÿíâàðÿ 2012 ãîäà âñòóïèëà â ñèëó íîâàÿ Êîíñòèòóöèÿ

Âåíãðèè. Âíåñåíû  зíàчèòåëьíûå êîíñòèòóöèîííûå èзìåíå-

íèÿ. Оäíèì èз íàèбîëåå âàæíûх ðåôîðì ñòàëî ïðèñîåäèíå-

íèå Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà Âåíãðèè ê òåì êîíñòèòóöèîííûì

ñóäàì, êîòîðûå èìåюò ïðàâî ðàññìàòðèâàòь êîíñòèòóöèîí-

íîñòь îòäåëьíûх ñóäåбíûх ðåшåíèé.

Сîбëюäåíèå ðàзóìíûх ñðîêîâ â ïðîöåññå ïðèíÿòèÿ

ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííûì Сóäîì íåîбхîäèìî, èñхîäÿ èз

òðåбîâàíèé ñòàòьè 6 Еâðîïåéñêîé êîíâåíöèè î зàщèòå ïðàâ

чåëîâåêà è îñíîâíûх ñâîбîä. Â Пàðëàìåíòå Âåíãðèè äåëà-

ëèñь ïîïûòêè îïðåäåëåíèÿ бîëåå êîíêðåòíîãî ñðîêà ïðèíÿ-

òèÿ ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòöóèîííûì Сóäîì. Êàзàëîñь, îíè íå

бóäóò óäîâëåòâîðåíû ññûëêîé íà “ðàзóìíûé ñðîê”. Êîìï-

ðîìèññ бûë äîñòèãíóò è бûëî óñòàíîâëåíî, чòî Сóä ñàì â

ñâîèх ïðàâèëàх ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà óñòàíàâëèâàåò âíóòðåííèå

ñðîêè. 
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Е.  Кравченко 

Генеральный секретарь Конституционного Суда
Ðоссийской Федерации 

КðèтèкàðåшåíèйКîíстèтуцèîííîгîÑуäà

РîссèйскîйФåäåðàцèè–

мåðыпîучåту,àíàлèзуèпðåäîтвðàщåíèю

(вкîíтåкстåпîлíîмîчèйÑåкðåтàðèàтà

КîíстèтуцèîííîгîÑуäà)

Иíôîðìàöèîííàÿ îòêðûòîñòь – îäèí èз êðàåóãîëьíûх

êàìíåé, ëåæàщèх â îñíîâå äåÿòåëьíîñòè Êîíñòèòóöè-

îííîãî Сóäà Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè ñ ïåðâûх äíåé åãî

îбðàзîâàíèÿ. Â èюëå 2010 ãîäà, êîãäà âñòóïèë â ñèëó

Фåäåðàëьíûé зàêîí «Об îбåñïåчåíèè äîñòóïà ê èíôîðìà-

öèè î äåÿòåëьíîñòè ñóäîâ â Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè», ïðî-

зðàчíîñòь êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà åщё бîëь-

шå óâåëèчèëàñь. Иíôîðìàöèîííàÿ îòêðûòîñòь äåÿòåëьíî-

ñòè ñóäîâ ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñðåäñòâîì îбщåñòâåííîãî êîíòðîëÿ â

ñôåðå îñóщåñòâëåíèÿ ïðàâîñóäèÿ è âûñòóïàåò â ðîëè

îäíîé èз ãàðàíòèé îбåñïåчåíèÿ íåзàâèñèìîñòè è ñàìî-

ñòîÿòåëьíîñòè ñóäåé, ñîзäàåò óñëîâèÿ äëÿ ïîâûшåíèÿ èх

îòâåòñòâåííîñòè зà ðåзóëьòàòû ñâîåé ðàбîòû è ñïîñîб-

ñòâóåò îбъåêòèâíîìó, бåñïðèñòðàñòíîìó è ñïðàâåäëèâîìó

ðàññìîòðåíèю äåë ñóäàìè.

Оäíîé èз ïðèчèí, ïî êîòîðîé Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé Сóä íå

ìîæåò îñòàâàòьñÿ ðàâíîäóшíûì ê ìíåíèю êîëëåã ïî юðè-

äèчåñêîìó öåхó, ðàâíî êàê è ê îöåíêàì ñâîèх ðåшåíèé,

èñхîäÿщèì îò ñàìûх шèðîêèх êðóãîâ ãðàæäàíñêîãî îбщå-

ñòâà, ÿâëÿåòñÿ óíèêàëьíîñòь åãî ñòàòóñà. Â ïðèíèìàåìûх

èì ðåшåíèÿх âñåãäà ïðåîбëàäàåò îбщåñòâåííûé èíòåðåñ,
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îíè зàòðàãèâàюò ïðàâà ìíîãèх ëèö, êîíêðåòíûé êðóã êîòî-

ðûх îïðåäåëèòь íåâîзìîæíî, ïðè эòîì, â îòëèчèå îò

ñóäåбíûх àêòîâ, ïðèíÿòûх äðóãèìè ñóäàìè, ðåшåíèÿ

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà, ÿâëÿÿñь îêîíчàòåëьíûìè, íå ïîä-

ëåæàò îбæàëîâàíèю è ïåðåñìîòðó. Иíôîðìàöèîííàÿ

îòêðûòîñòь ïðè òàêèх îбñòîÿòåëьñòâàх ñòàíîâèòñÿ åäèí-

ñòâåííî âîзìîæíîé ôîðìîé âíåшíåãî êîíòðîëÿ äåÿòåëь-

íîñòè ÊС, ðåшåíèÿ êîòîðîãî îбûчíî ïðèâëåêàюò ïîâû-

шåííîå âíèìàíèå ñðåäñòâ ìàññîâîé èíôîðìàöèè, юðèäè-

чåñêîé îбщåñòâåííîñòè è шèðîêîãî êðóãà ãðàæäàí, êîòî-

ðûå ïîäâåðãàюò èх îöåíêå â ïåðâóю îчåðåäь ñ ïîзèöèè

ñâîèх ïðåäñòàâëåíèé î ñïðàâåäëèâîñòè.

Сóä íèêîãäà íå ïîзâîëÿë ñåбå ïîчèâàòь íà ëàâðàх

ïðåäñòàâëåíèé î бåзîшèбîчíîñòè ñâîèх ðåшåíèé. Оí

ñòðåìèëñÿ è ñòðåìèòñÿ ê ìàêñèìàëьíîé îбîñíîâàííîñòè

âûðàбàòûâàåìûх ïðàâîâûх ïîзèöèé. Нå ñòîëьêî ôîðìàëь-

íûå ìîìåíòû (âûñшàÿ юðèäèчåñêàÿ ñèëà), ñêîëьêî èх

ðåàëьíûå äîñòîèíñòâà ïðèäàюò ðåшåíèÿì Сóäà àâòîðèòåò

â ãëàзàх ïðîôåññèîíàëьíîãî ñîîбщåñòâà è âñåãî ðîññèé-

ñêîãî îбщåñòâà. 

Нà ðåàëèзàöèю óêàзàííûх ïðèíöèïèàëьíûх ïîäхîäîâ

íàöåëåíà è ïîâñåäíåâíàÿ ðàбîòà Сåêðåòàðèàòà Êîíñòè-

òóöèîííîãî Сóäà ïî óчåòó è àíàëèзó âåäóщåãîñÿ â îб-

щåñòâå îбñóæäåíèÿ ïðèíèìàåìûх Сóäîì ðåшåíèé. Об-

ñóæäåíèÿ, êîòîðîå, ðàзóìååòñÿ, íèêîãäà íå ìîæåò бûòь è

íå бóäåò èзбàâëåíî îò êðèòèчåñêèх íîò.

Сîîòâåòñòâóющàÿ êðèòèчåñêàÿ èíôîðìàöèÿ ïîñòóïàåò

â Сåêðåòàðèàò ïî íåñêîëьêèì êàíàëàì.

Âî-ïåðâûх, эòî ïóбëèêàöèè â ðàзëèчíûх, íå ñïåöèàëè-

зèðóющèхñÿ íà юðèäèчåñêîé ïðîбëåìàòèêå ñðåäñòâàх

ìàññîâîé èíôîðìàöèè, à òàêæå ðàäèî è òåëåâèзèîííûå

ðåïîðòàæè. Êàê ïðàâèëî, îíè ïîÿâëÿюòñÿ ïîñëå ïðèíÿòèÿ

è îбíàðîäîâàíèÿ  Êîíñòèòóöèîííûì Сóäîì èòîãîâûх

ðåшåíèé. Â îбÿзàííîñòè ïðåññ-ñëóæбû Сóäà âхîäèò ïðî-

âåäåíèå åæåäíåâíîãî ìîíèòîðèíãà ïåчàòíûх èзäàíèé è

ðàзìåщåíèå  ñîäåðæàщèхñÿ â СÌИ ïóбëèêàöèé î Êîíñòè-

òóöèîííîì Сóäå íà âíóòðåííåì èíòåðíåò-ïîðòàëå Сóäà.
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Тàêîìó òåêóщåìó ìîíèòîðèíãó, ïîñòîÿííî îñóщåñòâëÿå-

ìîìó â öåëÿх âûÿâëåíèÿ è ïîñëåäóющåãî àíàëèзà îòêëèêîâ

íà ðåшåíèÿ Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà, ïîäâåðãàюòñÿ ëèäåðû

ñïèñêà âåäóщèх îбщåðîññèéñêèх ïåчàòíûх СÌИ,  ðàñïîëà-

ãàющèх íàèбîëьшåé чèòàòåëьñêîé àóäèòîðèåé; îбщåðîñ-

ñèéñêèå èíôîðìàöèîííûå àãåíòñòâà, à òàêæå èíòåðíåò-

ñàéòû, íàèбîëåå ïîïóëÿðíûх ñðåäè  ðîññèéñêîãî юðèäèчå-

ñêîãî ñîîбщåñòâà â êàчåñòâå äèñêóññèîííûх ïëîщàäîê. 

Âî-âòîðûх,  эòî ñîäåðæàщèå êðèòèêó ðåшåíèé Сóäà

îбðàщåíèÿ íà èìÿ Пðåäñåäàòåëÿ Сóäà, ïîñòóïàющèå âíå

ñâÿзè ñ êîíêðåòíûìè íàðóшåíèÿìè ïðàâ è ñâîбîä зàÿâèòå-

ëåé.

Â-òðåòьèх, эòî êðèòèêà ðåшåíèé Сóäà ñî ñòîðîíû юðè-

äèчåñêîãî ñîîбщåñòâà (àêàäåìèчåñêèå êðóãè, ïðîôåññèî-

íàëьíûå àññîöèàöèè è ò.ä.),  îñóщåñòâëÿåìàÿ êàê íà ñòðà-

íèöàх ñïåöèàëèзèðîâàííûх íàóчíûх ïåчàòíûх èзäàíèé,

òàê è â ðàìêàх íàóчíûх è эêñïåðòíûх ìåðîïðèÿòèé, â òîì

чèñëå ïðîхîäÿщèх  ñ óчàñòèåì ñóäåé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî

Сóäà è ñîòðóäíèêîâ Сåêðåòàðèàòà. Аíàëèòèчåñêèå ïîä-

ðàзäåëåíèÿ Сóäà ðåãóëÿðíî ïðîâîäÿò ìîíèòîðèíã îбщå-

ñòâåííî-ïîëèòèчåñêèх è ñïåöèàëьíûх èзäàíèé  íà ïðåä-

ìåò  âûÿâëåíèÿ è èзóчåíèÿ ðåàêöèè îбщåñòâà è эêñïåðòîâ,

à òàêæå âûðàбîòêè ñîîòâåòñòâóющèх ðåêîìåíäàöèé ïî

ìåðàì, êîòîðûå бûëî бû æåëàòåëьíî ïðèíÿòь â эòîé

ñâÿзè. 

Êðîìå òîãî, Сåêðåòàðèàò âíåäðèë â ïðàêòèêó ðàбîòû

ïðîâåäåíèå óãëóбëåííîãî ìîíèòîðèíãà ðåàêöèè íàóчíîãî

юðèäèчåñêîãî ñîîбщåñòâà íà ðåшåíèÿ Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî

Сóäà. Оí îхâàòûâàåò âûшåäшèå â Рîññèè è зà ðóбåæîì

ìîíîãðàôèè, äèññåðòàöèîííûå èññëåäîâàíèÿ, ñбîðíèêè

íàóчíûх ñòàòåé, ìàòåðèàëû íàóчíûх êîíôåðåíöèé, òàê èëè

èíàчå êàñàющèåñÿ äåÿòåëьíîñòè Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà.

Âûñòóïëåíèÿ íåñêîëьêèх äåñÿòêîâ êðóïíåéшèх îòåчå-

ñòâåííûх ïðàâîâåäîâ àâòîìàòèчåñêè âêëючàюòñÿ â ïîäëå-

æàщèé ìîíèòîðèíãó ìàññèâ, âíå зàâèñèìîñòè îò ìåñòà

ïóбëèêàöèè.

Â хîäå òåêóщåãî è óãëóбëåííîãî ìîíèòîðèíãîâ
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юðèäèчåñêèì ìàòåðèàëîì íåïðîôåññèîíàëьíûх àâòîðîâ,

òî îшèбêè â òðàêòîâêàх ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà

бîëåå ðàñïðîñòðàíåíû. Âåäь, ê ñîæàëåíèю, â ïåчàòíûх

èзäàíèÿх ñåéчàñ ïðàêòèчåñêè îчåíь ðåäêî âñòðåчàåòñÿ

óзêàÿ ñïåöèàëèзàöèÿ ñóäåбíûх ðåïîðòåðîâ, êàê эòî бûëî â

äîðåâîëюöèîííîé Рîññèè. Бîëåå òîãî, ñîãëàñíî ðåзóëьòà-

òàì îäíîãî èз îïðîñîâ æóðíàëèñòîâ, ïèшóщèх íà ïðàâî-

âûå òåìû, òîëьêî 25% èз íèх чèòàëè Êîíñòèòóöèю

Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè. 

Â êàчåñòâå ïðèìåðà íåâåðíîé òðàêòîâêè ðåшåíèÿ

Сóäà ìîæíî ïðèâåñòè ñëåäóющèé. Â îêòÿбðå 2009 ãîäà

âíåшòàòíûé àâòîð îäíîé èз ñàíêò-ïåòåðбóðãñêèх ãàзåò

ââåë чèòàòåëåé â зàбëóæäåíèå ïóбëèêàöèåé, â êîòîðîé ïî-

ñâîåìó èíòåðïðåòèðîâàë ðåшåíèå ÊС î âîзìîæíîñòè ðàñ-

ïîðÿæåíèÿ æèëьöàìè ìíîãîêâàðòèðíûх äîìîâ íåæèëûìè

ïîìåщåíèÿìè, èìåющèìè òåхíèчåñêèé хàðàêòåð. Аâòîð

ñäåëàë íåâåðíûé âûâîä î òîì, чòî ïîñëå ðåшåíèÿ Сóäà

îòêðûòà âîзìîæíîñòь äëÿ ïåðåñìîòðà ìíîãèх ðåшåíèé

ñóäîâ ïî âîïðîñàì èñïîëьзîâàíèÿ ïîäâàëьíûх è чåðäàч-

íûх ïîìåщåíèé. Â êàчåñòâå ðåзîíàíñà íà эòîò ìàòåðèàë

êîëèчåñòâî îбðàщåíèé â ñóäàх ñ èñêàìè î ïåðåñìîòðå

ïðàâà ñîбñòâåííîñòè íà ïîäâàëьíûå ïîìåщåíèÿ æèëûх

äîìîâ óâåëèчèëîñь â íåñêîëьêî ðàз.  Пîâåðèâ àâòîðó

ñòàòьè, ãðàæäàíå íàïðàñíî òðàòèëè âðåìÿ è äåíьãè.

Рåзóëьòàòîì эòîãî ÿâèëàñь êðèòèêà ðåшåíèÿ Êîíñòèòó-

öèîííîãî Сóäà.

Сïîñîб ïðåêðàщåíèÿ ðàñïðîñòðàíåíèÿ òàêîãî ðîäà

êðèòèêè äîñòàòîчíî ïðîñò. Обûчíî ïðåññ-ñëóæбà Êîíñòè-

òóöèîííîãî Сóäà íàïðàâëÿåò â ðåäàêöèю СÌИ, îïóбëèêî-

âàâшåãî íåâåðíóю òðàêòîâêó ðåшåíèÿ, èíôîðìàöèю ñ

ðàзъÿñíåíèåì ðåàëьíîé ñóòè ïðèíÿòîãî ñóäîì ðåшåíèÿ,

ïðîñьбîé èñïðàâèòь ñîâåðшåííóю îшèбêó è ñîîбщåíèåì

îб îòâåòñòâåííîñòè зà äèôôàìàöèю. Êàê ïðàâèëî, ðåäàê-

öèÿ, ïîëóчèâшàÿ îò íàшåé ïðåññ-ñëóæбû îïèñàííóю

èíôîðìàöèю, îïåðàòèâíî èñïðàâëÿåò ñâîè îшèбêè. Тàê, â

ïðèâåäåííîì ïðèìåðå Сåêðåòàðèàò Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî

Сóäà ïîäãîòîâèë è íàïðàâèë â àäðåñ  ãàзåòû èíôîðìàöèю

âûÿâëÿюòñÿ òèïèчíûå êðèòèчåñêèå зàìåчàíèÿ, âûñêàзû-

âàåìûå â ñâÿзè ñ ïðèíèìàåìûìè Êîíñòèòóöèîííûì Сóäîì

ðåшåíèÿìè (ñîãëàñíî ðàзðàбîòàííîé àíàëèòèчåñêîé

ñëóæбîé òèïîëîãèè); âûÿâëÿåòñÿ àðãóìåíòàöèÿ, ïîñðåä-

ñòâîì êîòîðîé îбîñíîâûâàюòñÿ эòè ïðåòåíзèè; âûÿñíÿåò-

ñÿ чàñòîòà êðèòèчåñêèх âûñêàзûâàíèé ïðèìåíèòåëьíî ê

êîíêðåòíûì ðåшåíèÿì.

Пî èòîãàì ñбîðà è îбðàбîòêè ïîëóчåííûх äàííûх àíà-

ëèòèчåñêàÿ ñëóæбà Сåêðåòàðèàòà ãîòîâèò îбзîðíûå

зàïèñêè êàê îбщåãî, òàê è ñïåöèàëьíîãî (ïî îòäåëьíûì,

íàèбîëåå äèñêóòèðóåìûì ðåшåíèÿì) хàðàêòåðà.

Пîñòóïàющèå ìàòåðèàëû ðóêîâîäñòâî Сåêðåòàðèàòà

íàïðàâëÿåò â ñåêðåòàðèàòû ðóêîâîäèòåëåé Сóäà, â àïïà-

ðàòû ñóäåé (ïðåæäå âñåãî â àïïàðàò ñóäьè, бûâшåãî

äîêëàäчèêîì ïðè ðàññìîòðåíèè ñîîòâåòñòâóющåãî äåëà),

â îòðàñëåâûå  óïðàâëåíèÿ.

Â ïðîöåññå èзóчåíèÿ ïîñòóïàющåé êðèòèчåñêîé

èíôîðìàöèè óñèëèÿ Сåêðåòàðèàòà íàïðàâëÿюòñÿ íà îïðå-

äåëåíèå äåéñòâèòåëьíûх îñíîâàíèé êðèòèêè, èх àíàëèз è

ôîðìóëèðîâàíèå ñîîòâåòñòâóющèх âûâîäîâ. Чåì âûзâà-

íû íåãàòèâíûå îöåíêè ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà è

êàêèå ìåðû ñëåäóåò ïðèíÿòь äëÿ ïðåäîòâðàщåíèÿ â äàëь-

íåéшåì êðèòèчåñêèх âûñòóïëåíèé? Â êàêèх ñëóчàÿх

Сåêðåòàðèàò ïðåäïðèíèìàåò óñèëèÿ  äëÿ ïðåêðàщåíèÿ

ðàñïðîñòðàíåíèÿ íåîбîñíîâàííîé, íåêîíñòðóêòèâíîé,

íåãàòèâíîé êðèòèêè ðåшåíèé Сóäà â òåх èëè èíûх ñðåä-

ñòâàх ìàññîâîé èíôîðìàöèè? Пîïðîбóåì îòâåòèòь íà эòè

âîïðîñû.

Дèàïàзîí îñíîâàíèé êðèòèêè äîâîëьíî îбшèðåí. Оíà

ìîæåò бûòь ñâÿзàíà ñ эëåìåíòàðíûì íåïîíèìàíèåì

ñìûñëà, ðîëè è зíàчåíèÿ ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà

êàê òàêîâûх èëè ñ íåïðàâèëьíûì ïîíèìàíèåì è òðàêòîâ-

êîé ñîäåðæàíèÿ êîíêðåòíûх ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî

Сóäà. Еñëè ïåðâîå эòî âñå-òàêè  ðåäêèå, ìîæíî äàæå ñêà-

зàòь - åäèíèчíûå ñëóчàè, à èñòîчíèêîì òàêîé êðèòèêè

ÿâëÿюòñÿ ïîчòè èñêëючèòåëьíî íåñïåöèàëèзèðîâàííûå

ðåãèîíàëьíûå СÌИ, ïðèâëåêàющèå ê ðàбîòå ñî ñëîæíûì

56 57

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12 V Ìåæäóíàðîäíàÿ êîíôåðåíöèÿ ãåíñåêîâ êîíñòèòóöèîííûх ñóäîâ



ìåíòàòîðû íàшëè «íåãàòèâ», ñîîбщèâ îб óãðîзå, êîòîðàÿ

íàâèñëà íàä бåззàщèòíûìè ñòàðèêàìè, êîòîðûх чåðíûå

ðèåëòîðû-ãðàбèòåëè ñâåзóò â ñàðàè è òàì ïðîïèшóò. 

Âñòóïëåíèå â äèàëîã â ñëóчàå «êðèòèêè ðàäè êðèòèêè»

îбûчíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåêîíñòðóêòèâíûì âàðèàíòîì ðåàêöèè.

Гîðàзäî бîëåå эôôåêòèâíûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ îòñòàèâàíèå ïðà-

âîòû Сóäà ïî òåì èëè èíûì  âîïðîñàì â ðàìêàх òåêóщåãî

îñâåщåíèÿ åãî äåÿòåëьíîñòè, à òàêæå ïîäãîòîâêè ìàòå-

ðèàëîâ äëÿ âûñòóïëåíèé è ïóбëèêàöèé ðóêîâîäñòâà è

ñóäåé. Аóäèòîðèÿ, êàê ïðàâèëî, äåëàåò ïðàâèëьíûé âûбîð

ìåæäó ïîзèöèåé «êðèòèêîâ ðàäè êðèòèêè» è ñïîêîéíûì,

âзâåшåííûì, àðãóìåíòèðîâàííûì îбîñíîâàíèåì ïîзè-

öèè, зàêðåïëåííîé â ðåшåíèÿх Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà

Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè.

Чàñòî îñíîâàíèåì êðèòèêè ÿâëÿåòñÿ  îбûчíîå âûðà-

æåíèå íåäîâîëьñòâà ðåшåíèåì Сóäà îäíèì èз óчàñòíè-

êîâ êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà èëè зàèíòåðå-

ñîâàííûìè ëèöàìè, íå ïîäêðåïëåííîå ñêîëьêî-íèбóäь

ñåðьåзíûì îбîñíîâàíèåì. Тàê, íàïðèìåð, ëèäåðû

îäíîãî èз ïðîôñîюзíûх îбъåäèíåíèé îбâèíèëè

Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé Сóä â òîì, чòî îí «ôàêòèчåñêè зàïðå-

òèë ðåàëьíûå ïðîôñîюзû», ò.ê. ïðèзíàë ïðîòèâîðåчà-

щåé Êîíñòèòóöèè íîðìó Тðóäîâîãî êîäåêñà, îбåñïåчè-

âàющóю зàщèòó ïðîôñîюзíûì àêòèâèñòàì. Нà ñàìîì

äåëå Сóä â ñâîåì ðåшåíèè âñåãî ëèшь ïîâòîðèë ðàíåå

âûðàæåííóю èì ïðàâîâóю ïîзèöèю, ìîòèâèðóющóю

íåêîíñòèòóöèîííîñòь íîðì, íå äîïóñêàющèх óâîëьíå-

íèå ðóêîâîäÿщèх ïðîôñîюзíûх ðàбîòíèêîâ бåз ïðåäâà-

ðèòåëьíîãî  ñîãëàñèÿ ñîîòâåòñòâóющèх ïðîôñîюзíûх

îðãàíîâ â ñëóчàÿх ñîâåðшåíèÿ эòèìè ðàбîòíèêàìè äèñ-

öèïëèíàðíûх ïðîñòóïêîâ, ÿâëÿющèхñÿ îñíîâàíèåì äëÿ

ðàñòîðæåíèÿ ñ íèìè òðóäîâîãî äîãîâîðà ïî èíèöèàòèâå

ðàбîòîäàòåëÿ.

Ê äàííîé ãðóïïå ïðèìûêàюò íåóäàчíûå ñ òîчêè зðåíèÿ

îбåñïåчåíèÿ ãàðàíòèé ñîбëюäåíèÿ ïðàâ è ñâîбîä ãðàæäàí

ìåðû, ïðèíÿòûå зàêîíîäàòåëåì âî èñïîëíåíèå òîãî èëè

èíîãî ðåшåíèÿ Сóäà.

î ôàêòå èñêàæåíèÿ ñóòè ðåшåíèÿ ÊС. Озíàêîìèâшèñь ñ

èíôîðìàöèåé, ðåäàêöèÿ ãàзåòû ïðèîñòàíîâèëà ñîòðóäíè-

чåñòâî ñ èñêàзèâшèì ðåшåíèå àâòîðîì. 

Сïåöèôèчåñêàÿ ðàзíîâèäíîñòь ðàññìàòðèâàåìîãî

òèïà  êðèòèêè – эòî êðèòèêà, ñâÿзàííàÿ ñ îïðåäåëåííûì

íåäîâåðèåì ê òàê íàзûâàåìûì  «îòêàзíûì» îïðåäåëåíèÿì

Сóäà. Гðàæäàíå íåðåäêî íàïðàâëÿюò â СÌИ ïîëíûå âîз-

ìóщåíèÿ ñîîбщåíèÿ î òîì, чòî èì îòêàзàëè â ïðèíÿòèè

æàëîбû ê ðàññìîòðåíèю. Пðè эòîì îíè íå зàìåчàюò, чòî â

«îòêàзíûх» îïðåäåëåíèÿх èì зàчàñòóю ôàêòèчåñêè óêàзû-

âàåòñÿ ïóòь ê îñóщåñòâëåíèю íàäëåæàщèх äåéñòâèé ïî

зàщèòå ñâîèх ïðàâ (â òîì чèñëå ñ èñïîëьзîâàíèåì ðàíåå

âûíåñåííûх èòîãîâûх ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà ïî

òåì èëè èíûì äåëàì). Â ñâÿзè ñ эòèì Сåêðåòàðèàò

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà ïëàíèðóåò â ñàìîå бëèæàéшåå

âðåìÿ ïðåäïðèíÿòь îïðåäåëåííûå óñèëèÿ ïî ïîâûшåíèю

óðîâíÿ ïðèñóòñòâèÿ â ïåчàòíûх è эëåêòðîííûх СÌИ.

Цåëью òàêîãî ïðèñóòñòâèÿ ñòàíåò, â òîì чèñëå, è ðàзъ-

ÿñíåíèå ãðàæäàíàì ïîäëèííîãî ñìûñëà, ðîëè è зíàчåíèÿ

òåх èëè èíûх ðåшåíèé Сóäà (â чàñòíîñòè, ïðèíèìàåìûх èì

«îòêàзíûх» îïðåäåëåíèé). Эòî ïîзâîëèò ïðåäîòâðàòèòь

ìíîãèå ïðîÿâëåíèÿ íåîбîñíîâàííîé êðèòèêè â èх àäðåñ.

Сëåäóющåå îñíîâàíèå íåãàòèâíîé îöåíêè ðåшåíèé

Сóäà, êîòîðîå ìîæíî íàзâàòь «êðèòèêà ðàäè êðèòèêè», ñâÿ-

зàíî èñêëючèòåëьíî ñ ñóбъåêòèâíûì îòíîшåíèåì íåêîòî-

ðûх îбщåñòâåííûх èëè ïîëèòèчåñêèх ôèãóð (юðèñòîâ,

ïîëèòîëîãîâ èëè æóðíàëèñòîâ) ê äåÿòåëьíîñòè Êîíñòèòó-

öèîííîãî Сóäà èëè åãî ðóêîâîäñòâà,  ëèбî ñî  ñòðåìëåíè-

åì  íåêîòîðûх æóðíàëèñòîâ âî âñåì íàéòè хîòь êàêîé-òî

èзъÿí, ïîñêîëьêó ïèñàòь î хîðîшåì èì ïðîñòî íå èíòåðåñ-

íî. Эòî ìîæíî ïðîèëëюñòðèðîâàòь ïðèìåðîì ñ ðåшåíèåì

ÊС î ïðàâå ðåãèñòðàöèè â äàчíûх äîìàх, ðàñïîëîæåííûх â

ñàäîâî-îãîðîäíûх òîâàðèщåñòâàх. Êàзàëîñь бû, Сóäîì

ïðèíÿòî ïðåêðàñíîå ðåшåíèå, òûñÿчè ãðàæäàí ïðèîбðåëè

âîзìîæíîñòь  зàðåãèñòðèðîâàòьñÿ â äàчíûх äîìàх, ïîëó-

чàòь ïåíñèю, ëåчèòьñÿ, îòäàòь äåòåé â шêîëó è ò.ï., èх

ñîöèàëьíûå ïðàâà зàщèщåíû Сóäîì. Нî íåêîòîðûå êîì-
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Дîñòàòîчíî чàñòî êðèòèêà ðåшåíèé Сóäà ñâÿзàíà íå ñ

ñàìèì ðåшåíèåì, à ñ íåäîñòàòêàìè â ñôåðå åãî èñïîëíå-

íèÿ. 

Дåéñòâóющåå â Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè зàêîíîäà-

òåëьñòâî íå ïðåäîñòàâëÿåò Êîíñòèòóöèîííîìó Сóäó

ïðàâà íåïîñðåäñòâåííî êîíòðîëèðîâàòь èñïîëíåíèå

ñâîèх ðåшåíèé. Пîäîбíîå ïîëîæåíèå âûòåêàåò èз êîí-

öåïöèè ðàзäåëåíèÿ âëàñòåé è â óñëîâèÿх äåìîêðàòèчå-

ñêîé ãîñóäàðñòâåííîñòè ïðèíöèïèàëьíûх  âîзðàæåíèé íå

âûзûâàåò.

Ìåæäó òåì, êàê ïîêàзûâàåò îïûò,  àäåêâàòíîå âûïîë-

íåíèå зàêîíîäàòåëåì è ïðàâîïðèìåíèòåëåì òðåбîâàíèé,

âûòåêàющèх èз àêòîâ êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ïðàâîñóäèÿ,

èìååò ìåñòî íå âñåãäà. Нåòîчíîå, ôðàãìåíòàðíîå,

íåñâîåâðåìåííîå èñïîëíåíèå ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîí-

íîãî Сóäà ñóщåñòâåííî ñîêðàщàåò ïîзèòèâíîå âîзäåé-

ñòâèå êîíñòèòóöèîííîé юñòèöèè íà ïðàâîâóю ñèñòåìó,

ðåзêî ñíèæàÿ òåì ñàìûì óðîâåíь зàщèòû ïðàâ è ñâîбîä

чåëîâåêà è ãðàæäàíèíà. 

Тàêîå ïîëîæåíèå äåë íå òîëьêî íàíîñèò óщåðб àâòî-

ðèòåòó ñóäåбíîé âëàñòè è ïðåñòèæó ãîñóäàðñòâà â öåëîì,

íî è, óìàëÿÿ êîíñòèòóöèîííûå ãàðàíòèè ñóäåбíîé зàщèòû

ïðàâ ãðàæäàí, ïðÿìî ïðîòèâîðåчèò âûñîêîé ìèññèè, âîз-

ëîæåííîé Êîíñòèòóöèåé íà Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé Сóä. 

Ìíîãèå êðèòèчåñêèå âûñêàзûâàíèÿ, àäðåñóåìûå

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîìó Сóäó, ïîðîæäàюòñÿ äëèòåëьíîé ïðî-

бåëьíîñòью â ïðàâîâîé ðåãëàìåíòàöèè òåх èëè èíûх

îòíîшåíèé. Пîðîé эòî ïðîèñхîäèò îòòîãî, чòî ïîñëå ïðè-

зíàíèÿ íîðìàòèâíîãî àêòà íå ñîîòâåòñòâóющèì

Êîíñòèòóöèè, зàêîíîäàòåëь (èíîãäà â òåчåíèå ïðîäîëæè-

òåëьíîãî âðåìåíè) íå âîñïîëíÿåò ëàêóíó, îбðàзîâàâ-

шóюñÿ â ïðàâîâîì ðåãóëèðîâàíèè. Иíûìè ñëîâàìè,

íåäîâîëьñòâî ïî ñóщåñòâó âûзûâàюò íå ñòîëьêî ïðåäïî-

ëàãàåìûå íåñîâåðшåíñòâà ðåшåíèÿ Сóäà, ñêîëьêî èх

íåñâîåâðåìåííîå èñïîëíåíèå. Âûòåêàющèå èз эòîãî

ôàêòà âûâîäû è ïðåäëîæåíèÿ âêëючàюòñÿ â åæåãîäíî

ïîäãîòàâëèâàåìûé Сåêðåòàðèàòîì Иíôîðìàöèîííî-

Рàñïðîñòðàíåííàÿ ïðèчèíà êðèòèêè ðåшåíèé Êîíñòè-

òóöèîííîãî Сóäà - íåäîñòàòîчíàÿ îñâåäîìëåííîñòь îбî

âñåì ñïåêòðå âûðàбîòàííûх è ïðèìåíÿåìûх Сóäîì ïðàâî-

âûх ïîзèöèé. Â ñâÿзè ñ эòèì ïîðîé âîзíèêàåò íåæåëàòåëь-

íîå âïåчàòëåíèå  «íåîæèäàííîñòè» ðåшåíèé, êîòîðûå, íà

ñàìîì äåëå, ïîñëåäîâàòåëьíî ðàзâèâàюò ñôîðìóëèðî-

âàííûå è îбíàðîäîâàííûå ðàíåå ïðàâîâûå ïîзèöèè.

Пîэòîìó âàæíîé зàäàчåé, ðåшåíèю êîòîðîé ìû óäåëÿåì

íåìàëî âíèìàíèÿ, îñòàåòñÿ êàê ìîæíî бîëåå ïîëíîå

èíôîðìèðîâàíèå îбщåñòâåííîñòè î äåÿòåëьíîñòè Сóäà. 

Нå ñëóчàéíî â êàчåñòâå ìåðû ðåàãèðîâàíèÿ íà êðèòè-

êó Сåêðåòàðèàò èзбèðàåò àêòèâèзàöèю ðàзъÿñíèòåëьíîé

ðàбîòû. Â íàñòîÿщåå âðåìÿ â Êîíñòèòóöèîííîì Сóäå

Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè ñîзäàí êàчåñòâåííî íîâûé ìåхà-

íèзì ðàбîòû ñî ñðåäñòâàìè ìàññîâîé èíôîðìàöèè ïðè-

ìåíèòåëьíî ê ðàзъÿñíåíèю èх ïðåäñòàâèòåëÿì ðåàëьíîãî

ñîäåðæàíèÿ íàшèх ðåшåíèé. Пî зàÿâêå ðóêîâîäèòåëÿ

ïðåññ-ñëóæбû Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà îòðàñëåâûå óïðàâ-

ëåíèÿ íà ïîñòîÿííîé ðåãóëÿðíîé îñíîâå  ãîòîâÿò äëÿ

ïðåññû èíôîðìàöèю, ðàзъÿñíÿющóю ñîäåðæàíèå è ïðà-

âîâûå ïîñëåäñòâèÿ ïðèíèìàåìûх Сóäîì ðåшåíèé. Â

òàêèх êîììåíòàðèÿх äàåòñÿ ðàзâåðíóòàÿ хàðàêòåðèñòèêà

ìîòèâèðîâêè ïðèíÿòîãî ðåшåíèÿ, à òàêæå åãî ñóщåñòâà è

ïîñëåäñòâèé, чòî ïîзâîëÿåò ñíÿòь зàâåäîìî íåêîððåêò-

íûå ïðîÿâëåíèÿ îбщåñòâåííîé ðåàêöèè íà ðåшåíèÿ,

èìåющèå îñîбóю àêòóàëьíîñòь â äàííûé ìîìåíò ðàзâè-

òèÿ ñòðàíû.  Сîòðóäíèêè îòðàñëåâûх àíàëèòèчåñêèх

óïðàâëåíèé, ãîòîâèâшèå òî èëè èíîå зíàчèìîå ðåшåíèå,

ïðèíèìàюò óчàñòèå â ïîñâÿщåííûх åìó âñòðåчàх ñ æóðíà-

ëèñòàìè, à òàêæå îñóщåñòâëÿюò òåêóщåå óñòíîå êîíñóëь-

òèðîâàíèå ñîòðóäíèêîâ ïðåññ-ñëóæбû ïî  âîïðîñàì, âîз-

íèêàющèì â хîäå èх ðàбîòû ñ ïðåäñòàâèòåëÿìè СÌИ.

Сîòðóäíèêè ïðåññ-ñëóæбû àêòèâíî èñïîëьзóюò â ñâîåé

ðàбîòå òàêèå èíñòðóìåíòû, êàê èíòåðâью è Иíòåðíåò-êîí-

ôåðåíöèè Пðåäñåäàòåëÿ Сóäà, âûñòóïëåíèÿ ñóäåé-

äîêëàäчèêîâ ïî ñîîòâåòñòâóющèì äåëàì, ñîñòàâëåíèå

ïðåññ-ðåëèзîâ è ò.ï.
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íåïîñðåäñòâåííî âîâëåчåííûìè â äåÿòåëьíîñòь ïî èñïîë-

íåíèю åãî ðåшåíèé. 

Эòî Сîâåò Фåäåðàöèè è Гîñóäàðñòâåííàÿ Дóìà,

(ïðåæäå âñåãî, ïðîôèëьíûå êîìèòåòû îбåèх ïàëàò

Фåäåðàëьíîãî Сîбðàíèÿ). Эòî Аäìèíèñòðàöèÿ Пðåзèäåí-

òà Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè, эòî Пðàâèòåëьñòâî è åãî

Аïïàðàò (êîòîðûé èãðàåò ïåðâåíñòâóющóю ðîëь â ñôåðå

ïîäãîòîâêè ïðîåêòîâ ïðàâîâûх, â òîì чèñëå зàêîíîäàòåëь-

íûх àêòîâ, êîòîðûå äîëæíû бûòь ïðèíÿòû âî èñïîëíåíèå

ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà). Эòî Ìèíèñòåðñòâî

юñòèöèè (îñîбåííî Дåïàðòàìåíò зàêîíîïðîåêòíîé äåÿ-

òåëьíîñòè è ìîíèòîðèíãà ïðàâîïðèìåíåíèÿ, îñóщåñòâ-

ëÿющèé îбщåðîññèéñêèé ìîíèòîðèíã èñïîëíåíèÿ ðåшå-

íèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà),  эòî àïïàðàòû Âåðхîâíîãî è

Âûñшåãî Аðбèòðàæíîãî Сóäà. Тàê, â чàñòíîñòè, Сåêðåòà-

ðèàò íàëàäèë òåñíûå ðàбîчèå êîíòàêòû ñ Оòäåëîì ñïåöè-

àëьíîãî êîíòðîëÿ Аïïàðàòà Âåðхîâíîãî Сóäà. Нà эòî

íåäàâíî ñîзäàííîå ïîäðàзäåëåíèå âîзëîæåí êîíòðîëь

èñïîëíåíèÿ ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà ñóäàìè

îбщåé юðèñäèêöèè è, ïîìèìî эòîãî, ñîäåéñòâèå â èзóчå-

íèè ïðàêòèêè Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà íèæåñòîÿщèìè

ñóäàìè.

Нàêîíåö, ïðåäñòàâèòåëè Сåêðåòàðèàòà àêòèâíî óчà-

ñòâóюò â òåìàòèчåñêèх íàóчíûх è íàóчíî-ïðàêòèчåñêèх

ìåðîïðèÿòèÿх ïðàâîâîé íàïðàâëåííîñòè, äîâîäÿ äî êîë-

ëåã òîчêó зðåíèÿ Сåêðåòàðèàòà ïî ïîâîäó îïòèìàëьíûх

ôîðì è ìåòîäîâ  èñïîëíåíèÿ ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî

Сóäà.

Иòàê, íåïðåîäîëèìîñòь è îêîíчàòåëьíîñòь ðåшåíèé

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà íå âëåêóò зà ñîбîé åãî íåâîñïðè-

èìчèâîñòь ê  êðèòèчåñêèì îòзûâàì îòíîñèòåëьíî ïðèíè-

ìàåìûх ðåшåíèé. Бîëåå òîãî, ìîæíî ãîâîðèòь îб îïðåäå-

ëåííîì ïîзèòèâíîì зíàчåíèè эòèх îòзûâîâ.

Тàê, íàïðèìåð, чàñòь êðèòèчåñêèх îòêëèêîâ (ïðåèìó-

щåñòâåííî èñхîäÿщèх èз àêàäåìèчåñêîé ñðåäû) ñîñðåäî-

òîчèâàåòñÿ íå íà ðåзîëюòèâíîé, à íà ìîòèâèðîâîчíîé

чàñòè ðåшåíèé, зàòðàãèâàÿ íå ñóòь ðåшåíèÿ, à юðèäèêî-

àíàëèòèчåñêèé îòчåò îб èñïîëíåíèè ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòó-

öèîííîãî Сóäà è ïîäãîòàâëèâàåìûå â ïîðÿäêå òåêóщåé

ðàбîòû èíôîðìàöèîííûå è àíàëèòèчåñêèå ìàòåðèàëû ïî

äàííîé òåìàòèêå. 

Â ðàìêàх ïîëíîìîчèé Сåêðåòàðèàòà Êîíñòèòóöèîí-

íîãî Сóäà ñûãðàòь âåñîìóю ðîëь â ïðåäóïðåæäåíèè òàêî-

ãî ðîäà êðèòèêè ìîãóò, â ïåðâóю îчåðåäь, êîíêðåòíûå äåé-

ñòâèÿ Сåêðåòàðèàòà ïî ìîíèòîðèíãó èñïîëíåíèÿ ðåшåíèé,

à òàêæå êîíñóëьòàòèâíîìó âзàèìîäåéñòâèю ñ óïîëíîìî-

чåííûìè íà эòî âåäîìñòâàìè è äîëæíîñòíûìè ëèöàìè.

Пðîöåäóðû îñóщåñòâëåíèÿ ñîîòâåòñòâóющèх äåéñòâèé

ìîæíî ðàзäåëèòь íà äâå ãðóïïû.

Пðîöåäóðû ïåðâîé ãðóïïû êîîðäèíèðóюò äåéñòâèÿ

ïîäðàзäåëåíèé Сåêðåòàðèàòà. Тàê, â òåчåíèå íåäåëè

ïîñëå ïðîâîзãëàшåíèÿ ëèбî îïóбëèêîâàíèÿ ðåшåíèÿ

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà Оòäåë àíàëèзà è îбîбщåíèÿ ïðàê-

òèêà Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà Сåêðåòàðèàòà Êîíñòèòóöèîí-

íîãî Сóäà Рîññèéñêîé Фåäåðàöèè ãîòîâèò ïî ñîãëàñîâà-

íèю ñ ïðîôèëьíûìè îòðàñëåâûìè óïðàâëåíèÿìè зàêëючå-

íèÿ î íåîбхîäèìîñòè îñóщåñòâëåíèÿ äîïîëíèòåëьíîãî

ïðàâîâîãî ðåãóëèðîâàíèÿ âî èñïîëíåíèå ðåшåíèÿ Êîíñ-

òèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà. Дâàæäû â ãîä Оòäåëîì ñîñòàâëÿåòñÿ

(àêòóàëèзèðóåòñÿ) ïåðåчåíь ðåшåíèé Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî

Сóäà, ïðåäïîëàãàющèх èзìåíåíèå ôåäåðàëьíîãî (ðåãèî-

íàëьíîãî) ïðàâîâîãî ðåãóëèðîâàíèÿ. Уêàзàííûé ïåðåчåíь

íàïðàâëÿåòñÿ Сóäîì â îбå ïàëàòû Фåäåðàëьíîãî Сîбðà-

íèÿ, à òàêæå â Пðàâèòåëьñòâî è â Гåíåðàëьíóю ïðîêóðàòó-

ðó. Пî êàæäîìó íàхîäÿщåìóñÿ â ïðîöåññå èñïîëíåíèÿ

ðåшåíèю Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà â Оòäåëå àíàëèзà è

îбîбщåíèÿ ïðàêòèêè Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî Сóäà âåäёòñÿ ñïå-

öèàëьíîå äîñьå, ãäå ñîñðåäîòîчèâàåòñÿ âñÿ èíôîðìàöèÿ

î ïðèíÿòûх ìåðàх. Нå ðåæå чåì ðàз â ãîä ñîñòàâëÿåòñÿ óæå

óïîìèíàâшèéñÿ âûшå ñâîäíûé îòчåò îб èñïîëíåíèè

ðåшåíèé Сóäà.

Пðîöåäóðû âòîðîé ãðóïïû îïîñðåäóюò âзàèìîäåé-

ñòâèå Сåêðåòàðèàòà ñ «âíåшíèìè»  ïî îòíîшåíèю ê

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîìó Сóäó ãîñóäàðñòâåííûìè ñòðóêòóðàìè,
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Y.  Kravchenko

Secretary General of the Constitutional Court

of the Russian Federation

CriticismofdecisionsoftheConstitutionalCourt

oftheRussianFederation-remediesforthe

consideration,analysisandprevention

(inthecontextofthepowersoftheSecretariat

oftheConstitutionalCourt)

Summary

Information transparency is one of the cornerstones of the

basis for the activity of the Constitutional Court of the Russian

Federation since its foundation. It is the only possible form of

outside control of the activities of the CC, the decisions of

which, as final, are not subject to appeal and revision. The

ongoing discussion of decisions of the Court, of course, can

never be and shall not be spared also from the critical notes.

Secretariat of the Constitutional Court holds daily work of

considering and analyzing critical information, as publications

in various, non- specialized in legal matters media, as well as

radio and television coverage, appeals to the Chairman of the

Court, publications in the specialized scientific printed edi-

tions, speeches in the framework of scientific and expert activ-

ities, etc.

During the current and in-depth monitoring conducted by

the Secretariat, criticism expressed in relation to the decisions

adopted by the Constitutional Court, the arguments by means

of which these claims are justified and the frequency of critical

comments in relation to specific decisions are revealed. On the

basis of the collection and processing of findings the analytical

service of the Secretariat prepares review notes, both general

and special.
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òåхíèчåñêèå àñïåêòû åãî îбîñíîâàíèÿ. Â äàëьíåéшåé

ðàбîòå Сóä ïî âîзìîæíîñòè óчèòûâàåò âûñêàзàííûå â эòîé

ñâÿзè ñïðàâåäëèâûå зàìåчàíèÿ. 

Нåñîìíåííî, èíôîðìàöèîííàÿ îòêðûòîñòь, ðàâíî êàê

è чóòêîñòь Сåêðåòàðèàòà ê âíåшíèì îöåíêàì äåÿòåëьíîñòè

Сóäà, èìåюò ñâîè îбъåêòèâíûå ïðåäåëû. Рàзóìååòñÿ, ìû

íå ìîæåì îðãàíèзîâûâàòь ãîëîñîâàíèÿ è бëèö-îïðîñû

ñðåäè ïîñåòèòåëåé îôèöèàëьíîãî ñàéòà Сóäà, ðàâíî êàê

îðãàíèзîâûâàòь ïóбëèчíûå äèñêóññèè î åãî ðåшåíèÿх.

Âìåñòå ñ òåì бåзóчàñòíîñòь è âûñîêîìåðèå ïî îòíîшåíèю

ê îбщåñòâåííîìó ìíåíèю, äàæå åñëè ïîñëåäíåå âåñьìà

íåëèöåïðèÿòíî îöåíèâàåò ðåшåíèÿ, ïðèíèìàåìûå Сóäîì,

íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ è, íàäåюñь, íèêîãäà íå бóäåò ÿâëÿòьñÿ íàшèì

âûбîðîì. 

Â òîé ìåðå, â êàêîé äèàëîã ñ эêñïåðòàìè è ãðàæäàí-

ñêèì îбщåñòâîì â öåëîì ñîäåéñòâóåò бîëьшåé ïðîзðàч-

íîñòè êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ïðàâîñóäèÿ è, â êîíåчíîì ñчåòå,

óêðåïëÿåò åãî àâòîðèòåò, Сåêðåòàðèàò  ãîòîâ ê âñåñòîðîí-

íåìó óчàñòèю â îбñóæäåíèè ñîñòîÿâшèхñÿ ðåшåíèé ñî

âñåìè зàèíòåðåñîâàííûìè ñóбъåêòàìè.

Рàзóìååòñÿ, èзóчåíèå îòзûâîâ íà ðåшåíèÿ Êîíñòèòó-

öèîííîãî Сóäà íå èìååò è íå ìîæåò èìåòь – â ñîîòâåò-

ñòâèè ñ óñòàíîâëåííûìè íîðìàìè êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ñóäî-

ïðîèзâîäñòâà - ïðÿìûх ïðîöåññóàëьíûх ïîñëåäñòâèé.

Оäíàêî эòî ðàбîòàющèé ìåхàíèзì âзàèìîäåéñòâèÿ.

Пîääåðæèâàÿ îбðàòíóю ñâÿзь Сóäà ñ ãðàæäàíñêèì îб-

щåñòâîì è ïðîôåññèîíàëьíûìè àññîöèàöèÿìè, îí ïðå-

ïÿòñòâóåò ïðåâðàщåíèю Сóäà â ïîäîбèå «бàшíè èз ñëî-

íîâîé êîñòè» è òåì ñàìûì âíîñèò íåîñïîðèìûé âêëàä â

óëóчшåíèå êàчåñòâà êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ïðàâîñóäèÿ â

íàшåé ñòðàíå. 
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professional associations prevents the conversion of the Court

into "an ivory tower" and thus makes an unquestionable con-

tribution to improvement of constitutional justice in Russian

Federation.

Insofar in what merits the dialogue with the experts and

civil society aids to more transparency of the constitutional jus-

tice and finally strengthens its authority, the Secretariat is

ready for comprehensive participation in the discussion of

already adopted decisions with all interested parties.                  
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Criticism of decisions of the CC might be connected with

an elementary misunderstanding of their role and meaning as

such or with the misapprehension and wrong interpretation of

the content of specific decisions of the Constitutional Court,

and particularly its "rejection" definitions. It may be a "criticism

for the sake of criticism," drawn entirely by subjective attitude

of some public or political figures (lawyers, political scientists

or journalists) to the Constitutional Court. Sometimes it is a

common expression of discontent with the decision of the

Court by one of the participants of constitutional court pro-

ceedings or interested persons. Quite often the criticism of the

Court's decisions relates not only to the decision itself, but with

deficiencies in its execution.

As the main means of reacting to the criticism the

Secretariat chooses activating of explanatory work, including

during the participation in various scientific discussions.

Currently, in Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation a

qualitatively new mechanism of collaboration with the mass

media is created which explains the actual content of court’s

decisions to the mass media representatives. Information offi-

cers actively use such tools in their work as interviews and

Internet Conferences of the Chairman of the Court, speeches

of the rapporteurs on relevant matters for prevention of criti-

cism, compliance of press releases etc. The concrete actions

of the Secretariat as well as consultancy with the authorized

departments and authorities are called to play an important

role in prevention of criticism related to the execution of the

decisions of the CC.

Thus, invincibility   and finality of the decisions of the

Constitutional Court do not mean that they are  unresponsive-

ness to criticism. Moreover, certain positive significance of

those approaches shall be emphasized. Insofar that the dia-

logue with experts and civil society generally facilitates to more

transparency of constitutional justice and, ultimately, strength-

ens the authority, the Secretariat is ready for comprehensive

participation in the discussions of adopted decisions with all

interested parties. Feedback of the Court with civil society and
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In a constitutional court, this is the legislator that may turn out
to be the losing party. The way how politicians justify their mis-
takes in front of their electorate is not always correct.
Moreover, politicians and the court are in rather unequal posi-
tions. Possibilities of politicians to express their opinion are
almost unlimited, whilst the judiciary is bound to the require-
ment to express their viewpoint in the form of their decisions
by motivating it in such a way that it does not require any sup-
plementary explanations. Before a decision is announced, no
opinion on a matter should be disclosed at all. Possibilities of
courts to react to criticism are restricted. They are particularly
restricted while matters are still pending; and even after pro-
nouncement of a decision courts should restrain from discus-
sions on them. 

2. I deliberately broadened the topic. I will not speak only
of criticisms of judgments. I will also speak of criticism in
respect to the judiciary that includes criticism of judgments,
judges, the court and the entire judicial power. Often reaction
to an inacceptable decision is manifested through criticism of
a particular court or a judge (they are often criticized in relation
to issue that are not even related to administration of justice)

It is important to react properly to any kind of criticism
because this can have an impact on authority of the judiciary. 

“To react properly” means to select the most appropriate
way, time, content and person that would respond (react) to
criticism; this also includes abstention from any reaction. In
fact, the first step, when deciding how to react to criticism, is
to assess whether in a particular case the court should or
should not react (keeping silent is also reacting). 

3. The present topic makes us analysing reaction to “neg-
ative criticism”. It is important to keep in mind that not every
“negative criticism” is ungrounded (undue) criticism. An
unfounded and erroneous opinion can be regarded as influ-
ence on court; however, a grounded analysis and discussions
(even if it is negative) is even necessary. 

I have classified “for” and “against” arguments of court
criticism.
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L. Jurcena

Adviser to the President of the 
Constitutional Court of the Republic of Latvia

Criticismofthejudiciary versus authorityand

independenceofthejudiciary

1.A proper reaction to criticism is important to preserve
authority of the judiciary and to protect its independence. In
order to establish what “proper reaction” is we should balance
two constitutional values: freedom of expression on the one
hand and authority and independence of the judiciary on the
other hand. Both these values play a significant role in a demo-
cratic State governed by the rule of law. 

The judiciary has always been criticized, as it will always be
done. Why is the judiciary criticized? The main reason for such
criticism is not always mistakes committed by the court or dif-
ferent opinions in respect to certain legal issues. 

1.1 Functioning of the judiciary is a matter of public interest.
The court assesses issues that are of great importance to the
society, and the society does not always accept and favour even
the fair result. Court is often involved in solution of political issues.
The society can and it should express its opinion on political
issues. Here, it should be noted that those are mainly constitu-
tional courts rather than courts of general jurisdiction that decide
political and social issues. Therefore constitutional courts should
have a higher threshold for acceptance of criticism. 

1.2 Legal experts analyse rulings and case-law of courts.
When defending their opinion, they criticise the opposite or
different ones. 

1.3 before a court, one of the parties involved would
always lose, and there are some who find it difficult accept it.
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ed as a prerequisite for judges to fulfil their functions
rather than a privilege1. 

3.The society should respect the judicial power and the rule
of law. Without questioning this statement, I would like to
quote the USA Supreme Court, judgment in the case
Bridges v. California (1941): “An enforced silence, howev-
er limited, solely in the name of preserving the dignity of the
bench would probably engender resentment, suspicion,
and contempt much more than it would enhance respect”. 

4.Certain protection facilitates an easier administration of
work of the judicial power. However, it would be strange if
such simplified administration would be opposed to the
freedom of speech. 

5.Effective mechanisms for controlling work of the judicial
power are sufficient (appeal; dissenting opinion, discipli-
nary liability) therefore there is no need for criticism;

6.Taking into account specific nature of work of judges, they
cannot protect them at a sufficient level because the possi-
bilities of judges to react to criticism are restricted (they
cannot “fight against it”). Here, two reasons for this should
be mentioned: first, judgments speak for themselves (they
should be clear and reasoned)2; second, judges should
avoid speaking of matters and issues that can be handed in
to particular judge for review. 
It is not possible to precisely and unambiguously define

what judges can and cannot speak openly about when they are
administering justice. This serves as the reason for the fact
why many judges avoid expressing their opinion openly.
Possibilities and right of judges to express their opinion in pub-
lic are rather related with unawareness of exact limits.
Moreover, not all judges are “speakers”. The European Court
of Human Rights has also drawn attention to limited possibili-
ties of judges to react to criticism3.
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3.1 Arguments “for” court criticism
1.An open discussion that includes criticism of judges and

their work by keeping in mind its possible impact on inde-
pendence of judges shall be regarded as an acceptable
way of discussion that assure accountability of judges. 

2.Publicity resulting from criticism of judges and open dis-
cussion may facilitate a better understanding of the judi-
ciary. Due to objective reasons, the society cannot control
a certain part of work of judges; consequently, the judicial
power is the least understood branch of power. 

3.An open discussion as a part of the freedom of speech is
a fundamental value of a democratic society, and is one of
the few possibilities for the society to take part in work of
the judiciary and participate in open discussions on court
issues (those are matters of public interest). 

4.Criticism of committed mistakes pushes judges to correct
them. 

5.When writing on legal issues, formation of legal policy is
facilitated and education of the society on legal issues is
assured. 

6.Justice should not only be ensured; it is also necessary to
create circumstances in which the society would see that
justice is indeed ensured. 

7.Criticism is a constitutional right of every person. 
These arguments are more or less related to grounded

and proportional (rational) criticism. 

3.2 Arguments “against” court criticism
1.Offensive criticism reduces trust of the society into the judicial

system and administration of justice. Trust into the legal sys-
tem and the judiciary is of great importance to ensure the will
of the society to accept decisions and ensure that the society
respects judgments (executes judgments). 

2.Protection of judges from criticism serves for protection of
court independence in the interests of the society.
Inviolability of judges is an element of independence. The
issue of independence of judges should be regarded in the
context of interests of the society, separation of powers
and a State governed by the rule of law. It shall be regard-
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1  Amihalachioaie v. Moldova, ECHR, 20.07.2004, Application no. 60115/00, dis-
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2  Recommendation CM/Rec(2010)12 of the Committee of Ministers to member
states on judges: independence, efficiency and responsibilities, adopted by the
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Ministers' Deputies, para 15 “15. Judgments should be reasoned and pro-
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d) criticism of the entire judicial system, etc.
When criticising legal proceedings before a judgment has

come into effect (it can be criticism in respect to a judge, the
court, adjudication proceedings, etc.), it is rather probable
that independence and impartiality of the court would be
impacted, if compared to expressing criticism to the court or a
judge after adoption of a decision. Criticism before a judgment
can influence not only authority of the court, but also its inde-
pendence and impartiality. 

Consequently, the possible threat to the court is greater in
case when criticism is expressed before a judgment is deliv-
ered; moreover, ability of the court to react to such criticism is
more restricted. 

7. Opinion (criticism) can be expressed in different ways:
1) in public (in press, speeches of politicians, confer-

ences, lections etc.);
2) in private (in letters, direct communication); such criti-

cism would not impact authority of the judiciary;
3) according to procedure established by law (appeal, dis-

senting opinion). 

Dissenting opinion is one of types of criticism. It includes
criticism legitimized by law in respect to a court judgment.
Dissenting opinion may also influence authority of the court.
Attitude of the society would certainly differ (1) to findings
established in a unanimous judgment and (2) to the one, in the
frameworks of which opinions of judges have split, notably,
where a part of judges disagree with argumentation of a par-
ticular judgment and, possibly, with the entire ruling. This is
why in some countries the law does not provide the opportuni-
ty to express a dissenting opinion.

I think that in Latvia the legislation in respect to dissenting
opinions of justices of the Constitutional Court can be regard-
ed as progressive. A justice who has voted against the opinion
included in a judgment expresses his or her dissenting opinion
that is attached to the matter; however, in a court hearing it is
not announced (not content, not even the fact how justices
voted). Dissenting opinion is published officially two months
after the judgment comes into effect. Such regulatory frame-
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4. It can be concluded that: (1) it is necessary to criticize
the judiciary and (2) it should be distinguished between “per-
missible” and “impermissible” criticism (consequently, bound-
aries should be marked off). 

How to distinguish between well-founded (permissible)
and unfounded (impermissible) criticism? 

The answer is as simple as complex: in each case, partic-
ular circumstances should be assessed (who, where, what,
why, how criticizes etc.). The ECHR has indicated that, when
investigating whether restriction of the freedom of speech is
permissible based on execution of requirement of a judicial
authority, the restriction should be assessed in the light of the
case as a whole, including the tenor (content) of the remarks
[criticism] and the context in which they were made4.

5. Impact of criticism on the court and possibilities and
necessity of the court to reply (react) to such criticism
depends on the following:

1)time, in which criticism has been expressed (when?);
2)kind of critics, content and place where criticism has

been expressed (how, where?);
3)persons who criticize (who?).

6.Impact of criticism depends on the time, in which it has
been expressed: before or after rendering a decision. This also
influences the possibilities to react to criticism. 

Authority of the court and trust of the society into the judi-
cial power can be influenced by the following: 

1) criticism expressed during legal proceedings (before
coming into effect of a judgment) in respect to a partic-
ular matter – judge, the court, the procedure of adminis-
tration of justice, etc.;

2) criticism beyond or after adjudication of a particular
case which includes:
à) criticism in respect to a decision after it is adopted,
b) criticism in respect to a judge (work or inactivity of a

judge, competence of a judge, criticism of individual
features of a judge),

c) criticism in respect to the court,
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should also ensure that their comments would not ham-
per administration of justice (they should be able to
assess situation and establish limits of criticism]; etc.

9. Reactiontocriticism(“neutralization”ofcriticism)
In order to neutralize the criticism it is important to know

when it is necessary to respond (react) and when it is not.
9.1 It is necessary to react to criticism in the following

cases:
1) if criticism is serious and it is likely to have more than a

slight (unimportant) impact on the society;
2) if criticism demonstrates lack of understanding of the

judicial system or role of a judge, and provided informa-
tion is at least partially based on lack of such under-
standing;

3) if criticism (provided information) is mainly incorrect
and imprecise; the incorrect information should consti-
tute the major part of criticism for the reply to be ade-
quate. 

9.2 It is better to avoid to react to criticism in the following
cases:

1) criticism is a fair commentary or opinion;
2) hatred or conflict exists between the person who criti-

cizes and the judge;
3) criticism is uncertain (minor, unclear);
4) criticism deals with issues of ethics of judges and such

a case should be transferred to competent authorities;
5) it is necessary to perform a long-term investigation to

establish real facts;
6) a reply would prejudice a particular matter. 

10.Roleofjudgesinneutralizingcriticism
It is difficult to prove causal relation, namely, the fact that

it was criticism that influenced trust into the court. But it does
not mean that criticism should be ignored.

Those who say that judges and judiciary should not care
for criticism are not right. It is also in judges’ (court’s and
judiciary’s) interests to establish why an opinion regarding
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work is based on two reasons. First, it is related with short and
strict terms, in which a judgment should be prepared (30
days). In case if a justice made a decision to disagree with any
opinion expressed in a judgment only at the final stage of mat-
ter adjudication, then it is impossible to prepare dissenting
opinion along with the judgment. Consequently, dissenting
opinion is prepared after the judgment is published. Second
[reason], dissenting opinion does not influence content and
consequences of the judgment. Dissenting opinion plays a
major role in assuring individual independence of the justice
and in developing the legal doctrine. Therefore, when dissent-
ing opinion is published in two months after coming into effect
of the judgment, the purpose of dissenting opinion is reached
by also ensuring authority of the court. 

8. Opinion (criticism) can be expressed by different per-
sons:

1) politicians (problems arise when politicians criticise the
judiciary and judges; problems might be caused when
judges criticize national policy);

2) State officials.
3) judges (dissenting opinions, criticism of a court of a

higher instance in respect to a judgment rendered by a
court of a lower instance, public commentaries in the
frameworks of scientific activities, private commen-
taries);

4) participants of litigation;
5) press,
6) lawyers (the ECHR restrict criticism of lawyers at a

greater extent because it has an overwhelming impact
on the society and it could legalize ungrounded criti-
cism in the eyes of the society. At the same time,
lawyers play a particular role in communication
between the society and the judiciary, therefore qualifi-
cation of lawyers that renders criticism expressed by
them even more convincing makes it the best and the
most appropriate source of a fair (impartial, competent)
criticism. Lawyers enjoy better position to inform the
society on their problems with the judicial system. They
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5) when expressing one’s opinion on legal issues, a judge
should not comment pending cases and should be very
careful when commenting issues that he or she would
probably have to review later. 

10.2 A judge may:
1) in a proper place and way, a judge may express its crit-

icism in respect to certain legal provisions in case if it
does not apply completely false interpretation of legal
norms and if, when doing so, the judge facilitates trust
of the society into independence and fairness of a
judge; 

2) a judge may and should explain legal terms and
notions, procedures and issues in a way that would per-
mit press representatives to prepare their releases in
the most compatible way possible;

3) a judge may speak to educate the society on legal pro-
ceedings or speak of laws, legal system or administra-
tion of justice;

4) a judge may speak to rectify misunderstanding of the
society of a decision or to respond to criticism that
would diminish trust of the society into the judicial sys-
tem;

5) a judge may express his/her own opinion on a dis-
putable legal issue if he or she would not later under-
take its reviewing. 

10.3 Judges should express their opinion beyond legal
proceedings:

1) if trust of the society into the judiciary diminishes;
2) if it is rather probable that, after adoption of a decision,

the legislator would not execute it or would avoid exe-
cuting it at the necessary extent;

3) if information on particular judgments, judges or legal
proceedings is incorrect.

It should be noted that it is necessary to react only in case
if the response representing defence of the judiciary would
facilitate [opinion on] fairness of the judiciary rather that would
undermine it. 
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court rulings expressed in public is incorrect (deliberately or
not). 

If a judge reacts he/she should do it in a way that his/her
action would facilitate trust of the society into judicial impar-
tiality and fairness. A judge should participate in public discus-
sions to obtain practical information that would appear useful
when administering justice. 

Possibilities of judges to respond (reply) to criticism are
restricted5. The European Court of Justice has also drawn
attention to the duty of judges to “discretion that precludes
them from replying”6.

10.1 A judge may not:
1) [a judge may not] express commentaries in public if this

could influence result of a matter to be adjudicated and
weakens justice (or at least makes such impression) in
respect to it;

2) a judge may not compete with State officials regarding
correctness of his or her judgments (judgments speak
for themselves);

3) a judge may not act in a way that could cause “reason-
able doubt” regarding fairness of a judge, prejudices
the office of a judge or hampers fulfilling duties of a
judge;

4) a judge should avoid all statements regarding a pending
case. Both, abstract public remarks and innocent
remarks could be interpreted as such that might cause
apparent partiality of the court;
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5  Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct
1.6. A judge shall exhibit and promote high standards of judicial conduct in order

to reinforce public confidence in the judiciary, which is fundamental to the main-
tenance of judicial independence.

2.4. A judge shall not knowingly, while a proceeding is before, or could come
before, the judge, make any comment that might reasonably be expected to
affect the outcome of such proceeding or impair the manifest fairness of the
process, nor shall the judge make any comment in public or otherwise that
might affect the fair trial of any person or issue.

4.6. A judge, like any other citizen, is entitled to freedom of expression, belief,
association and assembly, but, in exercising such rights, a judge shall always
conduct himself or herself in such a manner as to preserve the dignity of the
judicial office and the impartiality and independence of the judiciary.

6 Buscemi v. Italy, ECHR, Application No. 29569/95, 16.09.1999, para 67, Prager
and Oberschlick v. Austria, para 34.
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Л. Юрсена

Советник Председателÿ 
Конституционного Суда Ðесïублики Латвиÿ

Кðèтèкàсуäåбíîйсèстåмывпðîтèвîвåс
àвтîðèтåтуèíåзàвèсèмîстèсуäåбíîйвлàстè

Рåзюмå

Нàäëåæàщàÿ ðåàêöèÿ íà êðèòèêó âàæíà äëÿ ñîхðàíå-
íèÿ àâòîðèòåòà ñóäåбíîé âëàñòè è зàщèòû åå íåзàâèñè-
ìîñòè. Дëÿ òîãî, чòîбû óñòàíîâèòь, чòî эòî "àäåêâàòíàÿ
ðåàêöèÿ", äîëæíû бûòь ñбàëàíñèðîâàíû äâå êîíñòèòó-
öèîííûå öåííîñòè - ñâîбîäà âûðàæåíèÿ ìíåíèé è íåзàâè-
ñèìîñòь ñóäåбíîé âëàñòè. 

Âàæíî ïðàâèëьíî ðåàãèðîâàòь íà ëюбóю êðèòèêó,
ïîñêîëьêó эòî ìîæåò ïîâëèÿòь íà àâòîðèòåò ñóäåбíîé âëà-
ñòè. Рàзðåшåíî è äàæå íåîбхîäèìî êðèòèêîâàòь ñóäåбíûå
ðåшåíèÿ è äåÿòåëьíîñòь ñóäà. Оäíàêî ñëåäóåò ðàзëèчàòь
"äîïóñòèìóю" è "íåäîïóñòèìóю" êðèòèêó ïóòåì îöåíêè
îñîбûх îбñòîÿòåëьñòâ â êàæäîì êîíêðåòíîì ñëóчàå (êòî,
ãäå, êàê, ïîчåìó, êàêàÿ êðèòèêà è ò.ä.). Oбîñíîâàííûé àíà-
ëèз è îбñóæäåíèÿ íåîбхîäèìû, äàæå åñëè îíè ÿâëÿюòñÿ
îòðèöàòåëьíûìè.

Âîзìîæíàÿ óãðîзà ñóäó бîëьшå â ñëóчàå, êîãäà êðèòè-
êà âûðàæàåòñÿ äî âûíåñåíèÿ ñóäåбíîãî ðåшåíèÿ, êðîìå
òîãî, âîзìîæíîñòь ñóäà ðåàãèðîâàòь íà òàêóю êðèòèêó
ÿâëÿåòñÿ бîëåå îãðàíèчåííîé.

Â ñèòóàöèè, êîãäà ñóäьÿ íå ìîæåò ðåàãèðî-
âàòь íà êðèòèêó â ñâÿзè ñ îбъåêòèâíûìè îбñòîÿ-
òåëьñòâàìè, èíôîðìàöèÿ è ðàзъÿñíåíèÿ ìîãóò
бûòь ïðåäîñòàâëåíû ïðåññ-ñëóæбîé Сóäà.
Нàèбîëåå ïðåäïîчòèòåëьíûé ñïîñîб «íåéòðàëè-
зàöèè» êðèòèêè – âîâëåчåííîñòь юðèñòîâ, àäâî-
êàòîâ è эêñïåðòîâ ïî ïðàâîâûì âîïðîñàì, à
òàêæå Сîâåòà ñóäåé â îбñóæäåíèÿ ðåшåíèé
ñóäîâ è äåÿòåëьíîñòè ñóäåбíîé ñèñòåìû.
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11. It is not always the case that a judge or a president of
a court (also acting as a judge) is the person who should
react to criticism. In situation when a judge cannot react to
criticism due to objective circumstances, information and
clarifications can be provided by press services of courts.
The most preferable way of “neutralizing” criticism is com-
mentaries and explanations provided by lawyers, advocates
and law specialists. 

Section 9 of the United Nations Basic Principles of the
Independence of the judiciary provides that associations of
judges represent judges’ interests and protect their judicial
independence. Section 12 of the Magna Carta of Judges
adopted by the Consultative Council of European Judges on
November 2012 provides that purpose of (national or inter-
national) associations of judges is protection of mission of
the judicial power in the society. Section 13 of the same
document provides “to ensure independence of judges,
each State shall create a Council for the Judiciary or anoth-
er specific body, itself independent from legislative and
executive powers, endowed with broad competences for all
questions concerning [...] functioning and the image of judi-
cial institutions”. Creation of “image” means active work of
the Judicial Council, including reaction to criticism, educa-
tion and information of the society in issues related with
court work. 

12.Conclusions:
1. It is permitted and even necessary to criticize court

judgments and work.
2. One should distinguish between “permissible” (ground-

ed and constructive) and “impermissible” (unground,
false) criticism. 

3. It is reasonable to protect the judiciary from unground-
ed criticism. 

4. The best way of “neutralizing” criticism is involvement of
lawyers, advocates, legal experts, as well as judges
associations and the Judicial Council into discussions
on decisions of courts and work of the judiciary. 
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public support, which provides their decisions with legitimacy
or at least creates an appearance of legitimacy. Even a faulty
or wrong decision can seem well-founded and just if it concurs
with public opinion. Sometimes the power of public opinion
can place the decision-maker before a serious dilemma:
whether to make an unpopular decision or to yield to public
pressure and secure public support, from which it might later
secure some kind of benefit. 

Although much has been written about public opinion,
there is no uniform definition of the concept. Dewey sees pub-
lic opinion as a view of public affairs formed and supported by
members of the public. Lippmann defines public opinion as
pictures in peoples’ heads, images about themselves, about
others, about their needs, aims and relations1. 

Public opinion is usually seen as the opinion of a relatively
large number of persons in a particular society (the “general
public”) have about a particular issue. It develops when many
people think the same about that issue and are aware that their
opinions agree. 

When public opinion is assessed it is always necessary to
remember that “having an opinion about something” does not
necessarily mean “knowing anything about it”. Public opinion
can be formed on the basis of prejudice, disinformation,
unconfirmed rumours, lack of information and many other
indirect factors. 

Furthermore, public opinion is not static and always com-
pletely clear; it is connected with particular circumstances,
persons, objects and various other factors. Its creation is a
complex process that can include interdependent relations,
opposed interests, group membership, social position and
many other relationships. Some of these factors can be influ-
enced or even controlled. Because of this, Lippmann said that
the 20th century brought the technology for the manufacture of
consent, i.e. it created conditions in which public opinion could
be controlled even in world proportions. And controlling public
opinion also implies controlling public behaviour in general. 
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T. Antic 

Secretary General of the

Constitutional Court of Croatia 

Thereactiontonegativecriticism
ofcourtjudgments

1.Introduction
The public and public opinion play an important role in

social life and development. 
The actors of social life, especially in politics, often use

public opinion to support their views, serve as a guideline for
important decisions, justify why existing conditions must be
changed or to explain conduct of a certain kind. 

On the other hand, the public often tries to influence and
sometimes even to dictate the behaviour of those actors, and
to do this it usually makes use of the media to carry its mes-
sages. Public opinion always gets media attention and one can
often read or hear that the public is against something or sup-
ports it, which puts public pressure on decision-makers. 

This kind of public pressure influences the behaviour and
work, and sometimes even the fate, of the institutions and indi-
viduals it targets in varying degrees, regardless of whether it is
justified or not or whether the public is right or wrong. 

There is no doubt that the public directly influences peo-
ple’s habits and behaviour as well as the creation of a subject’s
public image. Thus subjects exposed to public opinion must
take good care to explain and justify their activities and deci-
sions as soon as public pressure appears in even its mildest
forms, so as to acquire or retain their “good image”. 

At the same time, public opinion has a direct influence on
decision-makers. There is no doubt that they want to ensure
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1   See: Skoko (2006): 98 – 99. John Dewey (1859 – 1952), American philosopher, educator
and social reformer (The Public and its Problems /1927/); Walter Lippmann (1889 –
1974), American writer and journalist (Public Opinion /1922/).
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-hot-issue publics -who respond and become active only
after the media have revealed almost all the actors, and
the issue has become one of widespread public discus-
sion3. 

Public relations and public opinion are not important only
for political institutions but for judicial ones (in the broader
sense) as well. This is especially true when their decisions
directly or indirectly affect the rights and/or interests of a large
number of people. The situation is especially complex when the
decision is unpopular and when the public expresses its nega-
tive stand either before or after the decision has been made. 

2. Exposeoftheconstitutionalcourts
topublicopinionandpossiblecriticism

Under present conditions the countries that accepted the
Kelsenian model of constitutional justice gradually also
accepted and developed other competences for their consti-
tutional courts, besides the defence and interpretation of the
constitution. Many other competences were added to the
basic one of controlling the constitutionality of legislation
passed by the legislative authorities. 

With reference to the above, Lopez Guerra differentiates
between four broad groups of competences assumed by con-
temporary constitutional courts in the countries that started
from the original Kelsenian model or consolidated system of
constitutional jurisdiction: 

1. control of the constitutionality of statutory law, 
2. resolution of conflicts between territorial entities within

the state, 
3. defence of fundamental rights recognized in the consti-

tution, 
4. intervention in legal procedures considered particularly

important for the political life of the State (control of the con-
stitutionality of political parties, control over electoral proce-
dures and the like)4. 
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Consequently, the existence of public opinion about a
subject or controversial issue does not mean that it is right. 

Nevertheless, everybody considers public opinion very
important. Public opinion polls strongly influence the creation
and implementation of policy and the total behaviour of politi-
cal leaders. Political bodies begin their working day by meet-
ing with their communication strategy experts in an attempt to
discover how the nation is “breathing”, to come up with an
effective answer to the wishes and needs of the general public
and even to create its taste. Thus public opinion is no longer
only the subject of events but also their object, confirming
Lippmann’s theory about “the manufacture of consent”. 

Although this concept is difficult to define and does not
always have only one meaning, from the aspect of its partici-
pation in and influence on social events the general public may
be broken up into smaller groups. 

Thus, for example, there is the division into: 
1. nonpublics – who are not concerned with a certain

issue or organisation and who therefore do not under-
take anything, 

2. latent or hidden publics -who observe a common issue
as the consequence of an organisation’s activities but
are not aware of their connections to a situation, 

3. aware publics – who observe and understand the issue,
but do not act, and 

4. active publics – who confront the issue, recognise it
and organise themselves so as to discuss it and do
something about it2. 

Publics can also be grouped by how they behave toward
messages and issues. 

-apathetic publics -who are inattentive and inactive on all
issues, 

-all-issue publics -who are active on all issues, 
-single-issue publics -who are (usually fervently) active

on a particular issue or a limited number of kindred
issues, 
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2  Tafra-Vlahović (2007): 37. 

3  Cutlip et al. (2003): 268 – 269.
4  Lopez Guerra (1994): 14.  
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lic opinion. This can be expressed as pressure before and dur-
ing constitutional court proceedings and as assessments
(positive or negative) made after the court has reached its
decision. 

This especially refers to the constitutional control of laws
and subordinate legislation regulating relations of special pub-
lic interest, because they affect a wide circle of people and/or
strongly impact their rights and interests. 

Thus the constitutional court may have to control the con-
stitutionality of a regulation which the public has already
“decided” is unconstitutional and a media campaign is already
underway clearly telling the court what is expected from it. The
constitutional court can easily predict that it will be applauded
if it decides in accordance with these expectations, but if it
decides otherwise it will be criticised in the range from having
made a wrong decision through incompetence and unprofes-
sional conduct to corruption of the judges. 

Whatever the reasons for creating public opinion in a par-
ticular situation and the measure to which it is based on objec-
tive information, knowledge and expertise, such pressure is
objectively not easy to withstand. An additional difficulty is if a
large number of people share this public opinion and are all
sincerely convinced that they are right and are acting justly,
and that their will must not be ignored. 

How should the constitutional court act in this situation? 
To answer this question, I will paraphrase a Hollywood film:

It is not difficult to do what is right; it is difficult to decide what
is right. And when you have decided, then there is nothing else
you can do!7

It is therefore not difficult to say how the constitutional
court should act when its professional finding and conviction
differ from public opinion. Considering their scope and time
effects, constitutional court decisions are too important for
expert opinion to back down before public opinion, however
widespread and strong it may be, if these two opinions do not
coincide or are even opposed. 
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By the nature of things, all these competences of consti-
tutional justice to a greater or lesser extent always include
political elements. However, one of the particular aims of con-
stitutional justice is to avoid political undertones. The constitu-
tional court is given the jurisdiction to decide about an issue
primarily by legal, not political reasoning. 

Nevertheless, in practice it is sometimes difficult to
establish what is a political and what is a legal issue, because
every legal issue also has political consequences for the
addressees of a certain norm. This results from the nature of
the constitution as the political and legal document with refer-
ence to which decisions are made, and which represents a
“link between law and politics” (Luhmann)5. It is thus impossi-
ble to completely remove all political reasoning from constitu-
tional justice and to reduce it to pure legal reasoning6. On the
other hand, the portion of political reasoning must be brought
within appropriate boundaries that will prevent the constitu-
tional court from becoming a special political authority and
misusing its basic judicial function. A special aspect of this
problem is very pronounced in transition countries (which
include Croatia) and is a result of decreasing confidence in
political institutions and the transformative role of the consti-
tutional court. 

Constitutional courts guarantee compliance with and the
application of the constitution in their countries. They are
empowered to control the constitutionality of all the norms
passed by governmental bodies and repeal acts of parliament
and governmental decisions and regulations. Some constitu-
tional courts may quash the judgments of regular courts,
impeach the president, control political elections and execute
various other powers. 

Because of this, the activities of constitutional courts are
potentially, and also in actual fact, very often exposed to pub-
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5  See: Vrban (2011): 419. 
6  Because of this, candidates for the election or appointment of constitutional court judges

are always required to have, besides the necessary legal experience, also a high degree of
awareness and feeling for the political effects of constitutional court decisions, and are not
elected or appointed only from among the judges of regular courts and attorneys, but also
from among high government officials, professors and politicians, true, still only those
that belong to the legal profession. Harutyunyan/Mavčić (1999): 235. 7  The Confession (1999), directed by David Hugh Jones.
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is proper and suitable in the particular case. Moreover,
depending on the subject of the proceedings and the scope of
public interest and engagement, the public consultation could
be organised with the public at large, the interested public or
only the expert public. 

During the proceedings the constitutional court, i.e. its
judges, should as a rule not make statements and talk publicly
about the case, because this could be seen as prejudging the
decision and could later lead to even stronger criticism. 

The public’s reception of a constitutional court decision
that does not meet its expectations greatly depends on how it
has been substantiated and how the media reported about it. 

The decision’s statement of reasons is especially impor-
tant, because the content and intensity of the criticism hinge
on its quality. The statement should be an expert explanation
of the decision, not an apology for its substance. A good state-
ment prevents negative criticism by experts or enables prepar-
ing a proper answer to it if it is groundless. 

In the case of the general public and the media, however,
the situation can be different. Sometimes a quality statement
with clear reasons and expert arguments does not prevent the
public from criticising a decision that is not to its taste. And the
media, unlike the constitutional court, need not oppose public
opinion even when they know that it is not right. Thus they not
infrequently, in their own interests (bigger circulation, better
sales, more viewers), support negative public opinion unre-
servedly even when the constitutional court was obviously not
wrong. 

Under such circumstances, how to react can become a
serious issue. 

In the first place, the constitutional court should ensure that
the regular activities connected with the public nature of its
work, although not directly connected with the specific case,
are performed on time: public proclamation of the decision,
publication of the decision in the official gazette and on the
website, official public statement about making the decision. 

Some constitutional judges deem that this is always
enough and that the constitutional court, in view of its impor-
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I consider that this stand needs no further exemplification. 
However, this brings us to the next question: how to react

when the decision of the constitutional court is subjected to
the criticism of opposing public opinion? 

3. Reactionsofaconstitutionalcourt
tocriticism ofitsdecisions

No decision maker of any kind, including constitutional
courts, can avoid occasional criticism. When proceedings
before a constitutional court are a continuation of earlier
contradictory proceedings, there is sure to be criticism
because this is a zero-sum game in which the gain of one
side means the loss of the other. But criticism can appear in
other kinds of proceedings, as well, especially when the case
is one of great public interest, regardless of the reason why
and of whether public opinion is united or broken up into
opposing camps. 

Bearing this in mind, every constitutional court should pre-
pare a strategy for preventing predictable criticism in advance,
before the decision has been made, and for reacting to criti-
cism that is expressed after the decision has been made. 

Yet techniques for achieving this are very limited because
many of the activities that are more or less permitted in other
areas (negotiations, lobbying…) can by the nature of things
not be used in constitutional court proceedings. 

If criticism can be expected, it is best to take appropriate
preventive measures to forestall it before the unpopular deci-
sion has even been made or to decrease and mitigate it after it
has been made. 

To do so, the constitutional court must first assess public
opinion in a particular case, consider who makes up the active
public and whether to address it, and whether to deal with the
latent and aware public at the same time before they, too,
become active. 

After that the constitutional court must decide whether it
would be useful to organise a public consultation during the
proceedings to secure complete expert arguments about what
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The practical techniques or manners that are at the dis-
posal of constitutional courts for reacting to criticism of their
decisions are well known: 

- request to publish a correction, 
- public statement, 
- press conference, 
- interview, 
- writing and publishing expert materials.  
The decision about which of the above reactions to public

criticism to chose in a particular case may depend, among
other things, on the relationship between the constitutional
court and the media. 

If the subjects are of great public interest and the media
are campaigning by reporting about them every day, the com-
munications of the constitutional court or statements of its
judges could be misquoted, interpreted or the media could
denigrate the court in some other way. This kind of treatment
could adversely affect understanding, assessing and accept-
ing the court’s decisions. 

There are three basic explanations for such a negative
media presentation: 

1. a mistake, 
2. they believe that they are writing (telling) the truth (and

are ready to defend this), 
3. they have bad intentions. 

If a medium has made a mistake and the court can show
that this is the case, then a correction must certainly be made
and the medium requested to publish it in an appropriate man-
ner. Some media do this gladly, making corrections in a text to
indirectly show their journalistic care for correct information. 

If the media believe that what they have published is the
truth, they should be shown in an appropriate and substantiat-
ed manner that this is not so. 

If, however, there is a bad intention, the court should stay
calm, prepare an answer and show that the media presenta-
tion is incorrect and unjustified8. 
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tance, standing and professional superiority, should and even
may never do more under any circumstances, and should
especially not react to criticism of its decisions. 

However, other constitutional judges hold more moderate
opinions and think that it is wrong to ignore all criticism and
absolutely “respond by silence”, because this has a contrary
effect to the purpose and aim of constitutional justice: it forms
a public perception about an elitist group that does not answer
to anyone for anything, which generally weakens people’s
confidence in democratic institutions. 

Therefore, if a decision of the constitutional court is criti-
cised, it is first necessary to decide whether to react to the crit-
icism, and this depends on its content and how serious it is. 

The constitutional court must certainly react in a fitting way
to criticism that is seriously inaccurate and unjustified, taking
care not to infringe on the freedom of expression or prevent
the expression of criticism as such. This refers to the kind of
criticism that attacks the court’s decision by using falsehoods
and/or deception, which can significantly harm the court or
adversely affect the performance of its constitutional tasks. 

It is appropriate to respond to criticism: 
- if it results from not understanding how the system works,

or the role of the constitutional court, or if it is partly based
on that kind of misconception, - when the criticism is seri-
ous and will probably have a significant negative social
influence, - when it contains inaccuracies or is deceptive. 

- In making a final decision about whether to react to criti-
cism and how to do so, it is necessary to assess: 

- can the answer additionally clarify the procedure or the
reasons for making the decision, - will the answer rectify
the wrong, inaccurate or deceptive informing of the pub-
lic, - will the answer have the adequate meaning and serve
to inform the public, - could the answer be misunderstood
as having been given in the court’s own interest (justifica-
tion, apology…), 

- can the answer contribute to the public’s better informa-
tion about an important issue that was the subject of the
proceedings or is connected to them in some way. 
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Constitutional Court) does not belong to the judiciary but is a
constitutional body independent of all the bodies of state
power. Because of this, it is a kind of “fourth” power in addition
to the classical separation of powers into legislative, executive
and judicial. 

The Constitutional Court guarantees compliance with and
application of the Constitution of the Republic of Croatia10 and
is empowered to control the constitutionality of the acts of all
the three branches of government. It is empowered to repeal
laws passed by the Parliament, regulations and other subordi-
nate legislation brought by the Government and its ministers,
and quash judicial decisions, including also the decisions of
the Supreme Court. Under certain conditions the
Constitutional Court may impeach the President of the
Republic. Furthermore, it is the supreme controller of the reg-
ularity of all electoral proceedings (parliamentary, presidential,
local) and of the national referendum11. 

The public nature of the Constitutional Court’s activities is
realised through: 

- the publication of its decisions, 
- the printing of collections of decisions, 
- the presence of representatives of the press and other

media at sessions and public and consultative discus-
sions in the Constitutional Court, 

- television and radio broadcasts, 
- delivery of official communications to the media, 
- holding press conferences, 
- publication of the Constitutional Court’s case-law and

important data on its web page (www.usud.hr). 

Furthermore, in this context it is important to emphasise
that proceedings to review the constitutionality of a law before
the Constitutional Court may be instituted in two ways: 

- by a request of the statutory proponents (one fifth of the
representatives or a working body of the Parliament, the
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Whatever the case, the following two rules must be borne
in mind when dealing with media attacks and assessing how to
react to them: 

1. if you react too strongly, you risk informing the people
(part of the public) who had not even seen it about the
attack against you; 

2. if you are conducting a war against the media, your
reaction cannot give you victory – if it is a good reaction,
it may possibly help you lose with a smaller difference. 

There are various options as to who should address the
public in the name of the constitutional court: 

a) always and only the president of the constitutional court;
by the virtue of duty the president represents the consti-
tutional court so need not consult the other judges when
addressing the public, which may depend on the occa-
sion, subject and specific circumstances; 

b) each judge of the constitutional court, on his/her own ini-
tiative (which could be a bad variant) or in agreement with
the president and/or other judges (which is certainly to be
recommended); 

c) the judge who was involved in the specific case (the
reporting judge; on his/her own initiative or in agreement
with the president and/or other judges); 

d) a special person authorised for public relations by the
constitutional court (spokesperson; this could be one of
the judges, the secretary general or a PR official; he/she
always addresses the public in agreement with the presi-
dent and/or other judges)9; 

e) a combination of several or all of the above options. 

4. ExperiencesoftheConstitutionalCourt
oftheRepublicofCroatia

Unlike some other constitutional courts, the Constitutional
Court of the Republic of Croatia (further in the text: the
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10 Narodne novine, no. 85/10 (consolidated wording). Accessible in English at
www.sabor.hr/Default.aspx?art=2405.

11 The jurisdiction of the Constitutional Court is provided for in Article 129 of the
Constitution (consolidated text).

9 For example, the spokesperson for regular Croatian courts is always one of the judges in
that court.

V Ìåæäóíàðîäíàÿ êîíôåðåíöèÿ ãåíñåêîâ êîíñòèòóöèîííûх ñóäîâ



rights … gender equality … are the highest values of the con-
stitutional order of the Republic of Croatia and ground for
interpreting the Constitution”. /Article 3 of the Constitution/;
“All persons in the Republic of Croatia shall enjoy rights and
freedoms, regardless of … gender … All persons shall be
equal before the law”. /Article 14 of the Constitution/). At the
same time, as harmonising these provisions of the Pension
Insurance Act with the Constitution required a reform of the
immense, extremely complex and very sensitive system of
pension insurance, which could not be implemented in a short
time, the Constitutional Court laid down that they shall go out
of force on 31 December 2018. 

In the statement of reasons of the decision the
Constitutional Court, among other things, gave a survey of the
legal stands and conditions concerning the age for entitlement
to a pension in the national legislations of Council of Europe
and European Union member states, and compared them with
conditions in Croatia. It, furthermore, referred to the case-law
of the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg and
gave a detailed presentation of the facts, circumstances and
legal standpoints expressed in the Grand Chamber judgment
in the case of Steck v. the United Kingdom13.

Although the decision of the Constitutional Court was well
substantiated, detailed and clear, it caused real public
upheaval. The reaction of non-governmental women’s rights
organisations (B.a.b.e., Roda and others) was especially
vehement, calling the decision “scandalous”, “hypocritical”,
”socially insensitive”, “feministic” and the like. 

Moreover, carried forward by the criticism of non-govern-
mental organisations, media comments additionally stoked up
public criticism and anger14. They misinformed the public by
saying that the Constitutional Court had laid down that in future
women would be entitled to a pension at the age of 65, which
is the age required for men, instead of at the age of 6015. In its
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President of the Republic, and under certain conditions
some other proponents as well - judges, ombudsman etc.) 

- by a proposal (in the nature of an initiative) submitted by
any natural or legal person, without the obligation to
prove any kind of personal interest (actio popularis). 

On several occasions the Constitutional Court decided in
cases that were of great public interest. Sometimes public
opinion was strongly expressed even before the proceedings
were instituted and during them, and some of the decisions
made by the Constitutional Court met with an extremely nega-
tive public reaction. 

As a rule, however, the Constitutional Court did not offi-
cially react to the negative public opinion about its decisions.
Instead, the president and the judges of the Constitutional
Court made use of particular occasions to additionally clarify
the reasons for making the decisions: by giving interviews,
delivering papers at professional and scholarly meetings and
the like. Exceptionally, in the case of inaccurate quotations and
interpretations that had to be corrected, the Constitutional
Court sent communications to the media. 

I shall continue by showing four characteristic examples of
public criticism of decisions from the more recent practice of
the Constitutional Court. 

4.1 Review of the constitutionality of the Pension 
Insurance Act12

The proceedings were instituted on the initiative of several
natural persons who disputed, among other things, the consti-
tutionality of the provisions of the Pension Insurance Act
whereby men and women were entitled to a retirement pension
at different ages. 

In the proceedings the Constitutional Court found that
these provisions contravened the Constitution because they
departed from the highest values and fundamental guarantees
of the constitutional order of the Republic of Croatia (“… equal
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13 Judgment of the Grand Chamber nos. 65731/01 and 65900/01 of 12 April 2006. 
14 For example: “A New Strike at Women’s Status” (Novosti, 7 May 2007). 
15 For example: “Women, too, to be Pensioned at 65” (Glas Slavonije, 19 April 2007), “The

Constitutional Court decided that both men and women will be pensioned at 65, finding
the present provisions ‘sexist” (Vjesnik, 20 April 2007).

12 Decision U-I-1152/2000 and others of 18 April 2007, accessible at: www.usud.hr (in
English as well).
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held a press conference18 during the proceedings at which
she pointed out that in its decision-making generally, and in
this case as well, the Constitutional Court will not implement
the policy of any political party, trade union or non -
governmental organisation, but that the only criterion for its
work would be the Constitution interpreted in accordance with
European legal standards. 

With this in mind, the Constitutional Court implemented
very exhaustive proceedings in which it: 

- acquired the declaration and working materials of the
Croatian Parliament (which enacted the Special Tax Act), 

- acquired the declaration of the Government of the
Republic of Croatia (which proposed the Special Tax Act), 

- acquired the written expert opinions of expert advisors of
the Constitutional Court, 

- held a consultative public session with the participation of
representatives of the proponent of the request, invited
proponents, representatives of the Croatian Parliament,
representatives of the Government of the Republic of
Croatia and invited scholars in constitutional law, financial
law, social policy and political philosophy, 

- convened several consultative working meetings about
some specific issues connected with certain aspects of
the disputed Special Tax Act with expert advisors of the
Constitutional Court from the Labour and Social Law
Department and European Public Law Department of the
Faculty of Law of Zagreb University, 

- through the Venice Forum acquired the declarations of 21
member states of the Council of Europe and three non-
member states showing the corresponding measures that
they had taken because of the global economic and finan-
cial crisis, and which were comparable with the legal mea-
sures in the Special Tax Act, 
- used the relevant case-law of the European Court of

Human Rights in Strasbourg and the case-law of the
Federal Constitutional Court of the Federal Republic of
Germany, which is of universal importance for clarifying
tax-policy issues in a welfare state, i.e., for clarifying the

decision, however, the Constitutional Court did not define the
age necessary for entitlement to a pension at all, because this
is a matter for the legislator. It only found that setting a differ-
ent age for entitlement to identical rights, depending on the
sex of the addressee, does not comply with the Constitution
and that the age must be the same for persons of both sexes,
without defining what the age must be. 

The Constitutional Court, however, made no direct official
reaction to the criticism. 

4.2  Review of the constitutionality of the Special Tax 
on Salaries, Pensions and Other Receipts Act 
(Special Tax Act)16

In July 2009 the Croatian Parliament passed an act intro-
ducing a special (additional) tax on salaries, pensions and other
receipts as a measure for mitigating the economic and financial
crisis, with a time limit for expiry on 31 December 2010. 

The President of the Republic submitted a request for the
review of the constitutionality of the Special Tax Act. Besides
the President’s request, in a short time the Constitutional Court
received 110,662 proposals (initiatives) to institute proceed-
ings to review the constitutionality of the Special Tax Act. The
act caused great public dissatisfaction and some trade unions,
citizens’ associations and other organisations organised a
campaign in which they published a standard form for a pro-
posal to institute proceedings and took charge of collecting
and filing the proposals with the Constitutional Court. In addi-
tion, the media relentlessly criticised the Special Tax Act,
expressed their one-sided and exclusive standpoints and sug-
gested what the finding of the Constitutional Court should be17. 

In this way the Constitutional Court and its judges were
under very strong pressure during the very proceedings. 

Because of the great public interest and the pressure
mentioned above, the president of the Constitutional Court
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16 Decision and Ruling U-IP-3820/2009 and others of 17 November 2009, accessible at:
www.usud.hr (in English as well).

17 For example: “Professional Advice to the Constitutional Court: the encumbrance must
fall” (tportal.hr, 16 October 2009). 
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The Constitutional Court did not directly react to the criti-
cism because it considered that the public had been properly
informed about the course of the proceedings and completely
and clearly informed about the reasons for making the deci-
sion. The president of the Constitutional Court referred to it
much later at a press conference called to mark the end of the
second year of her term as president21. 

4.3  Finding about the existence of constitutional 
requirements for calling a national referendum22

In May 2010 the Government of the Republic of Croatia
submitted a proposal to the Croatian Parliament for amend-
ments to the Labour Act whereby, among other things, a col-
lective agreement remained in force after the expiry of the
period for which it had been signed, if the parties did not man-
age to make a new agreement, but only for the next six months
(under the act in force at that time, this time limit did not exist
and an existing collective agreement remained in force even
after its expiry until a new agreement was made). 

The trade unions opposed these changes and started a
campaign to collect voter signatures for calling a referendum
at which citizens could declare themselves about whether they
supported the legal provisions (then) in force. In this campaign
717,149 valid signatures were collected, which was more than
the statutory minimum (10% voters), and the Organisation
Committee submitted a request to the Croatian Parliament to
hold a referendum. 

Then the Government of the Republic of Croatia gave up
the amendments of the above legal provision and withdrew the
bill from parliamentary procedure. 

However, the Organisation Committee requested that the
Croatian Parliament should nevertheless hold the referendum,
despite the Government’s withdrawal from amending the law.
The public and the media supported that request and created

legislator’s obligations in the application of the princi-
ples of equality and equity in taxation. 

Guided by the reasons that were given for disputing the
constitutionality of the Special Tax Act, in the proceedings of
review the Constitutional Court applied the proportionality test
in which it sought to answer the following questions: 

a) What is the legislator’s goal in passing the Special Tax
Act and is this goal legitimate? 

b) Does the Special Tax Act contribute to the realisation of
the legitimate goal and is it part of the totality of public
polity measures all of which together act towards its
realisation? 

c) Is the tax in the Special Tax Act proportional to the goal
that the legislator wanted to achieve? 

d) Is the tax in the Special Tax Act an excessive burden for
its taxpayers? 

e) After the proceedings the Constitutional Court deliv-
ered a decision in which it found that, with reference to
the reasons for which it was disputed, the Special Tax
Act does not contravene the Constitution. In the rea-
sons for the decision the Constitutional Court explained
in detail the reasoning that led to the decision on 45
pages of text. The decision was also explained in short
orally at a public session of the Constitutional Court in
the presence of many journalists. 

However, the decision all the same brought about great
dissatisfaction and criticism, in which few people referred to
the statement of reasons and to reasons based in constitu-
tional law. 

In this case the media gave an especially negative view of
the work of the Constitutional Court19. Trade unions reacted
just as fervently20. 

96

Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå ÏÐÀÂÎÑÓÄÈÅ·2(56)`12

21  Press conference of the president of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Croatia,
7 July 2010. 

22  Decision U-VIIR-4696/2010 of 20 October 2010, accessible at: www.usud.hr (in English
as well). 

18 19 August 2009. 
19 For example: “A Gift to the Prime Minister from Jasna Omejec and ten Constitutional

Judges” (Jutarnji list, 18 November 2009), “State Finances outweigh Justice” (Novi list,
18 November 2009), “The State is More Important than Justice” (Glas Slavonije, 20
November 2009), “A Strictly Controlled Court” (Novi list, 21 November 2009). 

20 For example: “The Court Confirms Extortion” (from: Business.hr, 18 November 2009),
“Constitutional Judges return the Debt to the HDZ which Appointed Them” (from:
Večernji list, 19 November 2009). 
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However, the Constitutional Court did not react officially to
this criticism. Only later did the president of the Constitutional
Court refer to the public criticism in connection with this case
in one of her interviews25. 

4.4  Review of the constitutionality of the Election 
of Representatives to the Croatian Parliament Act 
(Parliamentary Elections Act)26

Several proponents submitted proposals to review the
constitutionality of amendments to the Parliamentary Elections
Act, and they disputed, among other things, the constitution-
ality of the provisions under which voters – members of nation-
al minorities, have dual voting rights (they vote both for the
“general list” and the special “minority list”), except for mem-
bers of the Serb national minority who do not have this right
(they may vote either for the “general list” or for their special
“minority list”), but have the right to three reserved seats in the
Croatian Parliament. 

As this belonged to the politically very important and espe-
cially sensitive issue of national minority rights, and was at the
same time a precedent in electoral systems, the Constitutional
Court undertook extremely extensive proceedings in which it,
among other things: 

- acquired the declaration of the Government of the
Republic of Croatia (which proposed the law), 

-  acquired written expert opinions from the departments of
constitutional law of faculties of law, 

-  held a consultative public discussion with the participa-
tion of proponents of the review proceedings, represen-
tatives of the Croatian Parliament and Government, the
Minister of Public Administration and Minister of Justice,
and representatives of the academic community, 

-  held an expert discussion with members of the Croatian
Constitutional Law Association. 

On the grounds of its proceedings the Constitutional Court

strong political pressure, and the trade unions used rather bel-
ligerent slogans23. 

The Croatian Parliament requested a finding from the
Constitutional Court about whether the Constitution required
holding a national referendum under the given circum-
stances. 

Aware of the great public interest, the Constitutional Court
undertook extensive proceedings in which it, among other
things, acquired the declarations of the Croatian Government
and the Organisation Committee, expert opinions in writing of
the Constitutional Court’s expert advisors, and the view of the
Venice Commission established in the Code of Good Practice
on Referendums from 2009. 

On the grounds of its proceedings the Constitutional Court
found that in this case the preconditions for holding the refer-
endum had ceased to exist after the bill had been withdrawn
from legislative procedure. 

In the detailed statement of reasons for its decision the
Constitutional Court affirmed that by withdrawing the proposal
of the act from legislative procedure the Government had in
fact complied with the voters’ will expressed in the 717,149
valid signatures and that this act of the Croatian Government
had accomplished the objective which the voters had wanted
to accomplish by singing for a referendum. In this legal situa-
tion, in the view of the Constitutional Court, there would be no
legal sense or objective and reasonable justification to hold the
referendum. 

Although members of the legal profession gave a positive
assessment of the decision, it nevertheless stirred up the pub-
lic. Criticism by the trade unions was especially strong, and
they publicly threatened petitioning for extraordinary elec-
tions, organising a general strike and protests throughout
Croatia, even announced a request for abolishing the
Constitutional Court. Some of the media commented the deci-
sion negatively, too24. 
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23 For example: “If there is no Referendum our Answer will be Deadly”, Danas.hr, 20
October 2010.

24 For example: “Wise Leaders in the Constitutional Court” (Večernji list, 22 October 2010),
“Trade Unions begin the Defence of Direct Democracy” (Vjesnik, 22 October 2010). 

25 TV channel Z1, programme “Look Forward”, interview to Mladenka Šarić, 28 December
2010. 

26  Decision U-I-120/2011 of 19 July 2011, accessible at: www.usud.hr (in English as well).
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When a constitutional court decision is especially strongly
criticised, the reasons for this must be discovered. In doing so
it is important to perform an objective analysis to answer two
inter-connected groups of questions: 

1. What is the reason for the negative public criticism: dis-
information and manipulation by smaller groups, insuffi-
cient knowledge about and acceptance of the legal and
constitutional framework, loss of confidence in institu-
tions or something else? 

2. Whether and how to react to public criticism: in general
and in a specific situation, institutionally and informally,
in the short and the long term? 

To answer these questions it would be useful to have
expert and scholarly research about the number and type of
media that deal with the rule of law and the legal framework for
the work of the institutions of society, the subjects they deal
with, titles and sources, frameworks and approaches (journal-
istic, critical, informative, provocative, sensationalist, academ-
ic) and the like. Unfortunately, there is no such research. 

It may also generally be said that media programmes
and articles dealing with various subjects concerning the
rule of law, principles of constitutionality and legality, human
rights and freedoms and constitutional justice, in a manner
that would be understandable and acceptable for the lay-
man, are very rare, especially media that specialise in such
material. 

Under such circumstances there is no universal recipe.
Constitutional courts will always face the same doubts and
risks, from state to state, from court to court, from case to
case. 

But from each separate case a lesson and experience
should be drawn for use in some future case. 

However, there is no recipe to guarantee that no mistakes
will be made. It is, therefore, perhaps the simplest to accept
the rule: 

Try again, make a mistake again, but make a better
mistake. 

found that the impugned provisions of the Parliamentary
Elections Act were not in conformity with the Constitution
because constitutional law does not allow reserved parliamen-
tary seats to be guaranteed in advance by law, in the frame-
work of the general electoral system, to any minority on any
grounds (national, ethnic, linguistic …) as this, by the nature of
things, infringes equal suffrage within that system. It also
found that under the specific circumstances the impugned
provisions of the Parliamentary Elections Act about the sup-
plementary vote of national minorities cannot be acceptably
justified because it does not ensure a higher degree of nation-
al minority integration in political life than that already
achieved, and at the same time it infringes the equality of suf-
frage to a far greater degree than the statutory measures in
force earlier. Thus the Constitutional Court repealed the above
provisions of the Parliamentary Elections Act. 

The decision met with strong criticism by some national
minority representatives who found themselves affected by
the loss of status the repealed provisions had provided.
Considering the sensitive nature of the material, it was no
problem to “incite” some national minority members and the
international community and use the media to create a degree
of political pressure27. 

However, in this case the Constitutional Court did not offi-
cially react either. 

5.Insteadofaconclusion
The decisions of constitutional courts are of a nature and

have effects that can under certain circumstances bring about
negative public criticism. 

The constitutional court must not neglect public opinion in
the implementation of its jurisdiction because the public is the
main support and source of constitutional strength through
which people hold their rulers under control. However, public
opinion cannot be the decisive factor underpinning the deci-
sions of the constitutional court. 
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27  For example: “A Step Back to the Ghetto”, Novosti, 5 August 2011.  
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ââîäÿщåãî â зàбëóæäåíèå èíôîðìèðîâàíèÿ îбщåñòâåí-
íîñòè; 3) бóäåò ëè îòâåò èìåòь àäåêâàòíîå зíàчåíèå è
бóäåò ëè ñëóæèòь èíôîðìèðîâàíèю îбщåñòâåííîñòè; 4)
ìîæåò ëè îòâåò бûòь íåïðàâèëьíî ïîíÿò; 5) ìîæåò ëè
îòâåò ñïîñîбñòâîâàòь бîëьшåé èíôîðìèðîâàííîñòè
îбщåñòâåííîñòè î âàæíîì âîïðîñå, êîòîðûé бûë ïðåä-
ìåòîì ñóäåбíîãî ðàзбèðàòåëьñòâà èëè êàêèì-òî îбðàзîì
бûë ñâÿзàí ñ íèì.

Т.  Антич

Генеральный cекретарь
Конституционного Суда  Хорватии

Рåàкцèяíàíåгàтèвíуюкðèтèку
суäåбíыхðåшåíèй

Рåзюмå

Дåÿòåëьíîñòь êîíñòèòóöèîííûх ñóäîâ îчåíь чàñòî
ïîäâåðãàåòñÿ îбщåñòâåííîé êðèòèêå. Эòî ìîæåò бûòь
âûðàæåíî â âèäå äàâëåíèÿ äî è â хîäå êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî
ñóäîïðîèзâîäñòâà è â âèäå îöåíîê (ïîëîæèòåëьíîé èëè
îòðèöàòåëьíîé), äàííûх ïîñëå âûíåñåíèÿ ñóäîì ðåшå-
íèÿ.  Êîãäà ðåшåíèå êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî ñóäà êðèòèêóåòñÿ,
â ïåðâóю îчåðåäь, íåîбхîäèìî ðåшèòь, ñëåäóåò ëè ðåà-
ãèðîâàòь íà êðèòèêó, à эòî зàâèñèò îò åå ñîäåðæàíèÿ è
ñòåïåíè ñåðьåзíîñòè. Êîíñòèòóöèîííûé ñóä, бåзóñëîâíî,
äîëæåí ñîîòâåòñòâóющèì îбðàзîì ðåàãèðîâàòь íà êðàé-
íå íåòîчíóю è íåîбîñíîâàííóю êðèòèêó, зàбîòÿñь î òîì,
чòîбû íå ïîñÿãàòь íà ñâîбîäó ñëîâà èëè ïðåïÿòñòâîâàòь
âûðàæåíèю êðèòèêè êàê òàêîâîé. Уìåñòíî ðåàãèðîâàòь íà
êðèòèêó: à) åñëè îíà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåзóëьòàòîì íåïîíèìàíèÿ
òîãî, êàê ðàбîòàåò ñèñòåìà, èëè ðîëè Êîíñòèòóöèîííîãî
ñóäà, ëèбî åñëè îíà â íåêîòîðîé ñòåïåíè îñíîâàíà íà
ïîäîбíîì зàбëóæäåíèè; б) êîãäà êðèòèêà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñåðь-
åзíîé è, âåðîÿòíî, îêàзûâàåò зíàчèòåëьíîå íåãàòèâíîå
ñîöèàëьíîå âîзäåéñòâèå; â) åñëè êðèòèêà ñîäåðæèò
íåòîчíîñòè èëè ââîäèò â зàбëóæäåíèå. 

Дëÿ ïðèíÿòèè îêîíчàòåëьíîãî ðåшåíèÿ î òîì, ñëåäó-
åò ëè ðåàãèðîâàòь íà êðèòèêó è êàê эòî ñäåëàòь, íåîбхî-
äèìî îïðåäåëèòь: 1) ìîæåò ëè îòâåò äîïîëíèòåëьíî óòîч-
íèòь ïðîöåäóðó èëè ïðèчèíû ïðèíÿòèÿ ðåшåíèÿ; 2)
ðåшèò ëè îòâåò ïðîбëåìó íåïðàâèëьíîãî, íåòîчíîãî èëè
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Email: armlaw@concourt.am

arthur@concourt.am

URL: http://www.concourt.am

Сäàíî â íàбîð  15.05.2012 ã.            

Пîäïèñàíî ê ïåчàòè   03.06.2012 ã. 

Пåч. ë. 6.5

Бóìàãà îôñåòíàÿ

Пåчàòь îôñåòíàÿ

Фîðìàò 60x84 1/16

Тèðàæ 750 эêз.

Âûхîäèò åæåêâàðòàëьíî

Сòàòьè âåñòíèêà “Êîíñòèòóöèîííîå

ïðàâîñóäèå” ïóбëèêóюòñÿ

â àâòîðñêîé ðåäàêöèè

Âåñòíèê âêëючåí â ïåðåчåíь âåäóщèх

ðåöåíзèðóåìûх íàóчíûх æóðíàëîâ è

èзäàíèé, â êîòîðûх äîëæíû ïóбëèêîâàòьñÿ

îñíîâíûå íàóчíûå ðåзóëьòàòû äèññåðòàöèé

íà ñîèñêàíèå óчåíûх ñòåïåíåé äîêòîðà è

êàíäèäàòà íàóê

Çàðåãèñòðèðîâàí êîëëåãèåé

N 8/22 Ìèíèñòåðñòâà юñòèöèè РА

27 ôåâðàëÿ 1998ã.


