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APPLICATION OF GUARANTEES REFERRED TO IN ARTICLE 6 OF 
THE EUROPEAN CONVENTION ON THE HUMAN RIGHTS TO 

VICTIMS IN CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS

Summary

Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights contains a series 
of guarantees that together represent the right to a fair trial. According to the 
European Court of humam rights case law Article 6 of the European Convention 
applies to proceedings where it is about "civil rights and obligations", as well as 
to proceedings concerning the "criminal charge" (autonomous concepts from 
Courts practice). According to the linguistic interpretation of the Convention, as 
well as the earlier practice of the European Court, the guarantees of the right to 
a fair trial refer only to the accused in the criminal proceedings. However, under 
the influence of the tendency to protect the rights of the injured party in criminal 
proceedings, which was promoted by the Council of Europe, the practice of the 
Court, by applying the "convention as a living instrument" principle, extends the 
scope of the application of Article 6 to the injured party. The authors deal with a 
critical analysis of the relevant case law of the Court in this domain, as well as 
the implications to the national law on the position of the injured party in the 
criminal proceedings.
Key words: article 6, fair trial, injured party, criminal proceedings, ECHR, 
ECtHR
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