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Ancmpaxm. Aymopu ce y 06om pady 6age MACOGHUM NPECPEMAarbeM KOMYHUKAYUJA U 1be206UM
00HOCOM ca npasom Ha npusamuocm. Y cpeduwimy debame cy Hoee npecyde Esponckoe cyoa sa
myocka npasa y npeomemuma Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom and
Centrum for Rdttvisa v. Sweden. ECJBII je noueo oa paszsuja Hose Kpumepujyme y 6e3u ca
MAco8HUM HA030pom, OYOyhiu da cy docadaursux wecm Kpumepujyma cmapu suuie 00 oecem
200uHa. Meljymum, 06aj npucmyn modice Gumu ynumar ¢ 0063upom Ha pelamusHo Hoge npecyoe y
ucmoj cmeapu, anu 'y xojuma ce xopucmu cmapu npucmyn. Osaj pao je noodemen Ha HEKOIUKO
denoea. Harxon yeooHux Hanomena, aymopu objawrsasajy npucmyn Esponcroe cyoa 3a myocka
npaea. Ha npeom mecmy, objawrvasajy omwume npunyune Koju ce oOHOce HA majHe mepe
Hao3opa, yKawyuyjyhu npecpemarse KOMyHuKayuja, Hakow ueea oojaurbasajy npucmyn ECJBII y
cayuajesuma macognoe naozopa u npucmyn ECJBII xoju mpeba credumu y cayyajeguma
MACOBHO2 HAO30PA KOMYHUKAYUJQ.

Kuwyune peuu: macosnu Had30p Komyrukayuja, majuu Hao3op komynukayuje, Big Brother Watch
and Others v. the United Kingdom, Centrum for Réttvisa v. Sweden, npago na npusamnocm

1. YBOJA

Onnaoc m3mely TexHoJOTHWje W APYIITBA IeleHHWjamMa je OO HOTOPHO
KOMIUICKCHA M KJIM3aBa 00J1acT HayKe. Y MOJIpPHOM BpeMeHy 100Hja HOBU OOJIHK
(Kiernan & Mueller, 2021:22). Tlopex OpojHHUX IpOMEHa, TEXHOJIOTHjA j&
IPOMEHUIIA HAYMH Ha KOjU ce OJJHOCHMO IIpeMa ApyroM u mnpema Biaau (Leavens,
2015:709). Ilopu Opeen 01 ce BEpOBaTHO CIIOKHO Ja je jelaH o1 HajepuKacHUjuxX
HaYMHA Ha KOJH PElpecHBHA BJaJia MOXKE Jia CIMMHHHIIE JIMYHE CJI000/1e CBOjUX
rpahana swminaBame muxoBe npuBatHocTH (Weber, 1971:358; Turanjanin,
2020:268). Y unearHoM CBeTy, Ip)KaBHU HaA30p Mopa Aa Oyne BoheH nHTepecuMa
jaBHe 0e30emHOCTH W CHpOBOheHma W TMPOBEPEH IMPaBOM Ha MPUBATHOCT, Al
HOCTIE/IbUX TOJMHA OBAa PABHOTEXA CE€ MOCTENEHO MEHha Kao pesyirar pactyhnx
HAIIMOHAJTHUX W TJIO0ATHUX HEMHUpa, pa3Boja CIOCOOHOCTH Haa30pa M epo3uje
3amtute npuBatHocTd (Yadin, 2017:709). Hame xoMyHHKaluje ¥ aKTHBHOCTH
JlaHaC PyTHHCKHU OCTaBJbajy OOrate TUIHTAIHE TPAroBe KOjH e MOTY NPHKYILUbATH,
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aHaJIM3WpaTH W 4yBaTu 1o HUCKO] meHu (Wong, 2015). pxaBHu Hamzop cajoep
MPOCTOpa je, HaKaJIOCT, HEONMpaBJaHO OOMMaH W CTajlaH, YIJIABHOM HEOMETaH
3aKOHCKMM OTpaHHYCHhHMa; HaJa30p HaJ (U3NYKUM MPOCTOPHMA HHjEe TOJMKO
pacmpocTpamkeH HUTH Toimmko HeoOysmaH (Yadin, 2017:709). ¥V CjemumennM
HpxaBama, 11. cenremOap 2001. roawHe 3HAYajHO je W3MEHHO IIPaBUIA
npuBatHocTH (Heymann, 2016:428), amu mMoxemo pehu ma je To mpobieM u y
OCTaTKy CBeTa KOjH HWIe Ka ToTamurapHoM apymTBy (Nomikos, 2017:122; Jacobs,
2009). Nako Hamg3op HUje HOBA TM0jaBa, MacoBHU Ham3op jecte (Franks, Democratic
Surveillance, 2017).

VY mocneamux HEKONWKO TOJMHA BENWKY YJIOry MMajy oTkpuha Enpapia
CHoyzeHa, MTO je TOCICANIHO TOACTAKIO MehyHapoaHy 1edaTy O MPUBATHOCTH,
mmujyHApamy 1 Ham3opy uaTepHeta (Geist, 2015; Clement & Obar, 2015: 13-44;
Kampmark, 2014: 2), a mTo je A0Beo a0 Haropa Jia ce pedopmuiiy caBpeMeHH
cucrtemu Hamzopa (Lee, Perlin & Schottenfeld, 2019: 123; Hu, 2015; Ambak &
Golberg, 2015; Eoyang & Ashcroft, 2017: 1; Klein, Flournoy & Fontaine, 2016).
Iberoea otkpuha Cy OTKpHIa TEXHWYKY M TPaBHY HHOPACTPYKTYPY CaBPEMEHOT
Jp>KaBHOT Ha/30pa, UITO je JIOBENO N0 TOjaBe TMOjMa 3aKOHUMe He3aKOHUMOCHU
(Austin, 2015) u moHOBO Haryacuia nebary y KOM MOMEHTY Haa30p Biaje
npezcTaBiba Kpiewe npuBatHoct (Eoyang, 2016: 3).

VYKparko, eNeKTPOHCKH HAI30p KOMYHHKalMja IPEICTaBJba MpecpeTarmhe
KoMyHHKaruje u3mely nBe wim Buire crpana (Banks, 2017: 514). OBo je Beoma
CIIOKEHO THTame, Koje Takohe mormama mox wiad 8. Konenmwje. ECJBIT je y
yyBeHoj npecymu Klass and Others v. Germany Harmacuo na cy Tele(OHCKU
pasroBopu 00yxBaheHH MOjMOBHMA ,,IPUBATHU KHUBOT * H ,,[IPEIUCKA” Y CMHUCIY
ynaHa 8. To je moHoBsbeHO Yy mpenmery Malone v. The United Kingdom wn 'y
OpojHuM o[uTykama HakoH Tora. Kao mro 3Hamo, oBa oapenda je moaejbeHa y
YEeTHpHU KaTeropuje: NPHBaTHH >KUBOT, TOPOAWYHH KUBOT, JOM M HpEMUCKa
(Schabas, 2015: 366). UnanoBu 8-11 cy moayioKHH OorpaHHYEH-IMa 300T OpOjHIX
,»JIETHTAMHHX CBpXa“ KOje ce Hajia3e, Hako He yjeIHaueHo, y APYTUM CTAaBOBHMa
(Greer, 2006: 257). IIpaBa 3amTuheHa unaHoM 8. MOTY ce€ OIPaHHYHUTH CaMoO y
CKJIaQy ca 3aKOHOM M Ha OCHOBY NOTpeda IeMOKPATCKOr IPYINTBa, a OpraHu
KonBenuuje cy pasBmwim (ieKCHOMIHY METOIOJIOTH])Y 33 TyMauele W NPHMEHY
craBa 2. wiana 8. Konsentmje (Schabas, 2015: 40).

VY naHammeM CBeTy, 3Hayaj pa3Boja AUTUTAIHE TEXHOJOTHjE 3a Haa30p M
npuBatHOCT He Moxke ce mperienuty (Cole, 2016: 679) u mpaBo Ha MPUBATHOCT
Tpeba Oa uae y Kopak ca TeXHOJNOmKHM pa3BojeM (Jayawickrama, 2017: 650).
Naxo n3a30B Aa ocurypamo Ja Hallld 3aKOHHM M YCTaBHA 3aIUTHTA MOy y KOpak ca
[IPOMEHJBMBUM BpEMEHHMa HHje HOB, HCTOBPEMEHA I0jaBa OP30T TEXHOJOLIKOT
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pa3Boja CTBOpHIIA je OIacHO ITHPOK ja3 m3Mel)y nocrojehe 3amTure MpUBaTHOCTH U
BJIAIMHOT KalanuTeTa U oBnantherma aa 3aoouhe te 3amTure (Siemion, 2015: 20).
WHTEepHET je yBeO HOBY NMHAMUKY y BEKOBHE TeH3HMje m3Mely Oe30emHocTH U
cobome (Banks, 2017: 513). Pa3Boj criocoOHOCTH opraHa 3a CIpOBOhEHE 3aKOHA
Jla CIpPOBOJE WCTpare W HAJA30P M MAcOBHO YCBajame JIUTHTAITHUX
KOMYHUKAITMOHUX TEXHOJIOTHja O CTpaHe jaBHOCTH CTBOPHIIO jé OTPOMHE HOBE
UCTpaKHE MeTe, Tako Jia Cy TOJNUWIMja W TPHUBATHH MPOJABIN HCKOPHCTHIIN
TEXHOJIOIITKE MHOBAIHjE J]a KPEHpajy HOBE U PaHHje HE3aMHUCIINBE UCTPAKHE ajlaTe
(Manes, 2019: 505; Solove, 2004: 1267). Opranu KpUBUIHOT MTOCTYITKAa MOPajy Jia
KOPHCTE CaBpeMeHe TEXHOJIOTHje y OopOM TMPOTHB HOBHX M CO(MHUCTHUITMPAHHUX
ob0nmka kpuMuHaHE akTuBHOCTH (Muharremi, 2015: 87). Melhytum, jeman on
KJBYYHHX MpoOJieMa JIeKH y YMELCHHUIM Jia ce Beh Jieo oBor Haazopa CripoBOad
0e3 Hajora WM MoTpeOHOT cTeneHa cyMmbe (Slobogin, 2015).

VYepen npebara o OamaHcwpamy NpPUBATHOCTH W 0€30€QHOCTH, HEKH
NOJIMTHYApH CY TIPEJIOKWIM OJpPHULIAE OJ TMpaBa Ha INPHBATHOCT palH
0e30emHoctn (van Genderen, 2017: 338; Czerniak, 2021: 126), mro Huje 63
npucraiuia (Schoenfeld, 2015). MHore 3emibe MIMPOM CBETa YBOJE 3aKOHE O
Hag3opy komyHukaimje (Hosein & Palow, 2013: 1072), anu 1o HUje mpaBuIIo.
Ocraje unmbeHHIA J1a TPaBHA OKBUP YECTO JI03BOJbABA MPEBHUINE IUCKPEIHje
BJIaCTHMa, OCTaBJbajyhu mpocTop 3a mpomsBosbaH Hamzop (Grif, 2017: 446). YV
pa3Bojy cohHUCTHIIMPaHe TEXHOJIOTHje jaBiba ce moTpeda 3a 60JbOM OOpOOM MPOTUR
TEKHUX OOJNMKa KpPUMHHAJIA ¥ MHOTE 3eMJbE Cy CIPOBENC Mepe TajHOr Haa30pa.
Crape MeTozme HCTpare y MOJECPHOM BpEMEHY HHCY e(QUKacHe 3a YCIICIIHO
kpuBH4HO Tomeme (Fenyvesi, 2006; Clark , 1990). [lakne, u3a30B je Kako
YCKJIQJUTH TIPaBO Ha MPUBATHOCT ca MOTPEOOM IpecpeTama KOMyHHKAILUja paan
npeBeHnyje U uctpare kpuBuuHuX Aena (Esen, 2012; Moonen, 2010: 97, 98).
CacBuM je HOpMaIHO Ja OOMYHH JbY/AH, y3 pPa3yMHa OUYCKUBAHa MPHBATHOCTU
(Donohue, 2006), mpoTecTyjy HNpOTUB HEpa3yMHOI HaA30pa KOMyHHKalHWja M TO
HHje MOBe3aHO ca KpuBMUHKMM Aenuma (Joh, 2013: 1002). ok cy MHOTH Jbynu
IIMPOM CBETa YECTO BOJHHH Ja CIIOOOMY M MPUBATHOCT MEHajy 3a 0e30emHOCT, y
CIy4ajy MacOBHOT Ha/30pa, MOKA3aIu Cy MHTEPECOBAE 32 MPOrpaMe U M3pasiin
oropuemse 300r mux (Leonetti, 2015: 231).

[pucnymKkuBame W APYrH OOJMHIM TpecpeTama Tele(OHCKHX PasroBopa
IPECTaBIbajy 030MJFHO MEIIamke y TPUBATHU KUBOT U TPENHCKY M CTOTa MOpPajy
OWTH 3aCHOBaHHM Ha 3aKOHY KOju je moceOHO mperu3aH (Jayawickrama, 2002). Hu
MMOBHUHCKA MMWTaka HUACY MCKJbydeHa Ha oBoM moJby (Woodburn, 2016). OBo je,
TopeJ] Tora, BeoMa OoceTJprBa obyacT 30or 3amrute noxartaka (Norris, de Hert,
L'Hoiry, & Galleta, 2017). dakne, npymTea Bol)eHa BIaJaBUHOM TIpaBa CMaTpajy
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Jia BIaje Tpeda a MprKyIkajy HH(OpMaIje 0 Hama caMo KaJla je KOPHCHO Ja ce
MIOCTHTHE [IMJb BKHUJH OJ1 HAILIeT JIMYHOT TIpaBa ja OyeMo MEHallepy OHOTa IITO
ce o Hama 3Ha (Moonen, 2010: 98).

3HavajaH JOIPUHOC Y OBOj OOJIACTH MTPOM3HMIIA3H ca CTaHOBHUINTA EBporickor
CyJa 3a Jby/ICKa IpaBa Jia 3aKOHOIABITH Tpeda J1a jacHO MPETo3Hajy KpyT cyOjekara
KOju OM MOTJIM OWTH W3JI0KEHH OBOj MEpH, ald M MPHUPOAY (BPCTY) KPUBHYHOT
Jiera, TJe je MPUMEHJBUBO; BPEMEHCKa OrpaHWveHha MPUMEHE; 3alHCHUK; HAYHH
KOHTpOJIC OBE EBHJICHIIMjE W Pa3JIo3W YHUINTABAKA NPHKYILULEHOT MaTepujajia.
IIpecperame KOMyHHUKaIMja je BeoMa cioxeHo muTame (Rona & Aarons, 2016:
512) u ECJBII je, onx ciydaja Jleandep Tia Hajajbe, YBEK HINA0 Ka TPOTPECHBHOM
TIpoIHpey nenokpyra wiada 8. (Sicurella & Scalia, 2013: 434-435).

2. MACOBHH HA/I30P KOMYHUKAIIMJA U ECJbII

2.1. OnmTH NPUHIUIH

Ha npBom mecTy, moTpeOHO je MOCETUTH ce OMIITHX IMPUHIINIA Be3aHHUX 32
Hamop komyHukanwja. ECJBII je y OpojHMM mpecyldaMa HarjacMo naa cy
TeneOHCKN pa3roBopu oOyxBaheHr TIOjMOBHMA ,,IPUBATHU JKUBOT U ,,[TPENHCKa’”
y cmuciy wiaHa 8. TakBo Memname je onpaBiaHo oxapendama craBa 2. WwiaHa 8.
camMo aKo je ,, y CKJIaly ca 3aKOHOM"*, TEXKH jETHOM HJIM BHUIIE JIETHTUMHUX ITHIJHEBA
W3 CTaBa 2. U ,,HEOIXO/IaH je Y IEMOKPATCKOM APYIITBY 1a O Ce TIOCTHTrao b
WY IUbEBU. Mepa TajHOT HaJ[30pa MOXKe ce CMaTpaTh y ckiaxy ca KoHBeHImjomM
CaMO aKoO jeé CTPOro HEONXOTHA 3a 3alTHTy JIEMOKPATCKUX WHCTUTYIHja H,
IITaBHIIIE, aKO je allCOyTHO HEOITXO/HA, 33 JOOWjarhe BUTATHUX O00aBEIITajHIX
rof1aTaka y 1mojemnHavHoj orepartiju. MHade, To je 030MbHa MpeTHha TEMOKPaTHjH
y manammmseM cBety (Nash, 2002). Uzpa3 ,,y ckimamy ca 3aKOHOM™ TOJIpa3yMeBa
YCIIOBE KOjH TIpeBa3miIa3e IOCTOjamke PaBHOT OCHOBA y JoMaheM 3aKoHy U 3aXTeBa

9 ]

Jla TIpaBHU OCHOB Oy1ie ,,JOCTYTIaH | ,,JIPEABHIUB .

I'enepanno, ECJBIT je y cBojoj mpakcu neduHHCcao 3HAYCHEC H3pasa ,.y
ckiaay ca 3akoHoMm", OBaj TEPMUH MMILUTMIIMPA JIa OCIIOPeHA Mepa Tpeba ja uma
HEKy OCHOBY Yy JomaheM 3aKoHY, ajii ce Takohe OJJHOCH U Ha KBATHTET JOTHYHOT
3aKOHa, 3axTeBajyhu nia Oylie KOMIIATHOWIAH ca BJIAJaBUHOM IIpaBa U JIOCTYIaH
JIOTHYHOM JIMITy KOje MOpa, IITABUIIIE, OUTH Y CTalby Jia MPEABUAN MOCICUIIE TI0
cebe.? V nomahem 3akOHY MOpa IOCTOjaTH Mepa MpaBHE 3aIITUTE O]l IPOU3BOJEHOT

' Amann v. Switzerland Application No. 27798/95, 16 February 2000, 55.

Kruslin v. France, 27; Lambert v. France, supra note 18, 23; Huvig v. France, 26; Kopp v.
Switzerland Application No. 23224/94, 15 March 1998, 55; Perry v. the United Kingdom
Application No. 63737/00, 17 July 2003, 45; Dumitru Popescu v. Romania (No. 2) Application
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Melllama jABHUX BIIACTH Y MpaBa 3arapaHtoBaHa cTaBoM 1. umana 8. IMopen Tora,
ECJBII je Harnacuo 4MbEHHUILY J1a CY PU3HUIIN TPOU3BOJLHOCTH CBUICHTHH MOCEOHO
Kaja ce opaihere U3BPIIHE BJACTH BPIIK Y TajHOCTH.*

Xyan Antonmo lapcwja Amamo nHac moxmceha ma je, mpema Peunwmky
[IInancke KpasbeBCKe akajeMHuje, MPEIBUIJBUBO ,,0HO IITO CE MOXKE MPEIABUIICTH
WITH je Y OKBUPY HOPMAITHOT TipenBrharma’, Tako Ja, PEIBUICTH 3HAYH BHACTH Y
WIYEKWBaby WM 3HATH, HarahaTd Mo HEKWM 3HAIMMa WM WHJWKAlMjama ITa
Tpeba a ce JeCH WIM Ja WMa WIM Ja MPUIIPEMH pecypce MpoTHB Oymyhmx
Henpenpuhennx curyarmja (Amado, 2017: 177). Kama roBopumMo o
NPENBUIMBOCTH Y KOHTEKCTY MPUKPUBEHOT IMpecpeTamha KOMYHHKAIIUje, 3aXTeBU
KouBenmumje He MOry OWTH IOTITYHO HCTH y ITOCEOHOM KOHTEKCTY IpEecpeTama
KOMYHHUKaIHja 3a otpede nomuimjckux uctpara.’ ECJBII je y npenmery Kvasnica
HaBeo JIa 3aXTeB MpaBHE ,,[IPEIBUIUBOCTU Y IOCEOHOM KOHTEKCTY TajHHX Mepa
HaJ30pa, Kao IITO je MpecpeTare KOMYHHKaIMja, HE MOXE 3HAYUTH Ja Ou
nojenuHal; Tpedaio na Oyae y cramy Ja NmpeiABUAM Kaaa hie BIacTH BepOBaTHO
NPECPECTH HETOBY KOMYHHUKALMjy Tako Ja Ja MOXKe Ja IPUIaroiud CBoje
NoHalame y ckiamy ca tuMm.® OBaj cranmapj ce, uamel)y ocranux, MOHaB/ba y
npeamery Weber and Saravia v. Germany’ win cimuHo y Leander v. Sweeden.
HaxkoH Tora, moTpeOHO je UCIUTATH J1a JIM HAJ[30p MMa JISTUTHMAaH [UJb U J1a JIU j&
HEOIXOJ[aH Y IEMOKPATCKOM JIPYILTBY.

2.2. Tlpuctyn EBpomnckor cyaa 3a jbyJacKa npaBa y ciiydajeBumMa
MAacCOBHOT HAJ30pa

MacoBHO mpecpeTame NPEKOrPaHUYHMX KOMYHHKaIMja,! mTo ce OOMYHO
mosipa3symMeBa y OKBHpY mmper mnojma mururamHor Hamsopa (Unver, 2018),
npesicTaBba nocedan npoodnem nanac.’ Bemuko Behie ECJBIT noneno je omiyky y
IIBa BakKHa TipeaMera: Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom wn

No. 71525/01, 16 April 2007, 61; Liberty and Others v. the United Kingdom Application No.
58243/00, 1 July 2008, 59.

Malone v. The United Kingdom, 67.

Klass and Others v. Germany, 42, 49.

Malone v. The United Kingdom, supra note 4, at para 67.

Kvasnica v. Slovakia, supra note 19, at para 79.

Weber and Saravia v. Germany, Decision as to the Admissibility of Application No. 54394/00,
29 June 2006, 93.

8 Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom Application Nos. 58170/13, 62322/14 and
24960/15, 25 May 2021, 322-323; Centrum for Rdttvisa v. Sweden Application No. 35252/08,
25 May 2021, 236-237.

V BenukoM Opojy ciyudajeBa, Hag30pa HUje HU yncTto gomMahu Hu uncto crpanu (Freiwald, 2008:
333). HcToBpemMeHO, MOpaMO MMaTH Ha yMy Jia Hallla KOMyHHKall{ja Ha JaJbHHY HHUKaJa HUje
Omna motmyHo npuBatHa (Landau, 2016: 61).

N4 o v AW
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Centrum for Rdttvisa v. Sweden. Unan 8. KoHBeHimje He 3abpamyje ynorpeOy
MACOBHOT' TIpecpeTamba KOMyHHKAIIMja pay 3allTUTE HAIIMOHATHE 0e30€AHOCTH U
JPYTUX CYIITHHCKUX HAI[MOHAJIHUX MHTEpeca 0J] 030WJBHHUX CIOJbHUX TPETHH, &
JpKaBe YXKHMBAjy IMHPOKO TOJbE TPOIEHE y OIUTyYHBamy O TOME KOja BpCTa
peXuMa TIpecpeTama je HeonxomHa. MehyTuM, y TaKBOM CHCTEMY TT0Jhe CIIO00THE
TIPOIIEHE KOje MM ce Jaje Mopa OWTH yxKe M onpeheHu Opoj 3amTuTHUX Mepa he
MopaTH Aa Oyie MPUCYTaH y CIIydajy MacOBHOT Haa30pa.

Tokom romuna, ECJBII je ycmocraBno oapeheHe MUHMMATHE 3aIlITUTHE
Mepe koje Om Tpebano ma Oymy TpommcaHe y 3akoHy Kako Ou ce m3beria
35oynoTpeda opnamhemna: MpUpoa KPHBUYHKX JIE]Ia KOja MOTY TOBECTH JI0 Haora
3a Tpecperame, IehUHHIMjAa Kareropuja Jbyau 3a Koje IocTtoju obaBesa
IIpecpeTama BUX0Be KOMYHHKAIIH]e, OTpaHIYEH-e Tpajarka MPecpeTama, MOCTyIaK
KOju Tpeba CIIeANTH 3a UCITUTHBAE, KOpUIIhemhe U TyBambe JOOUjeHHX I0/1aTaKa,
Mepe TPEeNOCTPOKHOCTH Koje Tpeda TMpemy3eTH Kaja ce IMOJallll CAolllTaBajy
JIPYTMM CTpaHaMa W OKOJIHOCTH Y KOjUMa MPECPETHYTH MOJAlK MOTY WK MOpajy
outn n3dpucanu win yHuintenu. Ilopen tora, ECJBII Bomu padyyHa o ypehewy
HaJa30pa Haja CHpPOBOEHmEM Mepa TajHOT HaI30pa, IOCTOjalby MeXaHW3aMa
obaBemTaBaa W CBUM TIPaBHUM JIMjEKOBMMa TIpeIBU)CHUM HAI[MOHAJHUM
3aKoHOM. '

MoskeMo ce CIIOUTH ca cTaBoM EBpoOIcKor cyna 3a JbyZACKa Ipasa Ja je
MacOBHO TIPECpeTame IOCTENICHH IMpPOLeC Y KOjeM Ce CTENeH Mellama y IMPaBo
TojeTMHIIa Ha puBaTHOCT MoBehaBa kako mpotec Hampeayje.!! Pexxumu MacoBHOT
npecpeTama MoX/a Hehe CBM MpaTHTH MOTIYHO MCTH MOJEN, a pa3nuuure Qaze
npoueca Hehe Hy)XHO OMTH IUCKpeTHE WM mpaheHe Yy CTPOroM XPOHOJIOIKOM
penocneny. [Ipema ECJBII, dase nporeca MacoBHOT IpecpeTama Koje Tpeda y3eTu
y 003Hp MOTy ce omucaTu Ha cieaehy HauuH:

(a) mpecperatbe M TOYETHO 3aIpKaBambeé KOMYHHKALMja W CPOJHUX
KOMYHHUKAIIMOHUX Tojaraka (Tj. mojaraka o caoOpahajy Koju mpumaznajy
MPEeCPETHYTHM KOMYHHUKaljama);

(6) mpumeHa cen)UUHKX CENEKTOpa Ha 3aip)kaHe KOMYHHKAIMOHE/CPOa-
He KOMYHHKaIHOHE TI0/IaTKe;

() wucnMTHBame OJa0paHWX KOMYHHKAIHja/CPOAHNX KOMYHUKAIIHOHUX
rojiataka oJ] CTpaHe aHaJIMTHYapa; U

(1) HaKHATHO 3a/IPrKaBarbe MojaTaKa U Kopumhermse ,, KOHaYHOT TIPOU3BOA”,
yKJbyuyjyhu aesbeme nomaraka ca Tpehum mumuma. 2

10 Roman Zakharov v. Russia Application No. 47143/06, 4 December 2015.

"' Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 325; Centrum for Rittvisa v. Sweden,
238.

12 Ibid., 325; ibid., 239.
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VY npBoj dazu obaBemTajHe ciry)kOe he MacoBHO TpecpeTaTH eeKTPOHCKE
komyHuKarmje. OOmuHo he oOBe KOMyHHMKalWje TNPHUIANATH BEIUKOM Opojy
MojeMHalla M HEKe KOMYHHKALje MOry Outd ¢uiTpupaHe y OBoj ¢asm.!
WHumjaimHo npeTpakuBake ce OfBHja Y APYToj dasu, Kaua ce pa3IndiTd TUIOBH
CeIIeKTOpa, YKJbYdyjyhu ,jake cenmekTope™ (Kao ITO je aapeca e-TIOIITe) W/WIA
CIIO)KEHH YIUTH TPUMEHY]y Ha 3ajpikKaHe TaKkeTe KOMYHHUKAIMja W CPOIHHX
KOMYHUKAITMOHNX Tozaaraka. OBo Moke OMTH ha3a y K0joj TPOIEC TMOYHELE J1a
LIIJba MOjEAMHIIe Kpo3 yrnoTpeOy jakux cenexropa.'t ¥ tpehoj dasm, mpecperHyTH
Marepujajl MpBU IMyT ucnuryje aHamuruyap.'’’ [locnenma ¢asza mocroju Kaga
obaBemTajHe ciay)x0e 3aMcTa KOPUCTE TMPECPETHYTH Marephjalr. 1o Moxke
YKIbYUHBATH M3pady 00aBEeIITajHOT U3BEIITaja, ipocichuBame MaTeprjaia IpyTruM
obaBemTajHIM CiTy’)k0ama y JpKaBH Koja MX Tpecpehe, WM 4ak IpeHOIICHE
Marepujaia CTpaHuM obaBernTajHuM ciryxbama.'® Ha kpajy oBor mporieca, morpeda
3a 3aIITUTHUM Mepama Ouhe HajBeha, IITO je MPUCTYN y CKIaqy ca MHILBEHEM
Benenmjancke komucHje.

Y Weber and Saravia v Liberty and Others ECJBII je yTBpmuo na pexxumun
MacoBHOT TpecpeTama CHajajy y OKBHpP IpOLCHE JAp)kaBa, amd jganac, 2022.
TO/IMHE, Pa3BHjEHMX IIECT MOMEHYTHX KpUTEpHjyMa CTapu Cy BHIIE O]l JeCeT
roauHa, Tako na je ECJBII mMopao nma pa3Buje HOBE KpUTEpUjyMe y Be3H ca
MacOBHHM Haa30poM. MelyTiM, 0Baj IPUCTYIT MOKe OUTH yIUTaH C 003UPOM Ha
pEeNaTHBHO HOBE Ipecylie y HCTOj CTBApH, ajld y KOjuMa Ce KOPUCTH CTapu
npuctyn. Wnak, qaHac cBe BHUILE KUBUMO Ha MPEXH, TeHepuInyhn Kako 3HATHO
Behy 00MM €JIeKTPOHCKMX KOMYHHUKAIIMja, TAKO U KOMyHHKAlMja 3HaTHO APyrayunje
OpHUPOJIE ¥ KBAIUTETA, O/ OHUX KOje Cy BEpOBAaTHO HACTale Tpe JELEHH]Y, a 00UM
aKTUBHOCTH Ha30pa je 61o MHOTO yki.!” OHO IITO je TOCEOHO BayKHU]E, IUJbAHO
IpecpeTamke U MAacOBHO IMPECPETaEe CE PasiMKyjy Y HU3Y BOKHHX aclekara of
Weber and Saravia v Liberty and Others.

OcHOBHa CBpxXa MacoBHOI Haa3opa U THpecpeTama je mnpaheme
KOMYHHKaIHja JIMIa BaH TEPUTOpHjAIHE JYPHCAMKIM]E Ap’KaBe, Hako je moryhe
npecpeTame W WCIUTUBAke KOMYHHKAllWja JIMLA YHYTap HCTE IpkKaBe, Paau
ucrtpare oapeheHHX TEIIKUX KpUBUYHUX Jena. OBa BpcTa MpecpeTama je yriiaBHOM
ycMepeHa Ha MelhyHapoaHe KoMyHHKanuje.'® 3a pasinuKy ol TajHOT IpecpeTarmba
KOMYHHUKaIlHja, MAacOBHO IIPECPETae C€ HE KOPUCTH HYXXHO 3a IIMJbarbe

13 Ibid., 326; ibid., 240.

4 TIbid., 327; ibid., 241.

15 TIbid., 328; ibid., 242.

16" Tbid., 329; ibid., 243.

17" Tbid., 341; ibid., 255.

18 Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 345; Centrum for Riittvisa v. Sweden,
258.
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KOMYHHKaIje ofpel)eHnx nojequHara. Y oBoj MpOIEAypH, MOjeANHIIN Cy Ha METH
NPUMEHOM jaKMX CEJIEKTOpa 3a KOMYHHKAIMjy KOjy MacoBHO mpecpehy
obamemTajae ciyxoe. ,,Ha oBaj HaunH he OMTH TpEeCPETHYTH caMO OHM ,,ITAKETH
KOMYHHUKaITHja MAJbaHUX TI0jeTMHAIA KOjU CY ITyTOBAIM MPEKO HOCHIIAIA Koje Cy
omabparie oOaBemTajHE CIIyX)0e, a caMo OHE TPEeCPEeTHyTe KOMYHHUKAITH]e KOje Cy
OJIrOBapaje WM CHKHOM CENIEKTOPY WJIM CIIOKEHOM YIIUTY MOTJIe Cy OHTH
HCIUTAHE O] CTpaHe aHaiuTu4apa.”"’

VY KOHTEKCTy TajHMX Mepa Ha/30pa WM IpecpeTama OJ CTpaHe jaBHHUX
opraHa, HEOIIXO/IHO j& UMaTH jacHa, JIeTajbHa IIPaBHiIa O TIpecpeTamy Terne(hOHCKIX
pasroBopa, MoceOHO 3aTO MITO TEXHOJOTHja TOCTYITHA 32 KOpUIINCHE TIOCTaje CBE
copuctunmpannja.?’ Y cioydajy kaga goMahu 3aKOH HE PpEryjMiie yrnotpedy
TIPUKPUBEHAUX TPUCIYITHUX ypehaja y peneBaHTHOM TPEHYTKY, OMETame HUjE ,,y
ckmany ca 3akoHom™.?! 3armm, y Opojuum mpecymama ECJIBIT je maBeo na, ¢
003upoM Ha TO Jia IPUMEHA Mepa TajHOI HaJ30pa KOMYHHUKAIHMje Y MPaKCH HUje
MOAJIOKHA KOHTPOJIM jaBHOCTH y MEIUHM, TO OM OWIO y CyNpOTHOCTH ca
BJIAJIaBUHOM TipaBa. CXOIHO TOME, 3aKOH MOpa HaBECTH OOMM CBaKOI' TaKBOT
JUCKPEIMOHOT ITpaBa AaTOI' HAJIC)KHUM OpraHrMMa U HA4YUH BErOBOT KOpI/IHIheH)a
ca JIOBOJBHO jacHOhe Ja ce TIOjeluHIly NPYXH aJeKBaTHAa 3allTUTa Of
MPOKM3BOJHHOT Mellama.>

2.3. Ipuctyn EBpomnckor cyaa 3a JbyJAcKa nNpaBa Koju Tpeda
CJIeINTH Y CJIyYajeBMMAa MACOBHOT MpecpeTama

Y cdepn MacoBHOT TIpecpeTarsa, OYHIIICAHO j€ 1a Heku ox Weber and
Saravia xpuTeprjyMa HACY y TTOTITYHOCTH IpuMeHIbHBH. [Ipe cBera, To je mpupona
KPUBUYHHUX JIeNIa KOja MOTY JOBECTH JI0 Hapemoe 3a mpecperame M AehruHucama
KaTeropyja JbyIW 3a KOje IMOCTOjH o0aBe3a IMpecpeTama BUXOBE KOMYHHUKAITH]C.
Ilopen Tora, TO je Cayd4aj ca 3aXTEBOM ,,pa3yMHE Cymmibe“.2* OBaj KPUTEPHjyM Ce
Moxke Hahu y cyzackoj mpakcu ECJBII o 1mmipaHOM Ipecperamy Yy KOHTEKCTY
KPUBUYHHUX HCTpara, ajii je Mame peieBaHTaH Y KOHTEKCTY MacOBHOT TIpeCpeTama.
Be3 o03upa Ha 10, ECJBII cMmatpa na je umrepaTuB 1a Kaja Ap)kaBa BOJU TaKaB
pexumM, nomahu 3akoH Tpeba Ja caJpKu JieTajbHa MpaBmia O TOME Kaja BIAacTH

19 Ibid., 346; ibid., 260.

20 Valenzuela Contreras v. Spain Application No. 27671/95, 30 July 1998, 67, Kopp v.
Switzerland, 72.

21 P.G. and J. H. v. the United Kingdom Application No. 44787/98, 25 December 2001, 39.

22 Weber and Saravia v. Germany, 46; Malone v. The United Kingdom, 68; Leander v. Sweeden,

51; Huvig v. France, 29; Bykov v. Russia Application No. 4378/02, 10 March 2009, 78.

CreprOepr je jomr 1978. Harimacuo ja amMepU4Kd YETBPTH aMaHAMAaH Takohe 3axTeBa Jia CBe

BJIaJIMHE TpeTpare W 3amieHe, YKbydyjyhu U omepanuje elneKTpOHCKOT HaJl30pa, Mopajy OuTH

pasymae (Sternberg, 1978: 205).
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MOTY J1a IpuOErHy TaKBUM MepamMa U J1a IOBOJEHO jaCHO HaBeZe Pa3iiore Ha OCHOBY
KOjUX OM MacOBHO IIPECPETame MOTJIO OUTH OJ0OPEHO M OKOJHOCTH Y KOjuMa Ou
KOMYHHUKAIIH]ja [T0jeANHIIa MOTJIa OUTH MpecpeTHyTa. >

Y KOHTEKCTY MacOBHOT TIpecpeTama, BAKHOCT HA/I30pa ce Mopa Iojadary.
Jarac ocToju MHXEPEHTaH PU3HK 01 3710yToTpede, MoK he meruTnMHa moTpeda 3a
TajHOIhy HEeM30€)KHO 3HAYMTH 1, M3 pas3iora HaIoHaTHe 0e30eMHOCTH, ApKaBe
gecto Hehe OutH ciobomHe ma obenomane nHpopManHje Koje ce THUY JeII0Bamba
ocriopeHor pexxuma.”> Ctora, Kako OM ce CMamHO PU3UK O] 3N0yrnoTpede Mohun
MacoBHoT ipecpeTama, ECJbII cMaTpa aa mporiec Mopa OUTH ITOJIBIHYT ,,3alITHTH
Ol TIOYEeTKAa M0 Kpaja‘: y cBakoj ¢a3m mporeca Tpeda W3BPIIUTH IPOICHY
HEOIXOJJTHOCTH ¥ TPOIOPIMOHATHOCT Mepa Koje ce Ipeay3uMajy; MacoBHO
npecpeTame Tpeba na Oye mpeaMeT He3aBHCHOT OBJahemha Ha CaMOM TTOYETKY,
Kaja ce JeUHUIIY NpeaAMeT U 00MM Olepalluje; W Ja onepaipja Tpebda na Oyne
npeaMeT HaJI30pa U HE3aBUCHOT ex post facto Tiperiena.”

Cyncko omoOpeme je BakHa TrapaHiMja MPOTHB IPOM3BOJBHOCTH H
3n0ymnorpede y oBoj obmactu (van der Sloot & Kosta, 2019: 258), anu npema
ECJBII, To HHje ,,HEOIXOmaH YCJOB®, jep MacOBHO Mpecperame Tpeda aa Oyne
0JI00PEHO OJ] CTPaHE HE3aBUCHOT OpraHa - OpraHa KOju je HE3aBHCaH O M3BPIIHE
Bractd. OBO Tenmo Tpeba nma Oyzne 0o0aBeIITEHO W O CBPCH MpecpeTama U O
HOCHOIIIMa WM KOMYHHMKAIIMOHMM TIyTeéBMMa Koju he BepoBaTHO OHTH
HPECPETHYTH, IITO OM OMOTYHWIO OpraHy /Ja NpOIEHH HEOMXOJHOCT U
HPOMOPLIHOHATHOCT OIEpalfje MaCOBHOT TPECPETarba, Kao M Ja MPOLICHH J1a JIU je
u300p HOCHJIAIlA HEONXOJaH M cpa3MepaH CBpCH 300T KOje Ce IpecpeTare
crpoBoau.?’

raBumte, ynotpeda CHAXXHUX CENIEKTOpA j€ jedaH OJ HajBaKHHjUX KOpakKa
y TIPOLIECY MacOBHOT IIPECpETama, jep je TO Tayka y KO0joj oOaBelITajHe CIIyxOe
Mory Ja Hal)y Ha MeTH KoMyHHKatuje onpeheHor nojeauna.”® Yaumajyhu y 063up
KapaKTEepUCTHKE MAaCOBHOT TPECpPETamba, BEIUKH OpOj aHTa)KOBaHHUX CENIEKTOpa U
WHXEPEHTHY TOTpeOy 3a (hiekcHOMTHOIINY Y N300py CEIEKTOpa, Koja ce y MPaKkCH
MOXKE U3Pa3UTH Kao TEXHHUYKEe KOMOMHanuje OpojeBa WiIn CIIOBA, OUUIIICTHO je a

% Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 348; Centrum for Rttvisa v. Sweden,
262. Cymmje Jlemenc, BexaboBuh m bommak Harmamasajy a je IOMHEAmbE ,,0CHOBA™ H
,»OKOJIHOCTH* IPUJINYHO HEjacHO, MOCeOHO Y 0JCYCTBY OMIIO KakBor ymyhinBama Ha TO IITa TH
Pa3Io3n M OKOJIHOCTH MOTy Wi He Mopajy outn. Cymuja [TnaTo ne AnGykepku Takohe cmaTpa
Iia je je3nk EBporckor cyna 3a jpyJIcKa IpaBa HeOMyCTHBO HejacaH.

25 1bid., at § 349; ibid., at § 263.

26 Ibid., at § 350; ibid., at § 264.

27 Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 351-352; Centrum for Rittvisa v.
Sweden, 265-266.

28 Ibid., 353; ibid., 267.
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j€ YKJbyuYHMBaWmE€ CBHX CENICKTOpa y oOBnamnemy He MOXe OUTH U3BOIJBUBO Y
npakcy. Mnak, nMajyhu y Buy 1a nu3dop ceiekropa u TepMHUHA 3a ynuTe oapehyjy
koje he xomyHuKamuje OWTH KBATM(HUKOBAHE 3a WCIUTHBAKE O]l CTpPaHE
aHaIMTHYapa, OBJamhemne 0N y HajMamy PyKy Tpebano ma WAeHTH(PHKY]je TUTIOBE
WM KaTeropuje cenekropa koju he ce xopucrtut.?’ IllTaBuiie, Tpebaiso Ou na
TIOCTOje TI0jadaHe 3aIlllTUTHE Mepe Kajaa ce y 00aBEITajHUM CIIy)KOaMa aHTaxyjy
JaK{d CENEKTOpPH TIOBE3aHHW Ca TIOjeIUHIIMMA KOjH C€ MOTY HWACHTH(HKOBATH.
O6aBermTajHE CITy>)KOe MOPajy Ja OnpaBaajy yImoTpeOy CBaKOT TaKBOT CEIEKTopa U
TO ompaBjiame Tpeda Ja Oyje MaKbUBO CBUJICHTHPAHO U Jia TIOIUICKE TPOIIEeCY
TIPETXOMHOT MHTEPHOT oBamhema KojuM ce 00e30ehyje mocebHa n 00jeKTHBHA
mpoBepa Jia JIM je ONpaBarbe Y CKIIAIy ca MIPETXO0IHO HABEACHUM MPUHIHITIMA.

Caaka (haza mporieca MacOBHOT TIpecpeTama Takohe tpeda ma Oyme mpeamer
HaJ30pa OJI CTpaHEe HE3aBHCHOI OpraHa M Taj Hax30p Tpeda aa Oy/e JOBOJHHO
CHWKAH [a 3aJpKd Mellakbe Ha OHO IITO je HEONXOMHO y JEMOKpPAaTCKOM
apymrtBy.>! ¥V cBakoj (asu mpoiieca odaBernTajHe ciyx0e Tpeda a BojJe AeTajbHy
eBuzeHNNjy.>? Konauno, eukacan npaBHH Jiek Tpeba faa Oye J0CTyImaH CBakoMe
KO CyMiba JIa Cy HErOBE KOMYHHUKAIIMje Ipecpelie obaBeriTajue ciyxoe. Hberor
/b OM MOTao OMTH JIBOCTPYK: WIIM Jia OCIIOPH 3aKOHHTOCT MpecpeTama Ha Koje ce
CyMma WIM JIa C€ HCIUTa KOMIIATHOWIOCT Tmpecperama ca KonBeHmujoM. Y
KOHTEKCTY LIJbAHOT TPECcpeTarha, HAKHAIHO OOaBEIITaBakhe O Mepama Haa3opa
Tpeba na Oyze peneBaHTaH GakTop y MpoLeHN e(hHUKACHOCTH IMPABHUX JIEKOBA MPe]
CY/IOBUMa, a CaMHM THM M IIOCTOjalbe JIEJIOTBOPHUX 3AIITHTHUX Mepa IMPOTHUB
3noynotpede opinamhema Hamzopa.’* OOaBemtaBambe O Mepama Haa3opa je
HEpacKUIMBO MOBE3aHO Ca JENOTBOPHOIINY NpaBHUX JIEKOBa IMpex cynom®* a

2 Ibid., 354; ibid., 268.

30 Ibid., 355; ibid., 269.

31 Roman Zakharov v. Russia, 232; Klass and Others v. Germany, 49, 50 u 59; Weber and Saravia
v. Germany, 106 u Kennedy v. the United Kingdom Application No. 26839/05, 18 May 2010,
153-154. Mehytum, kako Brmamenk mcrude, 3amucra cBeoOyXBaTHA IIeMa 3a KOHTPAAUKTOPHY
CYJICKY PEBH3Hjy TIporpaMa TajHOT Haja3opa y cTBapu Moxe Outh HemoctikHa (Viadeck, 2014:
578).

32 Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 356; Centrum for Rittvisa v. Sweden,

270.

ObaBemmTeme HHUje HEOMXOTHO aKO CHCTEM AoMalnX MpaBHUX JIEKOBa O3BOJhaBa OMIIO KOjOj

oco0H Koja CyMma Ja je ’heHa KOMYHHKallija MPecpeTHyTa J1a ce 00paTH CylIOBHUMA; APYTUM

peunMa, rie HaJUISKHOCT Cy/a He 3aBHUCH O]l 00aBeIITeHa CyOjeKTy Impecperama Ja je Omio

TIpecpeTama HeroBUX KoMyHUKanuja (Roman Zakharov v. Russia, 234 u Kennedy v. the United

Kingdom, 167).

EdukacHocT npaBHHMX JlekoBa je moBe3aHa ca oOaBemTemeM. MehyTum, murtame NpaBHHX

JIeKOBa C€ OJHOCH Ha PETPOAKTHUBHY IPUMEHY MPABHUX JIEKOBA HAKOH HaJ30pa, jep CyOjexT

Haj30pa Tpeba 1a MMa MpaBo Jia UCIUTYje 3aKOHUTOCT TajHe Mepe Haa3opa. AHanm3a wiaHa 13

y Association for European Integration and Human Rights and Ekimdzhiev v. Bulgaria je

HAjKOMIUIETHHja aHAIM3a y CYyJCKO] MPaKCH y Be3W ca NUTAmkEM HAKHATIHOT O0aBeIITeHha

33

34
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CaMHUM THM W Ca TOCTOjarbeM JICNIOTBOPHHUX 3allITUTHUX MEXaHW3aMa TMPOTHUB
3n0ynoTpede opnamhiema Ha[30pa, MOIITO Y MPUHIKUITY TIOCTOjU MaJIo MPOCTopa 3a
obpahame cymoBuMma on cTpaHe mojemuHana o kojuma je ped.’> ECJBIT je
UCKopHCTHO Tipecyny Klass Kao TIPWIMKY Ja OJpEeld OCHOBHE INPUHIUIE KOjU
Oamancupajy mmelhy oBmamhema Mp)KaBHOT TajHOT HAa30pa M TpaBa IMJbAHUX
mojeqIMHaIa, MoceOHO mpaBa Aa Oymy oOaBemTeHM O Mepama Hama3opa Hu
MoryhHOCTH na ce oOpaTe CylIoBHMa HAKOH TpecTaHka TakBux Mepa (Boehm,
2012). V Klass, ECJbII Huje mupekTHO 3axTeBao oOaBemITaBame JOTHIHE 0C00e,
amm y HoBHUjuM ciy4dajeBuma ECJbII cBe Bumie HWHCHCTHpa Ha 00aBe3n
obasemraBama (Boehm & de Hert, 2012), moueB ox Association for European
Integration and Human Rights and Ekimdzhiev v. Bulgaria.

Mehytnm, dnmeHuIa 1a Jiia Koja ¢y OWia Ioj TajHHM HaI30pOM HUCY
HaKHAJHO O0aBeIITeHa HAKOH TpecTaHKa HaJ30pa HE MOXKe cama mo cebu jaa
ompaBlia 3aKJbydaKk Ja Mellamke HUje OWIo ,HEOMXOMHO Y JEMOKPATCKOM
JOpPYLITBY®, jep je caMO OJCYCTBO 3Hamba O HaJ30py OHO IITO OCHUTypaBa
euKacHOCT. 3aucTa, TAKBO 00ABEIITEHE OM MOTJIO OTKPHUTH PajJHE METOAE H T10Jba
nenoBama. UnMm ce oOaBeliTaBame MOXKE HU3BPIIUTH 0€3 yrpokaBamba CBpXe
orpaHMYeHa HAKOH IIpecTaHka Mepe Hanz3opa, nHpopmaimje Tpeda, Mehytum, aa
Oymy Tpy)keHe 3amHTEpecoBaHmMM JmimMa.>® V mpeamery Szabd and Vissy v.
Hungary Takohe Huje moctojasia obaBe3a OOaBelITeHa, Ma je M3 TOI pasjiora,
m3melyy ocranmux, ECJBII yrBpano nospeny wiana 8. [Tocnenmux roguna ECJBII je
y BHUILIE HaBpara JOHOCHO OJJIyKEe O 3aIITUTH TPaBO Ha MPUBATHOCT Kajaa je y
NHUTalky MacoBHU Haa3op koMmyHukanuja (Vogiatzoglou, 2018; van der Sloot &
Kosta, 2019).

Y Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, ECJbII je name
pas3BHO CBOje CXBaTame MPABHOT JieKa W o0aBelITeka, U CMaTpa Ja MpaBHU JIEK
KOjU HE 3aBHCH O]l obaBellTerma Cy0jeKkTy mpecperama Takohe Moke OHTH
epukacaH MpaBHU JI€K y KOHTEKCTY MAcCOBHOT IIpecpeTama; y CTBapH, Yy
3aBUCHOCTH O]l OKOJIHOCTH, MO)KE YaK IMOHYAWUTH OoJbe rapaHuuje NpaBUIHOT
MOCTYIIKa OJ CHCTEMa 3aCHOBAHOT Ha oOaBemTemy. be3 o63upa Ha To ma mu je
Marepujai T0OWjeH LMJbaHUM WIIM MacOBHHM IIPECPETamEeM, MOCTOjambe U3y3eTKa
3a HAMOHAJHY 0e30€HOCT MOTJIO OM J1a JIMIIN OMJIO KaKBOT CTBAPHOT MPAKTHYHOT
edekra obaBemTajHOM 3axTeBy. BepoBarHoha na 3axTeB 3a oOaBeIITaBamke MMa
Maly WM HHMKaKaB TpakThdaH edekar Ouhe aKkyTHHjH y KOHTEKCTy MAacOBHOT

(6udemu Association for European Integration and Human Rights and Ekimdzhiev v. Bulgaria
Application No. 62540/00, 28 June 2007; (Murphy, 2016: 296)).

Klass and Others v. Germany, 57; Weber and Saravia v. Germany, 135.

Klass and Others v. Germany, 58; Weber and Saravia v. Germany, 135; Leander v. Sweeden,
66; Association for European Integration and Human Rights and Ekimdzhiev v. Bulgaria, 90.
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MpecpeTama, TMOIITO Ce TaKaB Haa30p MOXE KOPHCTUTH y CBPXE MPUKYILbarbha
CTpaHUX 00aBEIITajHUX TI0/IaTaKa U yIriaBHOM hie OUTH ycMepeH Ha KOMyHHKAIH]jy
ocoba M3BaH TEPUTOPHjATHE HAIUICKHOCTH AprkaBe. CTora, 4ak M ako je WACHTUTET
METe M03HAT, BIACTH MOK/1a Hehie OMTH CBECHE HEroBe JIoKaruje.’

Ognanthema 1 MPOIECHE TapaHIHje KOje OpraH IMoceayje Cy pelcBaHTHE 3a
yTBphUBame n1a JIM je TpaBHHU JieK edukacaH. CTora, y OICYCTBY 3axTeBa 3a
obaBermTaBameM, IMIIEPATHB je& Ja TIPaBHU JIeK OyJe Ipes OpraHoM KOj! je, HaKko
HHUje HY)XHO CYyJICKH, HE3aBHUCAaH O]l M3BPIIHE BIacTH M 00e30ehyje mpaBuaHOCT
MOCTyTIKa, Hynehn, y Mepu y Kojoj je To Moryhe, KOHTPaauKTOPHOCT ITOCTYTIKA.
Onmyke oBor oprana 6uhe oOpa3znoskeHe u paBHO o0aBe3yjyhe y mornerny, mmely
OCTaJIOT, TIPECTaHKa HE3aKOHUTOI TIpecpeTama M YHHUIITABamkha HE3aKOHUTO
IpUOaB/LEHOT W/UITH YCKIaUIITEHOT IIPECPETHYTOT MaTepujaa.

[pouewyjyhu na u je apkaBa JiefioBajia y OKBUPY CBOT M0OJba CJIO0OHE
npouene, ECJBII je moueo aa pa3suja HOBH, IIUPH CIIEKTAp KPUTEPHjyMa O]l LIECT
Bebeporux 3amrutaux mepa. ECJBII je momao ocam kpurepujyma:

1. pa3no3u 300T KOJUX C& MOXKE OJI0OPUTH MACOBHO MPECPETALE;

2. OKOJHOCTH y KOjUMa KOMYHHKAIlMja IIOjelMHAIlA MOXE OWTH
HPECPETHYTA;
npole/ypa 3a AaBame J03BOJIE;

4. mporenypa koja Tpeba OWTH TOIITOBaHA 3a OJA0Hp, MCIHMTHBAGE U

et

KopHIIhiemke MPEeCPETHYTOT MaTeprjaa;

5. Mepe MpeAoCTPOKHOCTU Koje Tpeba Mpey3eT MPUIIUKOM CaOoMIITaBamba
MaTepujaia IpyruM CTpaHama;

6. orpaHHYema Tpajamba IpecpeTama, CKIAMUIITEHha IPECPETHYTOT
Marteprjajia 1 OKOJHOCTH y KOjHMa ce TaKkaB MaTepHjan Mopa U30pucaTu
Y YHUILTUTHY;

7. mpoueaype U MOJAIUTETE 32 HAI30p O CTpaHe HE3aBHUCHOI OpraHa Haj
THOIITOBAK-EM HABEICHHUX 3alITHTHUX Mepa M OBNaliherma 3a pellaBambe
HEyCarjaieHoCTy;

8. mpouemype 3a HE3aBUCHO ex post facto IpeUCIMTHBAkbE TaKBe
yckinaheHocTn W oBnamhema Koja Cy [ara HaUIeKHOM OpraHy y
pelliaBamy ciydajeBa HermomToBama. >’

37 Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 358; Centrum for Riittvisa v. Sweden,
272.

3 Ibid., 360; ibid., 273; Bumm, mutatis mutandis, Segerstedt-Wiberg and Others v. Sweden
Application No. 62332/00, 6 June 2006, 120.

3 Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom, 361; Centrum for Riittvisa v. Sweden,
275.
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Hexe np>xaBe maHac nene Matepujai ca CBOjUM OOaBeIITajHIM MapTHEpUMa
M 4YaK, y HEKMM CITy4YajeBUMa, J03BOJbaBajy THM OOAaBEIITajHMM IapTHEpUMa
MUPEKTaH TIPUCTYTI EUXOBUM coricTBeHMM cuctemMuma. Haxanoct, ECJBII Huje
a0 KOHKpPETHE CMEpHHIIE y BE3W ca Mepama MpeIoCTPOKHOCTH Koje Tpeda
TIPeIy3eTH Kaja ce TMPEHOCH MPeCpeTHyTH Marepujan apyrum crpanama. ECJBIT
cMarpa Ja O MpeHOC MarepHjajia KOju ce JOOWja MAaCOBHUM IIPECPETAEHEM O
CTpaHe jeIHe Ip)KaBe CTpaHUM Jp’KaBamMa WM MehyHapOIHUM OpraHu3arujama
Tpebaso ma Oyjae OrpaHuIeH Ha MaTepHjall KOjH je MPUKYIbEH M YCKIATUINTSH Ha
Ha4WH y cKiany ca KoHBeHIIMjoM 1 11a ToyTeke ofpeheHrnM ToIaTHAM TOCeOHNM
3aIITUTHAM MepaMa Koje ce OTHOCe Ha caM TpaHcdep.

ECJBII je y Big Brother Watch and Others Harimacmo dYeTHpHW Ba)KHA
TpaBMIIa KOja ce MOpajy TOMTOBATH y OBUM CiTydajeBHUMa. [Ipe cBera, OKOJHOCTH Y
KOjUMa Ce TakaB TpaHC(hep MOXKe IECUTH MOpajy OUTH jaCHO HaBejeHe y aoMaliem
3akoHy. /Jlpyro, npikaBa Koja TPEHOCH IOAATKE MOpa OCUTYpaTH Jia JpKaBa
npHUMaUail, y pyKoBamy MoJaliMa, UMa YCIOCTaB/beHE 3aIITHTHE Mepe KOje MOTy
CIIPEYUTH 3JI0YNOTpeOy M Hecpa3MepHO oMeTame. KOHKpEeTHO, ApkaBa ImpujeMa
MOpa TapaHTOBaTH Oe30€HO CKIAJUINTEH-¢ Marepujajia ¥ OTPAHWYUTH HHErOBO
Jajbe OTKpuBame. OBO HE 3HAYM HYI)KHO JIa prKaBa MpUjeMa MOpa HMATH 3allTHTY
YIOpEeIBY Ca 3alITHTOM JpXKaBe Koja MPEHOCH; HUTH Hy>KHO 3aXTeBa Jia Ce Mpe
cBakor TpaHcepa na rapannmja. Tpehe, mojauaHe mepe 3amrure he OuTH
HEONXOJHE KaJa je jaCHO Ja Ce IMPEHOCH MaTepujajl KOjU 3aXTeBa IOCCOHY
noBepsbuBocT. Konawno, ECJBII cmatpa nma Om mpeHoc Marepujana CTpaHUM
00aBelTajHAIM MHapTHepuMa Takoe Tpebano na Oyae MOIBPrHYT HE3aBHCHO]
KOHTpOJN.*

ECJBII He cMmatpa I1a je IpUKYIIJbake CPOJHNX KOMYHHKAIIMOHHUX MOAATaKa
IMyTeM MacOBHOT MpecpeTamba Hy>)KHO Marhe HAMETJBHUBO 0/] IpubaBibarba caapkKaja
M CTOora cMmarpa Ja IpecpeTame, 3aJpKaBamke M IMPETPAKUBAKE CPOAHHX
KOMYHHKAIIMOHUX MoAaTaka Tpeba aHaM3upaTH mno3uBajyhu ce Ha ucTe Mepe
3alITUTE Kao M OHE Koje Cy NpuMeHJbnBe Ha canpkaj.t! Jlok he mpecperame
CPOIHUX KOMYHHKAIIHOHHUX MOAaTaka 0OMYHO OMTH 00OpEHO y MCTO BpeMe Kajaa
je NI03BOJBEHO TIpEcpeTame cajpiaja, oOaBelITajHe cinykOe MX MOry Apyraumje
Tpetupatu Kaga ce no6mjy. C 003MpoM Ha pasiH4uT KapakTep CPOIHUX
KOMYHHUKAIIMOHHX TI0JIaTaka 1 pa3IniiTe HAYMHE Ha KOje MX 00aBeIlTajHe CIIy)KOe
KOpHCTe, CBE JIOK IocToje nmomenyte 3amtutHe Mepe, ECJBII cmaTpa na 3akoHCKe

40 TIbid., 362; ibid., 276.
41 Ibid., 363; ibid., 277.
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oapende Koje peryiuiily BbHX0BO MOCTYIIalke HE MOPajy Hy>KHO OMTH UIICHTHYHHU Y
CBAKOM IIOTJIEy OHMMa KOJ! PEryJIUITy TPeTMaH cajpikaja.*?

3. 3AK/bYYAK

Ycnocrapbame paBHOTEXKE H3Mel)y 3amiTture mpaBa Ha MPUBATHOCT M
JbYJICKMX IIpaBa C jeHE CTpaHe M 3alliTUTE IPYIITBAa Off KPUMHHAIUTETA M
HaIMOHAJIHE 0€30€JHOCTH C Jpyre, Tpedasio Ou Aa Oy/ie jenaH o/ KIbyYHUX IJbeBa
JIpXKaBe Yy CaBPEMEHHMM OOJMIIMMa pearoBama JpXKaBe Ha KPUMHUHAIMTET.
JeduHUTHBHO HUje JIaK 33jaTaK IMOIITOBATH IPUBATHOCT, 00€30€AUTH CUTYPHOCT
W 3allTHTHTH C€ OJ 3J0yNoTpede y CaBpeMEHOM, MOJIEPHOM, IUTUTAIHO
noBe3aHoM cBety (Daskal, 2017: 143). Kao mo npakca ECJBII decto mokasyje,
JPKaBe BPJIO JIAKO CKITU3HY Y MOJbE KPIIIEha JbYICKHUX MPaBa.

VY obnacti MacoBHOr HaJ30pa MpoM3MIIa3e Ba KJby4Ha 3axTeBa: ynorpeda
MacOBHHX TEXHHMKAa MOpa OWTH OrpaHHYeHa Ha OKOJIHOCTH KOje Cy CTPHKTHO
HEOIXO/HE 32 3aIUTUTY JTEMOKPATCKUX HHCTUTYIIH]jA, @ TECT KPajibe HyKIIe 3aXTeBa
na opnamhema Ha ONEPATUBHOM HHUBOY MOpajy OMTH O] BUTAJIHOT 3Havaja’ 3a
nojenuHaydy onepauujy (Murray & Fussey, 2019: 56). Kama rosopumo o
npecynama y npeametruma Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom n
Centrum for Rdttvisa v. Sweden, OHO 1ITO je HEM30SKHO CYMELHBO jECTE 3allITO je
ECJBII 3arBopro oun Ha Opoj MehyHapoauux 00jaBJbeHUX AOKyMEHATa y Be3H ca
MacoBHHUM TipecperameM. Ca mo3utuBHe crpaHe, ECJbII je moueo na pa3suja HOBe
KpUTEpHjyMe 3a MAacOBHM Haa3op. Mehyrtum, oBu mpunHiunu he mopatu na ce
TyMade U Jajbe pa3BHjajy Ha HAUMH KOju he MpaBUIHO MOApKaBaTH AEMOKPATCKO
JPYIITBO M BPEIHOCTH 3a KOjE€ C€ OHO 3ajaxke. Y CBOM CajallllbeM OOJIHKY,
HaBeACHNM NPHUHLMIN 3aKMCTa MOTY W3a3BaTH M n3asuBahe mpobieMe y HHXOBO]
MPUMEHH.
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Abstract: Authors in this work deal with bulk interception of communications and its relationship
with the right to privacy. At the center of the debate are new ECtHR'’s judgments in cases Big
Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom and Centrum for Rdttvisa v. Sweden. The
ECtHR decided to develop new criteria regarding bulk surveillance because the developed six
criteria are more than ten years old. However, this approach may be questionable given the
relatively new judgments in the same matter but in which the old approach is taken. This work is
divided into several parts. After introductory remarks, the authors briefly explain the main human
rights documents regarding the bulk interception of communications and the right to privacy.
After that, they explain the approach of the European Court of Human Rights. In the first place,
they explain the general principles relating to secret measures of surveillance, including the
interception of communications, after which he explains ECtHR’s approach in bulk surveillance
cases and the ECtHR approach to be followed in bulk interception cases.

Keywords: bulk interception, mass surveillance, Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United
Kingdom, Centrum for Rdttvisa v. Sweden, right to privacy.
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