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the ECoHR judgments were doubtful (from the point of view of the Con-

vention itself) and affected national sovereignty  then Russia was entitled to work out a defense mechanism against such judg-

 

On 16 June 2011 the deputy chairman of the Council of the Federation  

A. Torshin introduced the amendments to the legislation with the purpose of establishing priority of the Constitution of 

. 

However, the draft law has never been approved. 

All this resulted in the judgment of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation No 21-P of 14 July 2015 according 

to which the ECoHR judgments are no longer subject to unconditional implementation and from now on the Constitutional Court 

itself will decide whether a particular ECoHR decision needs to be implemented or not. [9].  

e-

clined in 2011. Furthermore, the legal position of the Constitutional Court seemed to constitute a politically motivated decision. 

Due to the good faith obligation and the absence of political pressure there can be no obstacles to finding legal solutions to the 

implementation of international obligations. Finally, the judgment of the Constitutional Court breached the existing system of ac-

count and implementation of the ECoHR decisions and, possibly, caused Russia to make a step back in promoting effective protec-

tion of human rights. And that is the issue of big concern. 

5. Conclusion 

So, it can been seen from what has been said that effectiveness in the field of human rights law can be achieved only by 

means of collaboration between both nation states and international bodies. It is a state that violates human rights, therefore, 

some kind of a deterrent in a form of an international institution is needed in order to protect these rights. 

This article has looked into the ECoHR and its role in establishing effective protection of human rights. Evidence is plenti-

ful: interpretation of the Convention by the Court leads to good results in observing human rights in Europe. 

In this uncertainty the judgment of the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation of 14 July 2015 makes the situation 

even more complicated. Who now is going to be the main promoter of human rights protection in Russia if the ECoHR has been put 

on the sidelines? Will it be the Constitutional Court itself? These questions are open for further research and analysis because the 

official rejection of the ECoHR took place just recently. But, undoubtedly, the Constitutional Court made an attempt to show its 

supremacy and frequency of further demonstrations of such supremacy will determine development of the situation in the field of 

human rights in the future. 
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