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EXCLUSIONARY RULE 1 JIOKA3HE 3ABPAHE
Y AMEPUYKOM ITPABY*

Casceiniak: [lpasuna o uzgseajarsy gokasa cy jegha og petukux upasuia, uje
ce KapakKuiiepuciiuke He MoLy C6pCUIaiiu ) OHEe CE0JCUIBEHE AHIIOCAKCOHCKOM MO-
geny u e8poiCKO-KOHIMUHEHIUATHY MOgel. JequHciigeny Moge u3ysumarba goxkasa
iociuoju y amepuuxom upasy, Koje je iieopay exclusionary rule, gox je y octuanum
gpaHCasama auliloCaKkCOHCKOL CUcCemMa u e8pOuUCKO-KOHUMUHEHIUAIHOL CUCeMA
3ACTYi/beH PeNaiiueHU CUCTUEM U3g8AJarbd ) CBOJUM AYILOHOMHUM OOIUYUMA.
Tog yiuuyajem o6pojrux aniioamepuykux gokipuna u cygcke ipakce cygosa y CAJI,
YCUOCUIAB/HEH je CUCTeM QUCONYWHOT U3g6ajarba, Koje ce 3aCHUBA HA 3auiuiiu
yetasHux ipasa ipahana ¢ wum ga ce 08axkas UPUCILyil IOKOM 8pemMeHa peaaitiu-
8U308a0 UylleM U3Y3eaKa Koju cy upuxeahenu y upaxcu.

Y osom pagy, ayiuopka ce basu naciviankom u kapaxiuepuciuuxama exclusionary
rule, paznuxama y 0gHOCY Ha pelaiiueHU CUCTIEM U3¢8ajarbd gOKA3A U HAJ8ANCHUUM
gOKA3HUM 3abpanama, Koje cy Haciuaie Kao Hocieguya Kpulere YCuagHUx amMang-
mana. Hactuanax goxasuux 3aopana y CA/-y, a napouuitio onux xoje ce ognoce Ha
3a0pany camoouiuyxcusarba u 3aopary Hearsay uma eenuxu 3nauaj 3a ose oiwiie-
ipuxsakhiene unciuuilyile aHiIOCaKcoHCKol tipasa, anu u 3a ciutangapge ECJBIT, witio
iloxa3syje ipaxca najeuwe cygcke unctanye CAJ, koja je ananusupana y pagy.

Kwyune peuu: exclusionary rule, goxkasue 3abpane, 3a0pana camoouiyicu-
sara, hearsay.

1. YBOAHA PASMATPAIBA

[paBuiia o u3/Bajarby HE3AKOHUTHUX JI0Ka3a CMATPajy Ce JeITHUM O] HajKOHTPO-
BEP3HHUJHUX JOKTPUHA Y KPUBUYHOM IOCTYIIKY, @ HAPOUYHUTO j€ TO KOHTPOBEP3HO

* Paj je mpoucTEKao U3 JOKTOPCKE AMCepTalja ayTopKe ,,He3aKOHUTH 10Ka31 y KpUBHY-
HoM mocTynky*, [IpaBuu dakynret Yuusepsurera y beorpany, beorpan, 2022.
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nutame y CjenumeHnM AMepudkuM [[prkaBama, Koje ce CMaTpajy KoiegKom
npaBuia exclusionary rule. Hacranak noxa3Hux 3a0paHa W H3/Bajambe J0Ka3a
YHOPETHO Ce YCTAHOBJhABA]Y Y aHTIIOCAKCOHCKUM CUCTEMUMA M €BPOICKO-KOH-
THHEHTAJIHUM CHCTEeMHUMa. Tako je moJ yTuilajeM OpOjHUX aHTI0OaMEPUIKUX
JIOKTPHUHA, YCIIOCTABJFEH CUCTEM aTICOTYTHOT M3/IBajamba (Ay TOMATCKO U3/Bajarbe),
y3 onpeleHe nzyseTke Koju cy ce ,,M3HSAPUIN * KO3 CYJCKY Mpakcy BpxosHor
cyna CAJl (y majpeM TeKCTy BpXoBHU Cy1), @ Y €BPOICKO-KOHTHHEHTATHUM CH-
CTEMHUMa, KOjU Cy WHAYE CKeiitiuyHy TI0 TTUTAy U3J/iBajara J0Ka3a, pa3BUO Ce
CHCTEM peJIaTUBHOT (IMCKPEITMOHOT) U3MIBajarka T0Ka3a, Koje Cy MPUXBATHIIC U
JIPIKaBe aHTIIOCAKCOHCKOT CUCTEMa. Y TEOPHUjH Ce UCTUYE JIa j€ ,,0MIITE TIO3HATO
Jla IpaBUJIa O M3/IBajamy J0Ka3a y KOHTHHEHTATHUM IpaBUMa HU U3JIaJieKa HUje
TaKO IHUPOKO Pa3BUjeHO KA0 Y aHTJI0AMEPHYKOM IpaBy.!

ATICOTYTHHM CHCTEM M3/IBajamba J0Ka3a je CHCTEM y KojeM je 00aBe3HO (ayTo-
MaTCKO) U3/[Bajarhe J0Ka3a y CiydajeBuMa KOje CaBEe3HH U JP)KaBHU YCTaBH MPO-
HCY]jy, 6€3 MOryhHOCTH ,,Barama‘ CyIpoTCTaBJbEHUX HHTEpEeca Of] CTPaHe cynma. Y
cucremy kpuBuuHor npaBocyha CAJl, cynoBu nipumemyjy exclusionary rule xaxo
OM CIIpeY TN TYKHJIAIITBO JIa KOPUCTH JIOKa3e KOjMa Cy OKPHBJHCHOM TOBpE-
hena ycraBHa paBa, a moceOHo mpaBa u3 YeTBpror amanamana ycrasa CA /1, koje
NITHTH OJ] HAIa/1a Ha IPUBATHOCT MJIM HE3aKOHUTOT MpeTpeca U 3ariieHe.

Y aMepu4Koj TEOPHjH UCTHYE CE IMOJIeIa HE3aKOHUTHUX JI0Ka3a Ha HE3aKO-
HHUTO NMPUOABIbCHE W 3aKOHUTO MPHOaBIhEHE, aJTH KOjU Cy HEPUXBATIFHBH (T3B.
inflamatory evidence).”? He3akoHUTO NpUOaBJbEH JJOKA3 CE€ CMATpa CBaKH JI0Ka3
KOjH je mpubaBJheH KPIICHEM 3arpaHTOBaHUX mpaBa YcraBoM CA [l, nnu je mpo-
MCTEKA0 U3 HE3aKOHUTOT Jioka3a. OBaKBU JIOKA3H CE ayTOMATCKH U3/[Bajajy Ha
MIPETXOIHOM POYMINTY TPE CYAUjOM, a 3aXBaJbyjyhul PyHKIIMOHATHO] HaJIC-
JKHOCTH U3Meljy podeCHOHATHOT CYIUje U JIAYUKE TTOPOTE, He3aKOHUTH J0Ka3U
HUKaJa He JIoJia3e mpej] MOPOTHUKE T MX OHU CAMUM TUM HE MOTY HU ,,UMaTH y
HOJCBECTH MPUIIMKOM OJITyYMBarba 0 KpuBUIIH.S H(IaMaTOpHU J0Ka3u Cy OHU
KOjH Cy 3aKOHHTO TTPHOaBIGEHHU, aJTH CE€ N3Y3UMa]y, jep OM MM ce OJ CTpaHe JIanKa
npunao Behu 3Ha4aj Hero mTo To peasiHo umajy. Cmarpa ce Ja je \BIXoBa JIoKka3Ha
cHara Mama O] ONTACHOCTH Jia OM HbHXOBO U3BO)CHe KOJI MOPOTHHUKA CTBOPHIIO
onpehere nmpeapacy/ie MU UX JOBENO Y 3a0Iy/y Y TOTJe/ly 3Ha4aja KOju UM Tpe-
6a mpumarn.* Omiyka o IpUXBaTamy OBHX J0Ka3a MoApasyMeBa OalaHCHparbe

! CHexxana bpkuh,“Ynorpe6ba He3aKOHUTHX JJOKa3a y KPUBUYHOM MOCTYNKY®, 300pHuUK
pagoea [Ipasnoi ¢axynieina y Hosom Cagy, 1/2011, 212.

2 Bama bajosuh ,,0 npaBHO HeBaJbaHNM J0Ka3uMa M IUIO0BUMA OTPOBHOT apBeTa’, [Ipasnu
arcusoiu op. 9/2013, xwura 563, roquna LXII, Yapyxeme npasauka Cpouje, beorpan, 2013, 744-745.

3 Ibid., 744.

4 TIpasuio 403 Federal Rules of Evidence. Ha npumep, npasuiiom 404 HaBou ce jia je 10Ka3
0 KapakTepy TeHepaTHO HeTPUXBATIHHB Kaja ce BHME JoKa3yje MOHaMIame JTUIa y CKIa1y ca
KapakTepHoM LpToM. KapakTep je cTBapHU KBAJIUTET MOjEANHIIA, a PEeIyTalija TOT JULA je CTa-
TYC y 3ajeJHHLIM KaKO I'a BUJE IPYTH Jbyu. 300T OBe pasiuKe, CyA0BH OrpaHUYaBajy yHOTpeOy

494



36o0puuk pagosa [IpasHor paxynrera y HoBom Cany, 2/2024

JTIOKa3He BPEIHOCTH, Ca jelHe CTpaHe, M IoTpede 3a Toka3uMa, Koju ca coOoM Hoce
HITETY KOja Ou MOTJIa Jia HaCTaHe yCIie/ ’bUXOBOT IIPU3HABAKA, Ca IPYTe CTPaHE.

Jlokasu Koju cy mpruOaB/beHHU KPIICHEM YCTABHO 3arapaTOBaHHX IpaBa OKPH-
BJBCHOT TOMYT IPUBHIIETHje TPOTUB CAaMOONTYKHUBama U Hearsay, akTuBupajy
TIPOIIECHY CAHKITU]Y exclusionary rule, y3 n3y3eTke Koje je H3HEAPHIIA CyIcKa
npakca.

2. ATICOJIYTHH U PEJIATUBHU CUCTEM
W3/IBAJATBA JIOKA3A

VYropenHu MoJeNnu U3J/iBajaba HE3aKOHUTHX JI0Ka3a, pa3iuKyjy ce mpema
CBPCH U3/[Bajarha, HAYMHY M3/[Bajarba M BpcTama MoBpeie Koje ce CAHKITHOHUTITY
u3JBajameM Jiokaza. OBe pas3iiuKke ce pa3HOBPCHO KOMOMHY]jY ITpeMa norpedama
MpaBHOT CHUCTeMa, aju npuMeheHo je 1a BehwHa apkaBa HE KOPUCTH OIICEKHO
W3/IBajarbe JI0Ka3a, JI0K, HujenHa qpxasa ocuM CAJl, He KOpUCTH aTicoy THU HAYMH
u3Bajaba.’ HapounTo je, 3a 3eMJbe €BPOICKO-KOHTHHEHTAIHOT [IPaBa, CTPaHoO
Jla IpUXBaTe ariCOJIyTHO M3/IBajarhe I0Ka3a M leroBy 4ecTy npuMeny. lamamika
npumehyje 1a mpaBuio o W3/Bajamy J0Ka3a MPeACcTaBiha PETKOCT 32 KOHTHHEH-
TaJHe 3eMJbe, JOK JOKTPHHA ,,IJIOZI0BA OTPOBHOT IPBETa 3BYYH TOTOBO Ka0 (aH-
iactiuka 3a \HUXOBE IMPaBHUKE.®

VY 3eMJbaMa aHTIIOCAKCOHCKOT CUCTeMa 300T (YHKIIMOHAIHE HAIJIC)KHOCTH
nojiesbeHe m3Mel)y cyzuje u mopoTe, MOXKe Ce CIPEUNTH CTBApHHU YTHIIA] HE3aKO-
HUTHX J0Ka3a Ha MOPOTY, jep ce Ha MPETXOTHOM POUYHIITY OJUTYUYje O U3y3UMakby
JI0Ka3a, KOju HU He JIoiase y ,,JOAup‘ ca mopotoM. Moxxemo pehu 1 1a je KOHTpo-
na nokaszay common law cuctemuma Beha, a a cCTpaHKe y OBOM CHCTEMY UMajy
Behie moTenikohe J1a ce BUXOBH JIokasu npuxsare. CynmpoTHO TOME, Y KOHTHHEH-
TaJTHUM CHCTEMHMa, CyJcKo Behe wim cyauja nojeanHan, HEMUHOBHO JI0JIa3H Y
KOHTaKT ca He3aKOHHTHM J0Ka3uMa, KOju MMajy oBjiamherme 1a U3AB0je JT0Ka3
13 MOCTYIKA, aJTH CYIITHHCKU HE MOTY ,,3aTBOPUTH OYH*‘ ITPEJ] OHUM IITO CY BH/IE-
JIM TIa ce He MOXKE OUCKUBATH JIa TAKBU JIOKA3W HEMA]y YTHIIA] HA OHOIICHE CY/I-
cke omyke.” OcuM Tora, KIIaCHYHU MHKBU3UTOPCKH MOCTYTIAK HHjE Ce CYyCpeTao
ca rpoOyieMruMa IMopOTHOT cyhema, ¢ 003MpoM Ha TOMHUHAIIH]Y Tpo(ecHoHaTHUX

JI0Ka3a 0 KapakTepy, ¢ 003MpOM Ha TO Jia OBH JJOKa3H HHUCY y HEIIOCPEIHO] BE3U ca ONTYKOOM, a
300r 60ja3HU Ja X IOPOTA, yCIIe Ipeapacyia Koje HMa, MOXKe ITOT PEIIHO IPOTYMaunTH.

5 ¥Keswko Kapac, ,, Heke nmpumjeoe o u3/Bajary HE3aKOHUTHX MarepujaaHux Jqokasa‘, [To-
nunuja u curypaoct 21(4), 3arpe6, 2012, 754.

¢ Mirjan Damaska, ,,Evidentiary Barriers to Conviction and Two Models of Criminal Pro-
cedure: A Comparative Study*, 121 University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 1973, 522.

7 Mirjan Damaska, ,,Evidence Law Adrift“, Yale University Press, New Haven, London,
1997, 48.
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cynmja, Koje Cy qyKHe J1a 00pa3ioke CBOjy OUTYKY M He Mory rmooehwn ox mornd-
KHX MPaBuJa, a Cy ce Y KOHTHHEHTAIHOM IpaBy JIOKa3He 3a0paHe 1MojaBulie, TeK
TI0 ca3peBarby CBECTH Ja UCTUHA HHUjE jeNWHU [IHJb KPUBUYHOT TIOCTYTIKa, Beh 1a
Naxmy Tpeba YCMEPUTH U Ha 3aIITUTY APYTHX BPEIHOCTH.®

3a pa3nuKy O eBPOICKO-KOHTHHEHTATHUX CHCTeMa, OCHOBHA CBpXa Ipa-
BHJIa O U3JIBajalby HE3aKOHUTO MPUOABIECHUX JI0KA3a Y aMEPHYKOM IPABY je
,,JUCIIUTIIINHOBAE TIONAIIH]je’’ M CIIpedyaBamy HEHE CaMOBOJbE W HE3aKOHHUTOT
MOCTYyMama, C 003UPOM Ha MocTojehin cucTeM MOMUIKjE KOjH HUje LIEHTPaIn30BaH,
I1a Ce Ha OBaj HAYMH YCIIOCTaBJha KOHTPOJIA JIOKAJTHE TIOJUITHja Ka3HOM aa he
ocraru 6e3 ,,11o0Ba’” CBOT paja.’

Y MemoBUTOM MOZETY MOCTYTKa KOj€ j€ 3aCHOBAHO HA MPUHIUITY JIETaJIH-
TeTa M YTBphUBama MaTepHjaIHe HCTUHE, Makhe CE MHCUCTHPA Ha Ha T3B. ,,je/IHA-
KOCTH OpY’Kja’’ M TepeTy MOKa3uBama, jep je Cya JOMHUHAHTAaH y JOKa3HOM ITO-
CTYIKY ¥ Fb€rOBa OCHOBHA JIYKHOCT j€ JIa TAYHO ¥ MOTIIYHO YTBPIU YHEHCHUYHO
cTame, JIOK Ce M CBpXa M3/Bajama JI0Ka3a He OCTBapyje ,,AUCIHILIMHOBAHEM
MPOIIECHUX OpraHa, Kako je To oapeheHo y aMepuyKOM IpaBy, jep ce BUXOBa O/
TOBOPHOCT 3a KPIIIEHh-¢ 3aKOHa CBAKAKO CAHKITMOHUIIE KPO3 HHKPUMHUHAIH]E TIPO-
nucaHe MaTepujaaHuM 3akoHuMa.!® OcuMm Tora, IpXKaBe ce pajuje Onpenesbyjy
3a peJaTHBHU CHCTEM, NMajyhu y BUTy NCKYCTBO Y IIPUMEHH aTiCOTYTHOT M3/Ba-
jama 'y aMepH4KOM IPaBy, a BO)eHU HHTEPECOM Jia C€ OKPUBJHEHHU OCY/IH, HAPOUH-
TO KaJia Cy TelIKa KpUBHUYHA JleNa y TUTamwy. Spencer, HABOIHU Aa Cy ,,He3aKOHH-
Ta IMpeTpecama JIOIIe 1MojaBe, ajlu Jla Ce KPUBUYHA JIeJia MOy T CUJIOBakha WU
yOHCTBa cCMaTpajy JIOIIHjUM TI0jaBaMa, 300T dera Ou y HEKUM CITydajeBUMa OHMII0
usHenalyyjyhe na ce usnBoje mokazu®.!!

AMepHIKH CHCTEM M3/IBajarha JJOKa3a KOjH je aTllCOy THOT KapakTepa, y TJIaB-
HUM 00eleXjuMa Huje MpuxBaheH y eBPOICKO-KOHTUHETAIHUM JIpiKaBaMa ajiu
HH y IpYTHM ApkaBama common law cuctema. Earnecka, Kanama, Ayctpanuja
u HoBu 3enanja npuMemyjy pelaTHBHU CUCTEM HM3/Bajarba J0Ka3a 3aCHOBaH Ha
CII00O0HO] OMUTYIH CYa Y CBAKOM KOHKPETHOM CiTy4ajy.!? OH moapasymeBsa mpo-
1ec OaaHcupama, y KOMe Ce HE3aKOHUTOCT JIOKa3a OLICHYje CIIpaM Pa3siuduTUX
WHTEepeca, kKao mTo ce y Hemaukoj n @paHITyCcKoj, OLleHYje TPaBUIHOCT IMTOCTYTIKA,

8 Urop Maptunosuh, Jlamup Koc, ,,He3akoHUTH JOKA3U: TEOPUjCKE U IIPAKTUYHE BOjOE Y
cBjeTiry npakce Eypornckor cyna 3a jeyJcka npasa’, Xpeaiticku meitlotiuc 3a Kaznene 3HaHoCiu u
wpaxcy Bou. 23, 2/2016, 3arpe0, 314.

° B.Bajosuh, 750-751.

10Tbid, 744.

1 Delmas-Marty, M. i Spencer, J. R. (ur.), European Criminal Procedures, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge, 2004., 603 uutupano npema: XKespko Kapac, Mupocnas Jykuh: ,,ITpo-
MjeHe y CyCTaBy HE3aKOHUTHX JJOKa3a, C OCBPTOM Ha KpeTama y mopeadeHoM mpaBy ™, Xpsaiucku
metioiiuc 3a KazHeHo ipaso u ipaxcy Boi. 16, 6poj 2/2009, 3arpe0, 608.

12 Buau: William van Caenegem, “New trends in illegal evidence in criminal procedure: gene-
ral report — common law”,Sep. 2007., noctymHo Ha :http:/epublications.bond.edu.au/law_pubs/223.
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TEXXHMHA KPUBHIHOT JIeJ1a, 3aITHTa OKPUBJHEHOT M YUECHUKA Y TIOCTYTIKY U TiI. Y
€HIJIECKO] TPaIUIIHj1, HE3aKOHUTH JIOKa3H Cy Y Hadeay MPUXBAT/bHBH, OCHM aKO
ce ’MMa yTpokaBa OIIIITa IPABHYHOCT, KaJIa je TUCKPEIMOHO MPABO Cy/Ia 1a JIH
he ucksbyunTH I0Ka3e. JIUCKpenrja 0 MpaBUIHOCTH ce (hOKyCcHpa Ha IUpPe K-
Tame ,,1a JId he mpuxBarame JoKa3a OUTH HEMPABEIHO IPEMa ONTYKEHOM, a He
300r 3a0pHHYTOCTH O JBYICKUM TpaBUMa, oiBpaharsy 01 HEJOJMYHOT MOHAIakha
y HCTpPa3u WK O CTAaTyCy CyI0Ba y o4mMa 3ajemuuie’.!?

3. HACTAHAK U PA3BOJ TTPABUJIA O U3JIBAJAILY JIOKA3A
YV I[TIPABY CAJl

Exclusionary rule' je HacTao y aHTJIOCAKCOHCKOM IIPaBY, & l,eTOBOM KOJIEB-
KOM ce cMmatpa cyzcka npakca CAJl. CMmatpa ce aa cy oBa IpaBuJjia O U3/IBajamby
JIOKa3a HACTAaJIa U3 CKEMTUIIU3Ma KOJH C€ OTHOCH Ha XPOHUYHO HEeroBepemhe AMe-
pHKaHaIla mpema BjiaJiu, Koje IOCTOj| joIil oj1 IoHomIewa [lopesbe o npasuma (Bill
of Rights)."> Jou je TToBesba o paBuma, 1791. rongnHe, iMasa 3a IiJb a OTPaHUYH
(denepaiujy y JOHOIICHY 3aKOHA KOjU OM 3aMpalii y OCHOBHA IIpaBa U cJI000j1e
rpabhana, anu ce oapende [loBesbe HUCY TPUMEHUBAIIEC Y KPUBUYHUM TOCTYIIIH-
Ma rpema IMpaBy CaBe3HHUX JIpXkKaBa, jep je npakca BpxosHor denepanHor cyaa
Ba)KMJIA CAMO y MOCTYIIIMMA TIpet GeaepaTHum cyaoBuma. 0

[IpaBuna o uzysumamy nokasa (Exclusionary rule) Hactana cy IpBEeHCTBEHO
Kpo3 yTBphuBame mopena kpuema Yerspror amanamana y3 Yeras CAJl, ycen
HE3aKOHMUTOT MpeTpecama U ofy3uMama npeaMera. L{usp noctaBbama 0BUX
npasuita y CAJl je cipedaBame MPOTHBYCTABHOT TIOCTYTAMKa ITOMUIIH]CKUX CITY-
JKOCHMKA OJTHOCHO eyKallfja U JUCIUILIMHOBAE MMOJIUIIH]e, a TOTOM M 3aIlTH-
Ta YCTABHUX MPaBa yYeCHUKA Y MOCTYIKY. Y OKBHUPHMA CABPEMEHOT aMEPUUKOT
KPUBUYHOT IIPaBa U MpaBHE TEOpHje MOCTOje CTAHOBUIITA ITpeMa KojuMa exclu-
sionary rule peBa3uiia3y 3alITUTY OJ] HE3aKOHUTHUX JI0KA3a KOjU Cy PUOABILECHN
KpIICHEeM aMaHMaHa, ,,Te pyKa 3alTUTy TpalaHuMa 1 y OKOJIHOCTHMA KaJa
JI0JIa3H JI0 KpIiea Hadena o (ep u mpaBuvIHOM cyhemwy (due process clause)“.)

13 Ibidem,4-5.

14 “A rule that excludes or suppresses evidence obtained in violation of an accused person’s
constitutional rights.” — Black’s law dictionary, Standard 9th edition ( Edited by Bryan A. Garner),
2009, 1855.

15 Anthony G. Amsterdam, ,,Perspectives on the Fourth Amendment®, Minnesota Law Review.
848, 1974, 353.

16 TaBop Kpanan, Kaszueno mporecHo npaso, [1psa kura: MHCTHTYIM]jE (CypaaHUIIK: 31aTa
Byphesuh et an), Ocmo n3MHjeHEHO U IOy HEHO H3name, Hapoane Hosune, 3arpe6, 2020, 446.

17 Xapuc Xanusnosuh, ,,JIokTprHa ‘Hens3bjexxHOr oTkprha’ y aMepHUKOM MPaBy M Ee3UHH
e(heKTH Ha IOMYCTHUBOCT J10Ka3a y Ka3HEHOM MOoCTynKy ", KpuMuHanmucTH4Ka Teopyja u mpaxca 5
9), 2018, 24-25.
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[IpBUM MMOCTYTIKOM Y KOjeM je pasMoTpeHo Exclusionary rule, cmaTpa ce
rpahancku nocrynak Boyd v. USA'™ u3 1886. ronute, Koju ce OHOCHO Ha OMTY-
YKEHOT KOjH je OMOo MpUMOpaH Ja MPHUI0KHU MMOTSHITUjATHO CaMOOUtuyicyjyhy
NocJIoBHY AokyMeHTanujy. Cyn je yTBpauo aa je moBpeleHo mpaBo ONTYKEHOT Ha
CaMOoONTY X HBambe u3 [leTor aMaHIMaHa 1 3aKJbY4YHO Jia J0Ka3 Tpeda UCKIbY YUTH
13 JIOKa3HOT MOCTYIIKa, 300T ycTaBHE MOBpe/e. Y 0BOj OJUTYLIHU j€ 3ay3eTO CTaHO-
BUIIITA JIa HAKO CE PaJid O rpaljaHckoM TOCTYIIKY, aHAJIOTHO ce puMemyje [leTu
aMaHJIMaH, KOju TporjialiaBa Jia HUjelHo Jule ,,Hehe Outu npumopaHo, y 6uiio
KOM KPUBHYHOM IIPEAMETY, 1a Oy/ie CBeOK TPOTHB cede”’, kao n UeTBPTH aMaH I-
MaH KOjH Ce OJIHOCH Ha ,,Hepa3yMHO MpeTpecame U oy3uMarme npeamera™.”

OBo mpaBmwIO je oTBpheHo 1914. roguHe y 3HaYajHOM CITydajy IPOTUB Weeks
v. United States, xana je BpxoBHHU cya Ipecyvo Jia Cy A0Ka3u (UCIpaBe) IPUKY-
MJbEHH Ka0 Pe3yJITaT He3aKOHUTOT MpeTpecama U 0/ly3uMara MpeIMeTa HelpH-
XBaTJBMBH y (efepaTHOM KPUBHIHOM MOCTYTIKY, jep C€ BUMa KpIe yCTaBHE
3a0paHe Koje Cy HaMeH-EHE 3aIlITUTH Hapo/Ia OJf TAKBOT HEOBJIAITheHOT JeToBamba.
Weeks je ocyleH Ha OCHOBY J10Ka3a Oy3€THX U3 FEerOBOTI CTaHa, y TOKY JIBa Ipe-
Tpeca, 0e3 Hajora, a HeKH OJ1 JIOKa3a cacTojalii Cy ce OJl MPUBATHUX HCIIpaBa
CIIMYHUM oHUMa y ipenmeTy bojn. Cyn je jenHornacHo 3aKJby4Ho Aa je MPBOCTe-
NeHu ¢y Tpedao n3y3me Jokase, ca o0passoxemeM j1a YUeTBpTH aMaHIMaH,
,,[TOCTaBJba Cy/JIOBMMA, Ka0 U OBJAIMNEHUM OpraHuMa rOmeiba OTpaHuUYCHha Y
BpPIIICEY BIIACTH, jep Y CYIIPOTHOM ,eTBpTH aMaHIMaH HeMa HUKAaKBY BPESIHOCT,
U MOXke OuTH U n3baveH u3 Ycrasa. >’

Cyacka mpakca je pa3BrIIa ¥ ITpaBujia 0 U3/IBajamky T0Ka3a KOjU CY TIOCPEITHO
npruOaBIbEHH Ha HE3AaKOHUT HAYMH OTHOCHO JOKTPUHE ,,IIJI0/Ia OTPOBHOT IpBETa’,
KOja JIOKTPHHA Ce TIPBU MYyT TaKo Ha3uBa y ojurynu BpxoBHor cyna, Nardone v.
United States, a npeTxoHO ce IpuMewyje y cinyuajy Silverthorne Lumber Co. v.
United States.”’

V npeamery u3 1949. ronune, Wolf'v Colorado??, BpxoBHu Cyj je ctao Ha
CTaHOBHIIITE JIa, UAKO je Y OKBUPY UeTBpTOr aMaHIMaHa 3a0pamkeHO Hepa3yMHO
npeTpecame U Oy3UMare peIMeTa, OHH C€ CAHKIIMOHHIY ITyTEM KJay3yJe O
npaBmwimMa roctymnka — The Due Process Clause 3a cBaky Ap>KaBy (KOjH Cy TOI-
JIOKHH TTPOMEHH y OHMJIO KOM TPEeHYTKY oA cTpane KoHrpeca), 0K je y KOHKpeT-

18 Boyd v. US, 116 U.S. 616 (1886).

19 YerpTH aManMaH riacu: ,,He cyme ce ipeiipecamnuma u 0gy3umMarbem apegmenia Kpu-
iy tipaeo ipahana Ha 3AWTHUTLY TUYHOCTUY, CILAHO8A, Xapiiuje 0g 8PegHOCTUU, UMOGUHE HUTHU Ce
Hapegoba 3a Wo cme U3gasaiiil, u3y3ee y CLyuajy 6epo8atiHol 0CHO8A, KOju je HOWKpell/beH U3jagom
gamom 1og 3aKAeEOM U C6EUAHOM U3JABOM, V3 WAYAH OUUC MeClilad Ha KoMme Wipeda u3epuuiiy
iipeiupecarse 1uya U Cl8apu Koje wpeda 3ainieHutuu’.

20 Weeks v. United States, 1914 (232 U.S. 383).

21 Buau: Silverthorne Lumber Co. v. United States, 251 U.S. 385, (1920) u Nardone v. United
States, 308 U.S. 338 (1939).

22 Wolf v Colarado, 1949, USSC 101; 338 US 25, (1949) u Mapp v Ohio 357 US 643, (1961).
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HOM CITy4ajy, yCTaBHA IpaBa MoBpenuia apxxasa Komopamo, koja Ta mpasuia o
u3y3uMary y OBOM cilydajy, He npeasubha. Ha oBaj Haum cyn je pakTuuku mo-
CTaBHO AP>KaBHO TIPaBUIIO W3HAM caBe3HOT. CyJI je MCTaKkao | Ja IMocToje ,,Apyra
CpelCcTBa” 3alTUTE y CIpOoBOherby MpaBa Ha MPUBATHOCT 3ajeMucHOr UeTBpTUM
aMaH/IMaHOM (TOH-EHE MOJTHUIIH]CKHUX CITYKOSHNKA Y KPHBHYHOM WITH TUCITUILINH-
cKOM MocTymky). Mnak, u mopen oBe omiiyke, BpXoBHU Ccyj je HACTaBUO Ja o1ie-
Ibyje METOJIc Ha OCHOBY KOjUX Cy J0Ka3u mpubaBiheHU npeMa Kiay3ynu o mpa-
BUJIMMA TIOCTYIIKA.

Taxko je cyn, y mpenmety Rochin v. California,?® y xojeM Cy mokasu o moce-
JIOBakby HAPKOTHKA JIOOMjEH! HACUITHO, IABAKEM EMETHUKOT PACTBOPA OMTYKEHOM
y OOJTHHUIIH, jep TOJMUIH]CKH CIYKOCHUIIN HUCY YCIIETH JIa Ta CIpede Ja mpory-
Ta oznpeheHe KarcyJe, 3ay3e0 CTAHOBHILTE Jia CE OBH JI0OKa3U MOPajy M3y3eTH.
O06pa3noxeme 3a OBY OMUTYKY 3aCHHBAJIO CE Ha ,,IMIOKUpamy caBecTu (“shock the
conscience”), jep Cy NMOJIUIUjCKE MeTO/Ie OUJIe TPEBUIILIE HEMIOKEIbHE, IITO j& T0-
CTaJI0 ¥ U3BECHU KPUTEPUjYM Y JOHOMICHY OJUTYKE O H3y3UMamby JI0Ka3a.

Hako cyn HUje uMao yjeTHaYeHe CTaBOBE T10 MUTAkY JIa JIM KPIICHE IpaBa
OKPHBJFEHUX Ha MIPUBATHOCT OJ CTpaHe MOTUIINJCKUX CITyKOEHUKA jeTHE TpKaBe,
Tpeba pa3MarpaT y CBUM JipKaBaMa Kao pasJior U3y3uMama J0Ka3a y KpUBHUY-
HOM TOCTYTIKY,>* 1961. romuue y npeamery Mapp v Ohio®, cyn je, KoHagHO (T10-
3uBajyhu ce u Ha Boyd u Week ciyuaj, a kputukyjyhu ctaBose n3 Wolf ciyuaja)
3aKJBYy9HO J1a je ,,JJOTHIKH M YCTABHO HEOMXOIHO™ J]a Ce TIPABUJIIO O U3Bajarby
JloKa3a MpUMEemYjy Ha CBE JIpKaBe, jep je To ,,0MTaH JIeo mpaBa Ha IPUBATHOCT
(HaITMOHATHU CTaHIapH), 00pa3Iakyhul 1 11a je To ycTaBHA MPUBUJIETHja HEOTTXO -
Ha 3a oABpahame 01 HENPOMUCHOT MOHAIIAKA OTHLHU]E (,,..HAULA OgNVKA, VitleMe-
/bEHA HA pasymy U UCIUUHY, gaje HojegquHyy HUMWINAG suule 0g OHola wiudo my Ycuias
lapaniuyje, HoIUYAjYY HUWILA MAFE 0g OHOTA HA WA HOWILEHO Ciposolerve
3aAKOHA UMA UPABO, A CYJOBUMA TUA] HPABOCYgHU UHIUETpUTUell HAKo Hotupedan
Y uctuHcKo ciiposohere ipasge.. ).2° Y oIyIH je KOHCTaTOBAHO M JIa P)KaBa,
npuxBaTajyhu mokase Koju Cy He3aKOHHUTO OMY3eTH, MOJACTUYE HETOCTYIITHOCT
CaBE3HOT YCTaBa, KOjU je Ay’KHa Jia TIOIITY]e, IOK Ce, CYIIPOTHO TOME, ITPUMEHY-
jyhu mpaBuito 0 U3y3uMamy J0Ka3a KOjuM ce Kpimu YeTBpTH aMaHaMaH, Kao de-
JICpaJTHO MPABO MOJICTUYE TIOIITOBAKE 3aKOHA OJ1 CTPAHE JaABHOCTH U 4yBa CYJCKU
HHTETPUTET HEOIIXOIAH 3a ,,ACTHHCKO* CIipoBoljerse mpasze.?’

23 Rochin v. California 342 U.S. 165 (1952).

24 Buau u cynpoTtHy outyKy Irvine v. California, 347 U.S. 128 (1954). Buuie o ojutykama
Koje cy nonete nipe Mapp v Ohio: Dale W. Broeder, ,,The Decline and Fall of Wolf'v. Colorado®,
41 Nebraska Law Review 185, 1962, 185-219.

25 Mapp v Ohio 357 US 643,(1961).

26 Osborn, Debra, ,,Suppressing the Truth: Judicial Exclusion of Tllegally Obtained Evidence
in the United States, Canada, England and Australia®, Murdoch University School of Law, Vol. 7,
no. 4, 2000., internet izdanje.

27 Dale W. Broeder (1962), 202-203.
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Cwmarpa ce 1a je pa3Boj IMpaBmiIa O U3y3UMamby T0Ka3a CBOj YCIIOH MMAo y
cyJckoj mpakcu BpxoBHor cyna, y mepuoay o 1959. ronune no 1969. ronuse, na
O0u KacHHje y HapeIHUM pa3mobJpbuMa, y ofTyKaMa HajBUINe HHCTAHIIE, FheroBa
MpHUMeHa rmovera ,,BHIHO Jia cabu‘, cTBapajyhu cBe Bulle u3yseraka, Mehy Koju-
Ma je HajIto3HaTHju Ouo ,,u3y3eTak noope Bepe' (good faith exception),”® xoju je
MOCTA0 CaBE3HO MPABHJIO y OIIEHU 3aKOHUTOCTH JJOKa3a. YIOPEIHO ca TOM TEH-
JIEHITUjOM, y CYJCKHAM O/JTyKaMa HajBUINUX CYJICKHX WHCTAHIM, OTpaHuYaBaja
ce M IpUMeHa TeopHje ,,IJI0A0Ba OTPOBHOT ApBETa™.

Hako je y moueTKy cyacka mpakca pa3BriIa BHIIE TEOpHja O CBPCH aTllCOIyT-
HOT M3/IBajarka JI0Ka3a, KaCHH]e OJIITyKe Ce OIpaHHuYaBajy Ha CBPXY CIIpeYaBarba
TOJIMITHj€ O HEJOIUYHOT TOHAIlaka U MoBpejie mpasa.?’ CMmarpa ce 1a je ToM
OJITYKOM CaBE3HO MPABUJIO JIETPAJUPAHO U OTPAHUYCHO UCKJBYUHBO 32 OCTBApH-
Barb€ jeJIHE CBpXe — ofBpaharke MoIHIINje 01 HE3aKOHUTOT MOCTyama. ! BpxoBHu
CYJI j& HaTJIalaBao HaBOJIHY CIIOCOOHOCT MpaBuJIa Jia CIIPEYH HEYCTABHO TIOHAIIIA-
e MoNUIHje,”! CameM MopyKe Ja ce JI0Ka3H MPHOaBILEHHU KPIICHEM ITpaBa OMTy-
JKeHOT Helie ce KOpUCTHTH Ha Cyhery U CTBapameM CTpaxa MOJTUIUjU O Ka3He.

Y npenmety United States v. Leon, Cyq je IpBH Iy T IPAMEHHO aHAIIN3Y TPO-
IITKOBA Y KOPUCTH Y KOHTEKCTY MIPUXBaTaka HE3aKOHUTO MPUKYIIJEHUX JI0Ka3a
y MOCTYTIKY, cyrepumnyhu aa ,,CyICKO KaKihaBame JIONIET IMOHAIIamka OpraHa
robEeba BUIIIE HUjE TPUMapPHO ONpaBIarbe 3a MO3UBaE Ha MPaBUIIO™. >

[Ipakca BpXOBHOT Cy/1a je OCHM yCIIOCTaBJbamka H3y3eTKa ,,Joope Bepe™, ycro-
cTaBuJia OpOjHA OJICTYIAKka O]l MPUMEHE TIPABIIIA O U3JIBajalby JI0Ka3a — JIOIy-
MITame yrnoTpede HE3aKOHUTHUX J0Ka3a, KOju cy mpubassbeHn of Tpeher mura,>
yrotrpeba He3aKOHUTHUX JIOKa3a 3a ONIOBPraBame HEUCTUHUTE OA0paHe y IPyTroM
MOCTYTIKY,>* Ka0 M y OJHOCY Ha JINIA 9Hje MpaBo HUje moBpeheHo (IpuBaTHOCT
tpehe crpane).

Kacauje cy mocraBibeHa 1 Apyra orpaHdyerha o1 IPaBIiIa U3y3UMama J0-
Ka3a, [1a e 0BO MIPABHJIO HUje MPUMEHUBAIO HA POYHUILIITHMA 32 YCIIOBHY KasHy,>"

28 Bugu: New York v. Belton, 453 U.S. 454 (1981).

2 Vidi: Unites States v. Calandra, 1974 (414 U.S. 338), Stone v Powell, 428 US 465, 485, 486
(1976), US v Janis, 428 US 433, 466 (1976), Michigan v DeFillippo, 443 US 31, 38 n.3 (1979) u US
v Peltier, 422 US 531, 536-39 (1975).

30 Megan McGlynn, ,,Competing Exclusionary Rules in Multistate Investigations: Resolving
Conflicts of State Search-and-Seizure Law*, Yale Law Jurnal, Vol 127 no 2, 2017.,415.

31 'William C. Heffernan, Richard W. Lovely, ,,Evaluating the Fourth Amendment Exclusio-
nary Rule: The Problem of Police Compliance with the Law®, 24 U. Michigan Law Review Reform
311, 1991, 315.

32 Vincent A. Nagler, ,,Nix v. Williams: Conjecture Enters the Exclusionary Rule, 5 Pace L.
Rev. 657, 1985, 661.

3 Bunu: Gindrat v. People, 138 1J1. 103, 27 N.E. 1085 (1891).

34 Harris v. New York, 401 U.S. 222 (1971).

35 Alderman v. United States, 394 U.S. 165 (1969); Jones v. United States 362 U.S. 257 (1960).

36 Pennsylvania Bd. of Probation and Parole v. Scott, 524 US 357 (1998).
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Ha POUHMIITHMA 3a U3PHIIabe Ka3He,?’ Kao M Ha POUMIITHMA 32 JEMOopTaIn]jy,’® ca
apryMeHTaIjoM Jia je CyZ 0f0Hjao Ja MPUMEHH IpaBujia O U3/Bajamy Kaja ce
He oTHOCe Ha KpuBWYHA cyhema (criminal trials), y3 moceOHO HarmamaBame TPO-
HIKOBA MMOCTYIKA, HAPOUHUTO KOJ yCIOBHE ocyie. TeHaeH1rja ekcnansmje u3yse-
TaKa y aMepHUKOj CYICKO] TPaKCH, YBOIH ITOCPETHO Pa3MEpPHOCT (PEITaTUBHOCT),
a CyJl ’buMa, 3aIpaBo OrpaHnYaBa yCTaBHA MpaBa U MPOIIUPY]je TOJIUIIHjCKa OBJIa-
mhema, Koja ¢y mpe Ouiia HeomyIITeHa, YiMMe U3IBajalhe HE3aKOHUTHX JT0Ka3a
Hioctiaje neupujaitiess ogpegbe kojy wituiiu >

Y Teopuju je o IocTOjamka A0 JaHAC IMPABHIIO O U3IBajarby M0Ka3a, KPUTH-
KOBaHO, TOCEOHO HeroBU e(heKTH Ha ,, JUCHUTIITMHOBAE MOMHIIM]CKUX CITyKOe-
Huka“. Jom 1923. rogune, /[un Buimop ra je Ha3Bao ,,IOTPENTHOM CEHTHMEHTAJI-
Howmhy*, HaBoAehM Aa ce BwUMe ,,Ma3e KpUMHUHAIHE Kjace CTAHOBHHUIITBA...a
PEBHOCHH CITy’)KOCHHUK 3aKOHA 32 3ajeTHHUITY cMaTpa ce BehoM omacHOCTH HETo
HeKkaxmweHn youmna.. " Onbanyjyhu TakBo npasuino 1926. rogause, cyauja Be-
njamin Cardozo je mpuMeTHO: ,,3m0urHaIl Tpebda ga n3alhe Ha CII000y jep MOoTH-
ajar morpetno’” ' Cynuja Warren Burger npencentnuk BpxoBHor cya, 3a Bpeme
CBOT MaHJIaTa, UCTHIIAO0 j€ 1A ,,He TTOCTOjU EMITUPHjCKH JT0Ka3 KOji OW TIOTBPINO
Jla IPaBHUIIO 3alpaBo ojBpaha o1 He3aKOHUTOT MOHAIIaka OpraHa romema’.

HoBuju xputdapu cMaTpajy | J1a Ce arcoyTHO U3IBajarke T0Ka3a KOPUCTH
CaMo y CHCTEMHUMa i€ OcTajla IpUMepeHa CpecTBa 3a HaA30p 3aKOHUTOCTH MOJIU-
IIMje HUCY YBEACHA, T1a ce MOKYIIIaBa IMOCTHNY UCTH IHJb Ha TEKU HAYMH, 32 KOje
BpeMe ,,Hac, CBE, YNHU Mambe 3allTHheHnM y HaluM oco0ama, kyhama u manupuma..”
(rTo je mpokTamMoBano YeTBpTHM amaHaMaHoM).* Jlamaliika n3/iBajame He3aKOHH-
THX JI0Ka3a cMarpa ,,0rJeJHUM IPUMEPOM KOOPIUHATUBHOT aMEPUYKOT 00JIMKa
BJIACTH TJIE JIOKAJTHE MTOJUIIM]CKE OpraHu3allje H3MU1y HaMeTarmy CTaHaapaa Kpo3
XHjepapxujy, na ux 300r Tora, U3/1BajambeM J0Ka3a, CAHKIHOHUPAJY Cyq0BH .+

4. 3ABPAHA CAMOOIITYXVNBABA

3abpaHa caMONTYKUBamba, CaIPKMHCKU 03HaYaBa JJATHHCKY MakcuMy Nemo
tenetur prodere se ipsum — HUKO HE MOXKE MPHUCUIbABATH HEKOT J]a caM MPOTHB
cebe cBenoun. [IpuBueruja mpoTHB CaMOONTYKHUBaKkha UMA IIUPH JOMAIIaj O
npaBa Ha hyTame, ¢ 003UpOM J]a TPaBO OKPUBIHEHOT Ja Ce€ Y3PKU O/ BepOaTHOT

37 Pryor v US 98-7046 (1999).

38 INS v. Lopez-Mendoza, 468 U.S.1032, 1050 (1984).

¥ K Kapac, M.Jyxkwuh, 613.

40 Wigmore, D.J, Evidence, 2nd ed, 1923. — uutupano npema: D. Osborn.

41 People v. Defore, 150 N.E. 585, 587 (N.Y. App. 1926), cert. denied, 270 U.S. 657 (1926).
42 Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed. Narcotics Agents, 403 U.S. 388, 416 (1971).

43 Amar Reed, Fourth Amendment First Principles, Harvard Law Review, vol. 107.,1994., 785.
44 Mirjan Damaska, Two Faces of Justice and State Authority, Yale University Press, 1986, 237.
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JlaBama nckasza, 00yXBara M HerOBO MPABO Ja c€ Y3APKH O]l JaBamkha OUII0 KAKBHX
JIOKa3a y KPUBHYHOM TIOCTYIIKY IIPOTUB CBOje BOJbe.* Y Teopuju ce cMarpa ja
je oBa 3abpaHa HacTaja y KOHTHHEHTAJIHO] EBporw, anm na je cBojy MpUMEHy y
€BPOIICKUM CUCTEMHUMa HaIlllIa TeK KacHUje, 0K je JaHac ,,[IPUBUJICTHja TIPOTUB
CaMOOMNTYKHBama™ oNmITenpuxBaheHu CTaHaap/] KOjH ce YeCTO pa3mMaTpa y OKBHU-
py jypucnukuuje ECJbIL, a koju je ycko ToBe3aH ca MpeTHOCTaABKOM HEBUHOCTH
caap:kanoM y wiany 6.2 Kousenmmje®. 40

Y aHTJI0CaKCOHCKMM CUCTEMHMA, OBa IPUBHIICTH]A j€ Y CBOM JaHAIIHEM
00mMKy HacTaja u3 kpmierma [letor amanamana geneparaor Ycrasa CAJl, kojum
ce MpOoKJIaMyje Ja Ce ,,HUKO He MOdice UpUMopaiiu y OUuio Kakeom KpusuUuHoM
cyhervy ga ceegouu tipouius camoia cebe”.

3abpaHy caMOONTYKUBaWka y common law cucTeMy Mo3HaBaJjo je EHITIECKO
npaBo jomr oxg XIV Beka, ¢ THM IITO ce OHA OMHOCHJIA CAMO Ha CBEJOKa KOjH Ce
He MOKE IPUCHIbaBATH J1a JIaje CAMOMHKPUMHUHHUIIYhH OrOBOP MO/ 3aKJIeTBOM.*’
[Ipunukom moHomema aManaMana Ha denepanan YcraB CAJl, 1979. ronumne,
MPUBUJIETH]ja TPOTUB CAMOOITYKHBakka ce Takol)e OJTHOCHIIA CaMO Ha CBEJOKa,
na O KacHHUje Kpo3 jypucauKinjy BpxoBHor cyma ona 6uia mpormmupena.*® Haj-
3HAYajHUjU TIOMAK Y OBOM CMEpY MPEACTaBIba JIOHOIICHE OIYKE Y MPEAMETY
Miranda v. Arizona.*®

[Ipe oBe oTyKe, TPUXBATILUBOCT MPU3HAKHA Y KPUBUYHOM MOCTYIIKY Omiia
j€ pa3MarpaHa y Cy/ICKOj IIPaKCH y OKBUPY TeCTa ,,J00POBOJLHOCTHU HIIH ,,yKYTI-
HOCTH OKoJHOCTH . [IpeMa OBOM MPUCTYIY, CYJIOBH Cy OUIYYUBAJIH O]l CIIydaja
IO ciTyd4aja, 11a JIA j€ BOJha OKPUBJHLEHOT KOjH j€ TIPU3HA0 JIeJI0 Omia ,,clioMJbeHa™
WK ,,[IpeTepana” WiH je mpu3Hambe 6o ,,100poBosbHO”.>Y Cy 1 61 H3BOIHO 3a-
KJbYUKE J1a je IpU3Hambe T00POBOJBHO, YKOIUKO MOHAIIAKkE OJHOCHO ITPUMEHCHE
METOJIC IIPeMa OKPUBJHCHOM HHCY OWJIC IPEBUIIIE YBPEAJHUBE HIIU CYBUIIIE TEIIKE.
YKOIIMKO ce, TTak, MOJKe YTBPAUTH Ja TO jecTe Omio HempuMepeHo y Behoj mepu
MpU3HAKE O Ce CMaTpalio MPpUHYAHUM. Jlakie, ICTUHCKH HEBOJbHA TIPU3HAA
JM00MjeHa MyYereM HITH IPYTOM CHIIOM,>! HacuibeM,>> oOMaHOM, oOeharuma 1in
MPETHOM Cy OUjia y CYIIPOTHOCTHU Ca 3aKOHOM H ITOJ{BOJIAJIA CY CE O]l PUTHTHO

45 Bamwa bajoBul, ,,IIpaBo Ha onbpany hytamem®, [Ipasnu scusoi 10/2008, 6.

46 Saunders v. The United Kingdom, ECtHR, App. no. 19187/91, 17 December 1996, para 68.

47 Mupjan Jlamamika, JJoka3Ho MPpaBo Ka3HEHOM MOCTYIKY:0PUC HOBUX TEHIEHIM]ja, 3arpeo,
2001, 60-61.

Y Malloy v. Hogan, 378 U.S. 1, 6 (1964), npuBHIIeruja IpOTHB CAMOOITYKHUBAbA j€ 110~
craya obaBesyjyha 3a cBe apikane.

4 Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966).

30 Yale Kamisar, ,,Miranda v. United States.” The Oxford Guide to United States Supreme
Court Decisions, Oxford Univ. Press, 2009, noctynHo Ha: https:/repository.law.umich.edu/cgi/
viewcontent.cgi?article=1134&context=other.

St Brown v. Mississippi, 297 U.S. 278, 281-82 (1936).

32 Payne v. Arkansas, 356 U.S. 560, 564-65 (1958).
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MPaBUJIO UCKJbY4YHBamba.” Yak v MPU3HAKE KOje je 1aTO HAKOH HEPUMEPEHO
JYTOr caciyliama, CMaTpaio ce HeBOJbHUM.

Omyka BpxoBHor cyna y mpenmety Miranda v. Arizona ogHOCHIIA c€ HA
ClTy4aj IpU3HAKka IATOT Y MPETKPUBUYHOM MOCTYIIKY, 0€3 MPETXOIHOT TOTITYHOT
yI030peha OKPUBILEHOT O CBOjUM TpaBuMa.>> BpXOBHU CyIl je MpenHa4IHo mpe-
cyny, Haia3ehu 1a je mpekpiieHa IpUBUIICTHja TPOTUB CAaMOOIITYKUBamka y IaTHM
OKOJTHOCTHMA. Y TIPeCy/y Cy HCTAaKHyTa TPU BaXKHA 3aKJby4dKa: 1) a ce mpuBH-
neruja [leror amanMaHa MOpa MPUMEHUTH U BaH CYACKHX U IPYTUX POPMATHUX
MOCTYyTIaKa U CIY>KH J1a 3alITUTH JIUIA Y CBUM OKPY’KEHhIMa y KOjIMa je HhIX0Ba
¢1000/1a HA 3HAYajaH HAYMH OrpaHUuYeHA O] Tora Jia Oy1y IPUMOpaHU Ja Cce UH-
KPUMUHHUIITY; 2) IPUBHJIETHja C€ OTHOCH U Ha HehopMasTHe MpUHY/IE, KOjy BpIIe
OpraHUu rOkEHa TOKOM ,,caciylllalka Y MPUTBOPY ', OJJHOCHO UCITUTHBAA KOje
MHUIMPA]y OpTraHU TOWkEHha HAKOH IITO je HEKO JUIEe TTPUBEACHO MITH Ha OHUIIO
KOjU IPYTY HA4YMH JIMILIEHO CI1000/1e. Y KOHKPETHOM CIIy4ajy, ,,He(hOpMaIHe pH-
HyzAe" Toapa3yMeBajy Ma TojeArHAI] KOjH j€ ,,yXaIlllIeH | U3 TTO3HATOT OKPYKEHha
Y OJIBEJICH Y TIOJIMIIH]CKHU IPUTBOP, OKPYKEH aHTATOHUCTUYKUM CHarama, u roji-
BPTHYTH TeXHHKaMa yOehBama (OMMCaHuM y CTaHJApIHUM IIPUPYIHHAIIIIMA 32
MOJIUIIM]CKO UCITUTUBAKE), HE MOXKE JIPYTadHje HETOo MOJI IIPUHYIOM Jia TOBOPH ',
Jjep OKpyKeme 3a ,,ICIUTHBAE Y IPUTBOPY * HOCH COTICTBEHY ,,3HAUKY 3aCTpallld-
Bama“, KOje Ce CMaTpa y CYNPOTHOCTH Ca MPUBKIIECTHjOM; 3) ITOJ] TAKBUM YCIIOBUMA,
TYXKIJTAIITBO HE MOXKE Ja KOPHUCTH M3jaBe, 0mino ocimobahajyhe nnm ocyhyjyhe,
OCHM aKO HE JIOKaXKe yrnoTpeOy MPOLECHUX 3aITUTHUX MEXaHN3aMa ePUKACHUX
Jla OCUTYpa IMPUBUJIETH]Y MPOTUB CAMOONTYXKHBamba. OBM MEXaHU3MHU TO/IPa3y-
MEBajy /1a je OKpPUBJbEHH YIIO30PEH A ,,ipe C8aK0l UCHUuUearna uma apaso ga
hyiiu, ga cee wino kasice modice buttiu yilopebbeno upouius welia Ha cyqy, ga
uma f4paso Ha UpUcyciieo Opanuoya U ga aKko He mModice ga Upuywiiu ageoxaiida,
buhe my tiociiasmen ipe buno Kakeol UCTUTHUBAMA AKO o dcenit.” 0

33 Stephen C. Thaman, ,,Miranda in Comparative Law*, Saint Louis University Law Journal,
Vol. 45, No. 2, 2001, 583.

34 Ashcraft v. Tennessee, 322 U.S. 143, 150 (1944).

35 Miranda v. Arizona: Epaecto Mupan/a, 1BageceTTpOroHIIbaK, YXAIIICH je Y CBOjOj
Kyhu ¥ oZiBe/IeH y OIMIHjCKY cTaHuLy Y DeHUKCY, I/ie je HAeHTH(HKOBAH Ol CTPaHe XKPTBE CUIIO-
Barba M OTMHUIIC, HAKOH Yera je CaciIylIaH oj] CTpaHe MOJuIHje y ,,co0Hu 3a ncnutuBame™, Caciyiia-
BaJia Cy ra JiBa MoJIMIajia JiBa cara, [ITO je pe3yITHPAIO MOTIHCAHUM, TICMCHUM ITpu3HameM. Ha
cyhemy cy mucMeHO MpU3HaE MIPEA0YNIIN TOPOTH M U3BEJICHO je Kao JI0Ka3, U IOPE/l YHECHHULIC 1a
[pe HU TOKOM caciyliamba, Mupas/a Hije 610 00aBelITeH 1a Moxe jia ce Opanu hyTamem, 1a HMa
[PaBo Ha a/[BOKATa KOjU MOKE J1a IPUCYCTBY]E Caciyllamy, JIOK je 0CTalI0 HejacHO J1a JI je YII030peH
Jla CBE IITO Ka)ke MOKe OUTH ynoTpeOJbeHO MPOTHB Hera. MupaH/ia je nporiaiieH KpUBUM 3a
OTMHILY U CHJIOBa¢ U 0Cyl)eH Ha Ka3Hy 3aTBopa y Tpajamy o1 60 roguHa. ¥ xxanbeHoM HOCTYIIKY,
cyI Apu30HE je 3aKJbyuno 1a MupaH/AnHa ycTaBHA ITpaBa HUCY MPEKPIICHA IPHITHKOM J00Hjamka
MpHU3HaKkA, jep je MPU3HakE y CKIaay ca TECTOM ,,J00POBOJBHOCTH M OMIIO TOOPOBOJBHO.

56 BpXOBHH Cy/I je IO HICTHM OKOJHOCTHMa MPenHauHo HaBeeHY IIpecyay BpxoBHor cyna
Apu3zoHe, MpenHa4IHo npecyy mwyjopuikor anenanuronor cyaa (Vignera v. New York), npenna4uuno
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OBa ymno3opema ce MOpajy IaTh IIpe CBAKOT UCITUTHBAamha OKPUBJHCHOT, KOjH
je muieH ciobofe, ma U YKOJIMKO Jiohe 10 MpeKna y caciuyllamy, OHA MOpajy
OnTH IOHOBJbeHA. JInmemeM c1000/1e ce OCUM TPaAUIHOHATHUX JINIIEHA IOy T
3aJip>kaBarba ¥ MPUTBOPA, CMATpa U KaJia je OKPUBJHCHHU 3aTCUEH y CTaHy U OKPY-
KEH TIoNuIajuuma.’’

VYnozopewa Mupanga cy nocrana mpeaycioB 3a CBaKO caciayIllame IPUTBOP-
HOT JIMIIA OJf CTPaHe TONHITNjCKUX CITY)KOCHHKA, C THM JIa C€ OKPUBJHEHU MOXKE
JI0OpOBOJBHO M CBECHO ofipehu OBUX MpaBa. Y jypArcAUKIUji BpXoBHOT cyaa Koja
je ycrmenuna, pazpahena cy MupananHa mpaBuia.

[IpaBo Ha mpucycTBO OpaHuoLa je, Takohe OMII0 3HAYajHO MUTAME 3a CYJICKY
mpakcy (kaja cy HacTajia u T3B. ExBapacoBa mpaBmia), 1ma je Tako 3ay3eTO CTaHO-
BUIIITE J1a C€ OKPUBJHEHU MOPa HEABOCMUCIICHO oApehn mpaBa Ha OpaHUOLA, 10K
y CUTYallHju KaJla OH U3pa3u XeJby Ja aHTaxyje OpaHuoIa, a MOJTUITH]CKU CITY-
JKOGHUIIM TIOHOBO MHULIMPA]jy Pa3roBOP ca OKPUBJLEHUM U TaAa JOOH]y HEroBO
MpU3HAE, T0JIA3H JI0 KPIIeHkha HEroBOT IPaBa MPOTHUB CA0ONTYKHUBamba (0OCHM
aKo OKPHBJbEHHU J0OPOBOJHHO HE 3aII0YHE HAKHAIHU pa3roBop).’® Melytum, me-
TOBO TTO3WBaE HAa TIPABO J1a OpaHIUIAIl IPUCYCTBYjE CaCIyIIalky MOpa OUTH He-
JIBOCMHUCIICHO 1 jacHO.”’ BpXOBHHU CY/1 je 3ay3€0 CTAHOBHIIITE /I TIPABO OKPHBIHEHOT
Ha hyTame y MOCTyTKY, Kao BPCTa MPUBUJIETH]E 0T CAMOONTY KIBamka, HE CME Ja
[pOU3BE/IC HEraTUBHE 3aKJbYUKe TI0 bEra, jep Ce pajau 0 mpaBy OKpUBJbEHOT.

Kana ce okpuBIbeHY HE Halla3| y IPUTBOPY, TPaBo Ha hyTame je orpaHnye-
HO Ha CUTYallljy KaJa ce OH U3PHUYMTO MI03UBa Ha TO CBOj€ MPaBO, JIOK CE HbETOBO
HEOATOBapame y3UMa Kao ONTYXYyjyhn HoKa3 y CUTyaIuju Kajaa JSTUMUIHO
0JIroBapa Ha HeKa MMTarba MoJIKIKje, a Ha apyra hyTu, He najyhu pasiore 3a T0.°!
BpxoBHU cya je MPHIIMKOM pa3MaTpama 3aKOHUTOCTH MPU3HAKA AATOT HAKOH
HE3aKOHUTOT Xalllleka, yTBPAUO U Aa MupaHauHa yro30pema He MOT'y 03aKo-
HUTH TPU3HAE 1aTO HAKOH KpIrema IV amanamana.®? Tako y cuTyanuju Kaaa
j€ OKPUBJbEHU HE3aKOHUTO yXaIllleH, I0BeJeH y TMOIUIUjCKY CTaHULY, TOe je

npecyny AnenamuoHor cyna 3a nesetu okpyr (Westover v. United States) u moTBpano mnpecyny
Bpxosuor cyna Cyna Kanudopuuje (California v. Stewart).

ST Orozco v. Texas, 394 U.S. 324 (1969).

3 Edwards v. Arizona, 451 U.S. 477 (1981) u Oregon v. Bradshaw, 462 U.S. 1039, 1045 (1983).

% M3jaBa OKpUBJHEHOT Jia Ou MO 1a TpebGao n3jaBy Ja jaje y IprcycTBy OpaHuora, 6e3 mo-
Ka3WBambe jacHe HaMepe Ja keI OpaHHola y MOCTYIKY He MpeacTaBiba Kpiiemhe MupaHanHuX
npaBwia — Buau: Davis v. United States, 512 U.S. 452 (1994).

0 Griffin v. California, 380 U.S. 609 (1965).

1 Roberts v. United States, 445 U.S. 552, 557 (1980).

92 BpXOBHHU Cy/JI 3aKJbyuyje Ja ,,M3jaBa MOKe OUTH JIOBOJLHO JI0OPOBOJbHA J1a M30ETHE Kila-
cupUKanmjy Kao MPUHYAHA CAMOMHKPMMHHAIIM]A KOja MMoJanaja Moj MeTH aMaHAMaH, a uIaK
HUje T0BOJFHO JOOPOBOJBHA J1a TPEKPIIN Y3pOUHO-NIOCIeuYHA Be3a n3mely kpimema YeTBpror
aMaHAMaHa U HaKHaJHe u3jaBe’ — BuaAu: Brown v. lllinois, 422 U.S. 590 (1975) u Dunaway v. New
York, 442 U.S. 200 (1979).

504



36o0puuk pagosa [IpasHor paxynrera y HoBom Cany, 2/2024

HAKOH CaoIITaBaka MUpaHINHAX YIIO30pEHha, MPHU3HA0 KPUBUIHO JIEJI0, TO HE
MOJKE OTKJIOHUTH MPBOOUTHY HE3aKOHUTOCT Xariemhem.

BpxoBau cyx je mamely 1966. u 2000. ronmHe, JOHEO HEKOJIUKO Tpecyaa
Koje Cy JJOBeJie y MUTambe YCTABHOCT MUPaHIMHHX yII030peHha, eKCIIaH31joM H3Y-
3eTaka KojuMa ce OpraHn4daBa IPUMEHJbUBOCT YII030PEHha U UCKIBYYeHhEe UCKa3a
npubaBsbeHOT KpiieweM Mupana.®

Y npenmery Michigan v. Tucker, cyn je uctakao aa ymosopema Mupanie
HHCY ,,caMa 1o cebu 3amTuhena YcraBoM™, Beh ux je mocmarpao Kao ,,ipoduiak-
THYKE CTaHaape’ OCMUIIIbEHE Aa ,,3aITUTE" FIIH ,,TIPYKe TPAKTUIHO IT0jadarmbe
3a IPUBHJICTH]Y OJI CAMOONTYXHBamwa.® JeleHnjy KacHuje, IPBO y MPEIMETY
New York v. Quarles,’® npusnajyhu nsyserax 3a ,,jaBHy 0€30€IHOCT”, a 3aTUM Y
npenmety Oregon v. Elstad,’” yka3yjyhu Ha TO 1a TYKHIAIITBO MOXE Y BEITHKO]
MepH KOPUCTUTH H3BelleHe J0Ka3e MprdaBsbeHe KpiiemeM MupaHaa mpaBuia,
Cy/ je TIOHOBHO OBaj HAuWH IJefama Ha Mupania npaBuia kao y TakepoBoM ciny-
qajy, nictuayhu paznuky n3mely n3jaBa xKoje cy 3ampano ,,i3HyheHe’” uiu ,,IpuHy-
hene” u oHKMX JOOHjeHHX camo Kpiewhe MUpaHANHUX ,,IPOQHIaKTHYKUX paBua’,

Y HaBezneHoM rieprony, BpXoBHU Cy/I je 3ay3€0 CTAaHOBHINTE J]a CE HAKO CE
n3y3uMa u3jaBa npubaBJbeHa KpliekheM Mupania npaBuia, TY>KUJIAIITBO UMa
MPaBo J1a je KOPUCTH KaKo OM OTIOBPIIIO HAKHAIHY 0X0paHy OKpHBJHEHOT.® Cy
je J03BOJIMO U Ja CE MPUKYTIJbajy AOKa3H A0 KOJUX je MOTUIH]ja OLLIa TPUITIKOM
cacnyiama OKPHBJHEHOT KOjUM je mpekpiineHo Mupana npasuiio.® BpxoBHu
cya je Takohe 01o0pro eKCIUTMIUTHY 00MaHy KOjy KOPUCTH NOJNHIIK]aA Ja HaBee
OCYMIbHYCHE J1a pa3roBapajy ca MOoIHIajIIiMa UM BbUXOBUM areHTUMa, Ia TakKo,
areHTH MOT'Y OCYMIbHUYCHOT UCITUTHBATH Y 3aTBOPY 0€3 yI030pemha y BEeroBoj 3a-
TBOPCKO]j hesuju, CBe TOK OCyME-UYEHH HHUje CBECTAH JIa OBaj paIu 3a TOIUIH]y.”
Takole 103BOJBEHO je 1 oCTaBIbamwbe ,,jailplants* OMHOCHO MOMUIMJCKUX JOYIIHHU-
Ka y 3aTBOpcke heimje ca OKpUBIbEHOM, CBE JIOK C€ aKTHBHO HE caciyIlaBa ToO
aune.”!

Wnax, y npeamety Dickerson v. SAD, cyq je TOHOBO apupPMHUCAO0 YKOPCHE-
HOCT MupanauHuX yno3opemwa y [letom amanimMany ¥ ANCTaHIIMPAO Ce O paHuje
CyJICKE ITpaKce KOja je MOBeNa Y MUTamhe IheHy YCTABHOCT, Y TEOPHjU CE UCTHUE

93 Kaupp v. Texas, 538 U.S.626 (2003).

4 Stephen C. Thaman ,,Miranda in Comparative Law*, St. Louis University Law Journal,
Vol. 45, No. 2, 2001,586.

5 Michigan v. Tucker, 417 U.S. 433, 451-52 (1974).

% New York v. Quarles, 467 U.S. 649 (1984).

7 Oregon v. Elstad, 470 U.S. 298 (1985).

% Harris v. New York, 401 U.S. 222,226 (1971).

% Michigan v. Tucker, 417 U.S. 433, 451-52 (1974).

70 [llinois v. Perkins, 496 U.S. 292, 300 (1990).

7! United States v. Henry, 447 U.S. 264, 272 (1980); Kuhlmann v. Wilson, 477 U.S. 436, 460
(1986).

505



bojana JI. CrankoBuh, Exclusionary rule u goxasue 3abpane y amepuurxom apasy (493-516)

1 Ja CyJcKa Ipakca HUje CIpeMHa Jla HaryCcTH ,,MupaHIy ™, Koja je mocTajia 1eo
aMepuyIKe KyJIType, ToceOHO aKo ce OHa mocMarpa Kao TyTroroIuiIby HAallop Ja
Ce YCIOCTaBH paBHOTEXa U3Mehy moTpede 3a OMUIIH|CKUM NCITUTHBAHEM | T10-
Tpebe 3a 3aITHTOM OKPUBJHEHOT O] HEZ03BOJbEHHX MTPUTHCAKA TOMHIIHje.”?

Y HOBH]j0] CYACKO] IMpakcu BpXoBHOT cyna, U 1ajke ce 3amaka TPeH T CTBa-
pama u3y3eTaka Off 3allITUTE NpaBa Ha 3a0paHy CA0ONTYKUBAKA. Y OMIYIU
Salinas v. Texas je Tako yTBphEHO 1a HEje JOMIIO JO MOBpeae mpasa u3 Iletor
aMaHJIMaHa KaJia je OKpUBJbEHH, Oe3 npuBolerma u npumama MUupaHIuHHUX yII0-
30pema, T0OPOBOJFHO OJTOBOPHO HA HEKA O MUTaka MOIUIIA]Ia O YOUCTBY, aTu
je ,,yhyTao* Ha nuTame na 1u he 0aTHMCTUYKO TECTUPAE CIOJUTH HEroBy cau-
MapuIly ca yaypama npoHaljeHuM Ha MecTy 3JI0YMHA, KOje HelaBame 0JroBopa
j€ TY>KHJIAIITBO UCKOPUCTHIIO Kao JIOKAa3 33 lberoBy kpusuily. Cy/uja je 3aKJby 910
Jla je 3aXTEeB 3a 3aIITUTY paBa u3 [leTor amanMaHa HEOCHOBAH jep ce ,,0H HHje
M3PUYUTO T03BA0 HA fpuguaeiujy hyiara Kao OAroBOp Ha MUTAE MOTHIIH]CKOT
cnyxo6ennka“’?

5. 3ABPAHA HEARSAY

3abpana ynoTpede rickasa cCBeIoKa ,,1o 9yBewy * (testes de auditu alieno) je
J0Ka3Ha 3a0paHa Koja je KapaKTepUCTHYHA 3a aHTJIOCaKCOHCKe cucTeme. OHa ce
300T cBOje MPUPO/IE BUIIIE HAMETHYJIA y COMMON law CuCTeMUMa, HaKo U eBPOII-
CKO KOHTHHEHTAIHH CUCTEMH ,,[IPETO3HAjy"* CBEJIOKE M0 UyBEHY H /1ajy UM Orpa-
HHUYEHY JI0Ka3HYy BPEJHOCT y pa3IMYMTHM OKBHpUMa. Jlamamika HaBOAHM 1a ,,Ipe-
3yMTHUBHY 3a0paHy hearsay He OM MMaJl0 CMHCIA MPEHOCUTH Y KOHTUHETAJIHO
MpaBo, jep Ou ce TIMe CTBOPHUO BETUKHU Opoj MOKa3HHUX 3a0paHa U CAaMUM THM
BEJIMKH Opoj cuTyanuja y Kojuma Ou cyauja Tpedalio 1a o[uIyyu 1a Jiu je hearsay
MpuXxBatibuB win He'. OH o0jalmaBa Ja y aHTJI0OCAKCOHCKUM CHCTEMHUMa He T10-
CTOjU HAUWH HCITUTHBAba CBEJOKA Y KOjeM CBEIOK MPBO Y CI000AHOM U3Jaramy
W3HOCH YHHEHUIIE KOje Cy MY TT03HaTe (Kao IITO je TO CITy4aj Y KOHTHHEHTATHOM
npaBy), Beh ce 0/ moueTKka HCITUTHBAA, CBEIOKY Ce MOCTaBIbajy MUTamka Koja cy
ycKa ¥ crienuduyHa, 9uMe ce 0TBapa MOryhHOCT J1a IIPOIIECHN MPOTUBHHK YIIOXKH
puroBop hearsay.’*

Wmnak u mopen tora, EKJbII Beh ogaBHO pasmarpa hearsay kpo3 mpaBo Ha
koH(ppoHTaujy (Right to Confrontation), OlTHOCHO IPaBO OKPUBJLEHOT JIa CE CY-
0YH ca CBEIOKOM M KPO3 TIPAaBO OKPHBJHEHOT J1a FICIIUTYje CBEJJOKa ONTYX0e, a Koje
MpaBo je eIeMEHT MpaBa Ha paBuyuHO cyheme. [IpaBo okpuBIbEHOT Ha ,,cyoua-
Bame" ca cBeponuMa koju ra tepere nmpema ECJbII mogpazymeBa meroBo mpaBo

72'Y. Kamisar.

73 Salinas v. Texas, 133 S. Ct. 2174 (2013).

74 M. Jamamika (2001), 52.
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JIa NCTIMTYj€ CBEIIOKE, Tj. Ia YUECTBYje y n3Boherby I0Ka3a IHXOBUM HCIIHTHBAHEM.
Cyn je 3ay3e0 CTAaHOBHUIITE Ja CE CYJIOBU Y CUTYAIIUjH OJICY THOCTH CBEJIOKA MOT'Y
KOPUCTHUTH JTIOKA30M TI0 UyBewY (hearsay evidence), amu caMo IO TPaHHIIE IO
KOj€ je 04yBaHa paBHOTEKA U MpaBa oxopane.’°Mlako ce HaueIHO He MOXe CIIPO-
BECTH YHAKPCHO UCITUTUBAE Ca JIEPUBATHBHIM CBEIOKOM, IITO j€ Y CYITPOTHOCTH
ca HaueJIoM MpaBUYHOT NocTyIika, npakca ECJbII onpesno nocryna ca hearsay
3a0paHOM KOjy pa3Marpa Kaja Cy CBEIOIH ONTYKO0e y nmutamy. OcuM Tora, Aepu-
BaTUBHU CBEJIOLIU CE€ MOT'Y UCITHTATH, TIO CTaBy OBOT CY/Ia, &l C€ HA lbUMa 3aCHU-
Ba Mpecy/Ia CaMo YKOJIHUKO TOCTOje M IPYTH T0Ka3H, KojuMa ce yTBphyjy ommyd-
He ynbeHunIe.”’Jlamanika 3anaska ja ce U y aHIrJIOCAKCOHCKOM IMpaBy Kaja je ped
0 JIEpUBATUBHUM JIOKa3UMa, ,.4€CTO TPaXXH KOopoOopaliija: JepuBaTHBHHA JIOKa3
MoOpa ce MOTKPUJENUTH IPYTUMa, aKO CE Ha MY XKEJId YTeMEJbUTH Ipecyna’
OJTHOCHO ,,Ha CAMOM TOM JICPHBATHBHOM JIOKA3y HE MOXKE CE TEMEJBHUTH mpecyaa.”’s
[IpaBo Ha KOH(POHTAIIHM]Y U TPABO HA YHAKPCHO UCTTUTUBamE 1eo cy llle-
cror amanaMana Ycrasa CAJl, koje ob6aBe3yje apykaBe mpema UeTpHaecToM aMaH/I-
many. CMarpa ce na je 3a0pana Hearsay, koja je mpusHara oJi CTpaHe rOTOBO
CBake ApkaBe, 3aCHOBAaHA HA WJIEjU Ja Ce HEMOoy3AaH! J0Ka3u He Ou Tpebdanu
W3HOCHTH Tipen cya. M3jaBe BaH cyja Cy ,,TpaJluIIMOHAIHO ™ UCKIbYUYCHE, jep ,,UM
HegoCiuajy KOH8eHYUOHAIHU TloKa3atiebu Hoy3gaHoCiil: 0OUYHO ce He gajy ilog
3aKAEUBOM UU gPYIUM OKOTHOCHUUMA KOje UMUPeCUOHUpajy 1060PHUKA c8eYa-
Howhy melosux usjasa; weiosa pey He Hognexce YHaKpCHOM UCHUTUUBARY, A HUje
gociiyilan Kaxko Ou Uopoiia oyeHuld reloso gpicarbe u kpequbuiuiieid™ "
Jlakie, Kao mITO ce y CyICKUM ojTykama Hajsuie nactanmne CAJl nctuue,
MCKa3 CBEJIOKA ,,1I0 YyBEHY, KA0 U IMHCaHEe H3jaBe CBEI0KA, OIOHUPAjy CBUM OHHM
rapaHilfjama Koje Cy yCIIOCTaBJheHE KaKko OU ce JOoKa3 CMaTpao BEPOIOCTOJHUM
y KpUBUYHOM MOCTYNKY. Hajripe, 1oBonM ce y muTame ePUKaCHOCT MoJlarame
3aKJICTBE KOJI JIUIIA KOja CBEIOYH O Ca3HamMMa KOja HUCY BJIACTHUTA. 3aTHUM, peak-
[1je CBE/IOKA U KETrOB MPUPOHU CTPaX O] CYJHHUIIE U jaBHA CPaMOTa aKo ce pas-
OTKpHje 1a He TOBOPH NCTUHY, IIa YaK U CTPax Ja KPUBUYHO OATOBOPA 32 1aBaAFHE
JIAXKHOT UCKa3a, U30CTajy Y OJHOCY Ha JISPUBATHBHE CBEIOKE. Y3 TO U caMe Mpo-
[IECHE CTpaHKe, a HU MOPOTa HUCY Y MOT'YNHOCTH Ja IpaTe eBeHTya He apTHKY-
JaIpje CBeIoKa Koje O MOTJIC HAarOBECTUTH JIa OH HE TOBOPH HCTUHY. Y OIliTyKama
BpxosHor cyna, uctumano ce aa je To, u3mel)y ocraor, muss hearsay-a, jep oOKpH-

75 Munan Hlkynuh, Oprann3oBanu KpuMUHaJIHTET — [10jam, 0jaBHE OOIUIH, KPUBHYHA
JIeNia ¥ KPUBHYHHE MOCTYTIAK, J[pyro H3MemEeHO U IOy ieHO n3nambe, CirykOeHu riacHuk, beorpa
2018, 631.

76 llnme [TaBnouh, Tpu Haueaa Ka3HEHOT MOCTYTIKA, IPABHYHH MOCTYIIAK, TPABUIHH 110~
cTynak, non bis in idem u in dubio pro reo, Rijeka 2012, 344.

77 Blastland v.UK, ECtHR, App. no. 12045/86, 7 May 1987.

78 M. Mamaiuka (2001), 45.

7 Chambers v. Mississicppi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973).
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BJbCHH HEMa MIPUITUKY Ja ,,IPUCUIU C8gOKA ga CIlaHe Tuyem y auye ca Hopoiiom
ga ou 1a MoiIu Hotnegaiiy u Cyguitii tio Felo8oM gpaIcarby U HAYUHY Ha Koju cée-
gouu o wome ga au my wwpeda eeposaiuu’’3® OxpuBHEHOM ce yekpahyje 3arapan-
TOBAHO TIPABO JIa UCIIHTA CBEJIOKA HA JaBHOM Cyl)ery Y FbeTOBOM IPUCYCTBY, JTOK
CY BEroBa IpaBa Ha YHAKPCHO UCITUTUBAE U OCTBAPEHHC KOHOPOHTAITHOHOT TTpa-
Ba, HCOCTBAPUBA. Y aHTJIOCAKCOHCKO] TEOPHjH Ce MOCEOHA BAXHOCT J1aje YHAK]-
CHOM HCTUTHBamy. CMaTpa ce 11a je yHaKpCHO HCITUTHBAE ,,0€3 CyMbe HajBehu
MpaBHU MEXaHMU3aM UKaJla U3MHIIJbEH 32 OTKPUBAKHE HCTHHE, a IPH TOME j& U
,»BUTAIIHA KapaKTePHCTHKA™ aHTII0-aMepruKor cuctema’! u jeqHa o rapaHimja
KOja je CYIITHHCKA 3a MpaBHYHO cyheme.??

3abpana Hearsay-a mpomnucana je unanom 802 denepatHuX 3aK0HA O TOKa-
suma (Federal Rules of Evidence), kojuM ce mpomnucyje na ce hearsay e npuxsara,
OCHM Yy CITy4ajy TTpoMeHe (heIepatHoOT yCTaBa, OBUX (eiepalHIX 3aKOHa UITH TIpe-
ueneHToM BpxosHor cyna. Y unany 801, nedpuHuiry ce nojMoBu nomnyt M3zjasa
(TrTo MosIpa3yMeBa YCMEHY M3jaBy, MHCAHY M3jaBy MITH HEBEpOaTHO MTOHAIIIAE),
Jexnapaniua (ocoba koja je nana usjasy), Uzjase uz gpyie pyxe (O] KOjOM Ce MO~
pasymMmeBa cUTyaIrja Kajaa JeKJiapaHT He CBeIOYH Ha cyhemy miau pountTy, Beh
CTpaHKa HY/IH JIOKa3e 3a JIOKa3UBake UCTHHUTOCTH OHOTa IITO CE TBP/HU Y U3jaBH)
u Msjase koje nucy uz gpyie pyke.®

TpanumonanHu u3y3elu 3adbpane Hearsay nanac cy npomnvcaHu Kpo3 npaBu-
ma 803 u 804 hemeparHUX 3aKOHA O JIOKa3UMa, TOK CE CMaTpa Ja je CyICKa Impakca
ycen OpOjHOCTH OBHMX M3y3€TaKa ,,PaKTHYHO MporyTaia npasuio Hearsay .8
HajBaskHUjUM M3y3ETKOM CMaTpa ce MPUXBATAkEM admissions — N3BAHCYICKUX
M3jaBa OKPHBJHEHOT KOj€ C€ MOT'Y KOPHUCTHUTH Ka0 JI0Ka3, y CIy4ajy Jia OH U3HOCH
CYIIPOTHY H3jaBy, Ol OHE KOjy je ca3Hao CBEIOK ,,1I0 UyBemy .5

AHanu3a 0JIHOCa KOH(PPOHTAIIMOHE KJIay3yJie U IIPaBHJIa O IPUXBATAY
Hearsay, xpo3 jypucnipynennnjy CAJl, Bpmniia ce ca actiekTa jaBHe MOJTUTHKE U
notpebe ciryyaja. Y jenHoj crapujoj mpecyau Mattox v. United States, koHcTaTyje
ce J1a TIOCTOoje OrpaHmYeHha YCTaBHUX onpenada, a 1a je ’UXoBa JISTHTUMHOCT
,[IPU3HATa MHOTO TIP€ yCBajamka YCTaBa, KOjU YOIIIITE HE 3aIUPY Y HEroB IyX .
Hctrue ce u 1a onira npaBuia 3aK0Ha OBE BPCTE, KOJTUKO IO/ OHIia KOPHUCHA Y
HUXOBOj MIPUMEHH U JIPAroleHa 3a ONTYKEHOT, MOPajy MOBPEMEHO YCTYIUTH
MECTO pa3MaTpamiuMa jaBHE IMOJUTHKE U ToTpebama ciydaja. 86

80 Mattox v. United States, 156 U.S. 237 (1895).

81 John Henry Wigmore, Wigmore’s Code of the Rules of Evidence in Trials at Law, Third
Edition, Little, Brown and Company, Boston 1942, 29.

8 Alford v. United States, 282 U.S. 687 (1931).

83 Dostupno na https:/www.law.cornell.edu/rules/fre/rule_802

84 De La Salle Institute v. United States, 195 F. Supp. 891 (N.D. Cal. 1961).

85 Bumre o rome: M. [lamaika (2001),43-53.

86 Pehu na Ou KpMMHHAJAL, HAKOH IITO je jeqHoM 0o ocyheH cBenouermem oapelhjeHor
cBesioka, Tpebao uhu cnoboiaH, jeIHOCTaBHO 3aTO MITO je CMPT 3aTBOPHIIA yCTa TOT CBEJIOKa,
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BpxoBHU cyj, mpuMeryjyhu MpaBo Ha CYOUCHE U YHAKPCHO HCITUTHBAE
MO3MBa CE Ha TECTOBE YTBphHBamba JOCTYITHOCTH CBEAOKA U aJJIeKBAaTHE MPUIIHKE
3a yHakpcHo ucrintrBame.d’ Kama cenok Hearsay-a Huje prcyTaH pajn yHaKp-
CHOT HCIIUTHBambAa Ha cyhemy, Kilay3ya 0 Cyouery OOMYHO 3aXTeBa IOKA3UBAHE
na je HemocTymaH. Yak 1 Taja, leroBa M3jaBa je MpUXBaT/bUBa caMO aKoO UMa
aJICKBaTHE ,,MTHIMKAIIH]e TI0Y3IaHOCTHU ", TECT KOjJU CE HCIyHhaBa KaJla JJOKa3H UK
MOTNAJA]y TOJ ,.4BPCTO YKOPEHCHH M3Y3€TaK U3 JIpyre pyKe' WM HOCH ,,KOH-
KpETHE rapaHiiuje BepoaocTojHocTu  (,,PobeproBa npasuna“).’® Muankarop mo-
Y3IIaHOCTH j€ IIOCT0ja0 HapOIUTO KOJI M3jaBa Koje cy Oujie pe3ynrar ,,Hey TpaJTHor
HAYYHOT TeCTUpama™ (ITUCaHe W3jaBe BEIITaKa), KOju JOKa3| Cy ,,KOHKPETHE ra-
paHIHje BEepOIOCTOJHOCTH M TIO OBOM CTaHOBHUIITY, IPUXBATIBUBE Cy O€3 KOH-
dponrarmmje.®

VY jypucnpynenmnuju BpxoBHor cyaa je moceObHo pa3mMaTpana KoH(GpOHTAIH-
OHa KJIay3yJia Koja ce OTHOCH Ha ITPaBO OKPUBJHEHOT Ja ce ca omTeheHnM cyoun
»JTHIIEM Y JTUIE™, IITO TopasyMeBa Ja CBeJIOK CBEJIOUH Ha cyhemy, y OKpyKEmby
y KOME MOT'Y OKPHBJbEHH U CBEJIOK BHIE Ce U 4yjy.”® BakaH acreKT nmpasa Ha KOH-
(dbpoHTanHjy je u ,,orpaHuICHE TYKHUOIIA 1a KA0 JOKa3 Y IIOCTYIKY IPOTHB OKPH-
BJbEHOT M3HECE MIPUBHAE JETHOT O]l CAOKPHUBJHEHUX, TE YKOJIUKO CAOKPUBILCHH
onbuje ma HerocpenHo ceenodu, VI amanaman Ycrasa CA Jl-a 3a0pamyje Kopu-
mhere BEeroBor HCKasa v MPHU3Harba y MOCTYIKY HPOTHB APYTUX CAOKPHBIHEHHX !
V mokymiajy 1a ce oBakBa 3abpaHa OTpaHWYH, CyICKa MpaKca je ,,m3Heapmia’
MpaBuIIa U3y3eTaKa, 1a Cy Tako ,,i3jaBe jelTHOT yYeCHHKA Y 3aBEpPH JOIMYILITEHE Cy
HPOTHB JIPYTOT, YIIPKOC Aearsay npaBuiTy, O] YCIOBOM J1a CY IaTe TOKOM 3aBepe’’.”?

OBo yctaBHO npaBo je notBpheHo y nmpeamery Coy v. lowa, y KojeM je cyn
YTBPIWO A je ,,TeITKO 3aMHUCIUTH OYUTJICIHI]e WU MITETHHjE KPIICHE MTPaBO
OIITY>KEHOT Ha CyCPET JIUIIEM Y JIUIE ,,y CUTYalUjH KaJia Cy JBE MaJIOJIETHE CEKCY-
aJTHe )KPTBE CBEJIOUMIIC M3a NIapaBaHa, Tako JIa UX je OKPUBJLEHH BHJIEO ,,MyTHO",

YCTaBHY 3aITUTYy OU JOBEJO Y HEOMpaBAaHy Mepy. 3aKOH, y CBOjOj MyIPOCTH, U3jaBJbyje Ja ce
MpaBa jaBHOCTHU HE CMejy Yy OTITYHOCTH KPTBOBATH KaKo O Ce ONTYKEHOM OCUTypaJjia Cily4yajHa
Kopuct* — Mattox v. United States, 156 U.S. 237 (1895).

870 rome: Erwin N. Griswold, ,,The Due Process Revolution and Confrontation®, University
of Pennsylvania Law Review vol. 119, 5/1971, 715-719.

8 Ohio v. Roberts, 448 U.S. 56 (1980).

89 HageneHo He 3HAUM JIa je CBaKa M3jaBa BELITAKa ca KOjUM CE ONTYKEHU HHje KOHPPOH-
THpPAo NMpUXBaTJbUBa — BUAN Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 U.S. 305 (2009).

90 Jessica Smith, “Remote Testimony and Related Procedures Impacting a Criminal Defen-
dant’s Confrontation Rights”, Administration of Justice Bulletin No. 2013/02, 3.

1 Bue o Tome: Bama Bajosuh, ,,icka3 caOKpHBILEHOT KA0 JI0Ka3 Y KPUBUYHOM MOCTYTIKY,
Ipasnu srcusoiu 9/17, 720. Bunu u Burton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123, (1968).

92 Confrontation: The Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science, Vol. 62,
No. 4 (Dec., 1971), Published by: Northwestern University Pritzker School of Law Stable URL,
516, noctymHo Ha https:.//www.jstor.org/stable/1141704, npuctynbeno 24. jyn 2021.; Buau u Evans
v. State, 222 Ga. 392 (Ga. 1966).
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JOK omTeheHH yOIIITe HUCY MOTJIH J1a BUJIe OKPHUBJbEHOT.”? TIOTIYHO CyTIpOTHO
cTaHOBUIITE BpXoBHU Cyn 3ay3uMa, camo JBE T'OJUHE KacCHU]je, Yy MPEIMETy
Maryland v. Craig, kana je TOIyCTHO U3y3€TaK Ol IIpaBa Ha CyOUaBambe ,, TUIIEM
W une” y CUTYyalrju Kajia je Cy/inja IOMyCTUO UCTIUTUBAKE CBEI0KA JICTETa, KOje
je OMI0 JKpTBa 37I0CTaBJbaka, ITyTEM jeTHOCMEPHOT TEXHUUYKOT JIMHKA, TAKO J1a CY
JIeTe, TY)KUJIAI ¥ OpaHuiall OTHIILIU CY Y IOCEOHY MPOCTOPH]Y, JOK Cy Cyauja,
MOpOTa ¥ ONTYKEHU OCTAJIN Y CYAHHUITH. Y OBOj CHUTYaIlHjH, IETE, KOje HUje MOTJIO
Jla BUJIH OKPUBJHEHOT, UCITUTAHO YHAKPCHO, JOK CE CHUMAK CBEIOYCHA, BHJICO
MOHHUTOPOM, TIPUKA3a0 OHMUMA Y CYJHHIIH, [1a Cy MOPOTa, Cy1ja U OKPUBILCHH
MOTJIH JIa TIPaTe BEroBO MOHAIIAKE, IOK je OKPUBJHEHH OHO Y eIEKTPOHCKO] KO-
MYHHKaIHju ca Opanuorem.” Y omryIm ce HaBOIHU U J1a j€ ,, uHiliepec jagHe gpoicd-
6€ 3a uU3UYKO U UCUXUUKO ONATOCTHARbE AHCPIIABA 310CIUABDHATLA geye Modice Ouiliu
gOBOBHO BAJICAH ga HAGMAUU, OaApeMm Y HeKUM CYUajeduMd, PpaABo OULYHCeHOT
ga ce cyouu ca ceojum WyHCUoOyuUMa Ha cygy.”

,,POOEPTOB* TeCT MOY3IAaHOCTH je OO 3aCTYIIJhEH Y CYACKO] TIPAKCH, JTOK CE
y ciyuajy Crawford v. Washington,” uuje 3ay3eno qpyradije CTaHOBHUILTE KOje
je moomTpuio 3a0pany Hearsay koja ce omHOCHIIa Ha BAHCYICKE M3jaBe KOj€ HICY
TMIOJIJIO’KHE YHAKPHOM UCTTUTHBaYy. Cilydaj ce OJTHOCHO Ha CHUMAK H3jaBe CyIpy-
re OKPUBJHCHOT Y TIOJIUIIHNjH, KOjU j& KOpUITheH Kao J0Ka3 MPOTHB OKPHUBJHEHOT,
MaKo CyIpyTa Kao MPUBUIIETOBAHY CBEJOK HUje CBEJOYMUIIA HUTH j& YHAKPCHO
WCTATaHa. Y 0BOj OIUTYITH, 3aKJbyTY]j€ Ce J1a, HaKo je KPajibu MUJb KOH(PpOHTAITH-
OHE KJIay3yJle O Cyouemy Jia ce 00e30eu Moy3AaHoCT J0Ka3a, OHa je IO CBOjOj
TIPUPOIH ,,[TIPOIIECHA, a HE MaTepHjaliHa TapaHITHja, - KOjOM Ce ,,HaJlaXe, He ]a CaMHu
Jnokas3u Oyny moysaaHH, Beh Ja ce moy3gaHoCT Mponewyje Ha onpeleHn HauuH:
TeCTUpamkeM YHAKPCHUM HCIIUTHBAmEM.  M3jaBe cBemoka, Koju ce He TojaBe Ha
cyhemy He Mory ce IPUXBATUTH, OCHM aKO j€ CBEJIOK HEJIOCTYIIaH, 2 OKPUBJHCHH
j€e paHuje mMao MPHMIINKY J1a ra yHaKkpcHo ucnuta.”® KonpporTannona Kiay3yia
ce MPUMEHbYje Ha CBEJIOUYCH-E Y CYJHUIIM TPOTUB ONTYKSHOT U Ha M3jaBe BaH CyJa
Jare Ha cylemy y UCTy CBpPXY, C TUM Jia C€ HOBO MPABHJIO HAjBHIIE TIOCTABIbA Y
OJIHOCY Ha BaHCYJICKe u3jaBe’’ Koje ce OJJHOCE Ha U3jaBe KPTBE HACKIbA Y MOPO-

93 Coy v. lowa, 487 U.S. 1012, 101622 (1988).

% Maryland v. Craig, 497 U.S. 836 (1990), Jessica Smith (2013), 3-4.

9 Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004).

% Jessica Smith, ,,Understanding the New Confrontation Clause Analysis: Crawford, Davis,
and Melendez-Diaz", Administration of justice bulletin, no. 2/2010, 1-2.

7 HemoryhHocT unTama Ha Cyljersy 3aIliCHIKa O HCKa3iMa IaTHM TOKOM HCTpare, mocie-
JIMIIA je U MOTIYHO HedopMalHe npupoje ucrpare y kpusndaom noctynky CAJl. U3yserak je
pUXBaTamke UCKa3a HEAOCTYTHUX CBEJOKA qaTuX mpe cyherma, y OaHOCY Ha Koje je mpe cyherma
3aI0BOJHEHO IPABO OKPUBJHCHOT HA YHAKPCHO ucnuTHBamke — Munan HIkysuh, ,,OCHOBHE KOHTpPO-
Bep3e CHCTeMa CTPAHAYKOT JOKa3MBamba Ha TJIABHOM IMPETPECy MpemMa MpaBuinMa 3aKOHUKA O
KpuBH4YHOM noctynky Cpouje*, Koniuuneniuanno ipaso — Yacouuc 3a ogpocue u CK1agam passeoj
apasa — Kollpa, ronuna 3, 6poj 3, beorpax 2019, 20.
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AN KOja HHje CBEIOYMIIA JaTe CIyKOeHUKY muiau omneparepy 911, Bancyacke
u3jaBe KPTBE CEKCyaTHOT HacKJba HaJl AETETOM KOje HUje CBEIOUMJIIO WIaHy MOpo-
e u apyre.”®

VY omyuwu Davis v. Washington,”® nipomupeno je Kpodopraoso npasusio. Pas-
MaTpaHe Cy JBEe BPCTE M3jaBe KPTBA: M3jaBe KPTaBa HACUIbA Y MOPOIHIIH JIaTe
TOKOM mo3uBa 911 u u3jaBe KpTBEe HACKIba Yy MOPOJULH MOJUIUjH KaKo Ou pea-
roBanu. Cyx je nedmHUCA0 da c€ CBEIOUCHHEM HE CMATpajy ,,M3jaBe Koje Cy JaTe
TOKOM HOJIMIH]CKOT UCIIUTHUBAA MO/ OKOJTHOCTUMA KOje 00jeKTHBHO yKa3yjy a
je mpuMapHa cBpxa UCIUTHBAKA J1a ce oMOTryhu mpyskame MoOMOhH TTONHITH]e ¥
XUTHUM CITy4ajeBUMa KOjH Cy Y TOKY*, JOK CE€ CBEIOUCHEM CMaTpajy ,,W3jaBe KOjH-
Ma je IpuMapaH MUk J1a ¢ YTBPIC WITH TOKAXy YHEH-ECHUIIE U3 TPONIINX norahaja
MOTEHIIMjaHO PEIeBAHTHUX 3a KACHUje KpUBHYHH TocTymak %0

Haxo je cyncka mpakca yTBpauiaa OpojHe n3y3eTke ox Hearsay, oBa 3a0pana
U J1aJbe 3ay31Ma BayKHO MECTO y aHTJIOAMEPHUYKOM IIPaBy, o1 Koje ce Hehe omycra-
TH 300T moTpede 3amTuTte Kojy npyxka [llectn amanaman YcraBa CA/L.

6. 3AKJbYUYHA PASMATPAA

Y common law u eBpOICKO-KOHTHHEHTAITHOM CHCTEMY, CyIHja MOpa OJTy-
YUTH KOju he ce Joka3u U3BECTHU Ha IIIaBHOM MPETPECY, C TUM Jia y common law,
CYJI Ce TIPHIIMKOM T€ OJITyKe 0aBM YIIIaBHOM IMHUTAHEM ITPUXBATIEUBOCTH TOT JI0-
Ka3za, 10K y €BpOIICKO-KOHTUHCHTAJIHUM CUCTEMHMA, CYl TCIKU J1a IPUXBATU CBC
JoKase KOju Cy O 3Hayaja 3a yTBphuBame MaTepujaiHe uctuHe. Beha morpeda
3a M3[[BajabeM JI0Ka3a y aMepUIKOM MPaBy M YOIIIITE Y aKy3aTOPCKOM THITY KPH-
BUYHOT ITOCTYTIKA, MOXeE C€ MpaBIaTH MaCHBHOM YJIOTOM CyJia, KOju UMa yJIOoTy
KOHTpPOJIE JI0Ka3a KOje Cy CTpaHKe MPUKYTIHIIE U U3Bele Y TOKY mocrymnka. Kako
je oITyKa 0 KpUBHUIIM OKPHUBJFEHOT Y HAJJISKHOCTH MIOPOTE U TO Jlanka, Beha je
1 oTpeda J1a ce OHa 3aCHMBA Ha JI0Ka3uMa KOju Cy 3aKOHHTO MPHOaBIbEHH U KO-
jUMa ce He KpIIe TpaBa OKPHBJHEHOT KaKO UCTU He O YTHIAIN Ha KOHAYHY OJUTY-
Ky TOpoTe.

Hako je nactanak exclusionary rule 6no o KpyIujarHOT 3Ha4aja 3a OCTBA-
pHUBame J1Ba OCHOBHA [[UJba — MTyHE 3aIITUTE YCTaBOM 3arapaHTOBaHUX IpaBa
OKPHBJBEHOT U ,, TUCITUTIIINHOBAE TOMUIINjCKUX CITyKOEHNKa, pPa3B0j OBOT MH-
CTUTYTa Kpo3 00rary mpakcy CyloBa U3HEAPHUO je OpOjHE U3Y3ETKE Y HEroBoj
NPUMEHH, 11a Ce Ca OCHOBOM MOJKE KOHCTaTOBATH J1a CE CBE BUILE IOBOJH Y IIHTAFE
CHCTEM aIlCOJyTHOT M3/IBajarba JJ0Ka3a y aMepUUKOM IpaBy. Y CBOjoOj jypuUcHpy-
JIeHITUj1, BpXoBHH Cy/ je npkaBama J1ao ,,0fpelieHe pyke y pa3Bojy CONCTBEHE

98 Jessica Smith (2010), 4-5.

9 Davis v. Washington, 547 U.S. 813 (2006).

100 Jessica Smith (2010), 9.
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JIOKTPWHE U OHE CBE BHIIIEC KOPHUCTE ,,0aTaHCHPajyhul TPUCTYT'* Y IPUMEHHU exclu-
sionary rule. OcuM TOTa, HaKO HE YBEK JCIIUIHO, KPO3 OJIITyKE aMEPUIKHUX CYJI0Ba
MPOXKHMA Ce ,,MHCa0" Koja je KapaKTePUCTUYHA 33 PEIATHBHHU CUCTEM U3/Barha
JIOKa3a, Jia JIM je IPETEHKHUJH NHTEPEC KPUBUYHOT TOHCHA HIIM HHTEPEC MTPaBHY-
HOT TIOCTYTIKA.

AHanu3upase oJTyke HajBulie cyicke uacranie CAJl koje ce Ty nmpume-
He exclusionary rule Ha cTydajeBe KpIlierha YCTABHUX aMaHaMaHa KojuMa ce ra-
paHTyje MpUBUIIETHja IPOTUB CAaMOONITYKHUBamba U 3a0pane Hearsay, yctaHoBuiie
Cy CTaHJapJie KOju Cy MPUMEHUBH U Y TIPAKCH JPYTUX MPABHUX CUCTEMA, JIOK je
pa3Boj KpUTEpUjyMa y Oy YHBaKY, Y MHOTOME CIIMYaH OHUMA KOjH CY CE Pa3BUIU
y npakcu ECJBIL. 1 ECJBII y cBojuM ommykaMa ykasyje Ha TO Ja Cy IpaBo Ha hy-
Tamke W MPUBUIIETHjA TPOTUB CAMOONTYKUBAKA, ,,Je3rp0 Havyella IPaBUYHOT 110~
CTYIKa ¥ MPU3HATH Mel)yHApOHY cTaHapii KOjuMa ce OKPUBJHEHU IITUTH O
MIPHUCHIIC JIPXKABHKX OpraHa’, ok o 3a0panu Hearsay, HarnaniaBa ynpaBo OHO IIITO
j€ MCTHUIIAaHO U Y OJIITyKaMa aMepUIKUX CyJI0Ba Jia IPUIUKOM OIICHE MTPUXBATIHH-
BOCTH MCKa3a CBEJIOKA ,,I10 YyBeHY ', Tpeda UMaTH Ha YMY Jia ,,CBE/IOKA HUCTE BU-
JIeNTN KaKo CBEJIOYH; HUCTE ra UYJIM KaKO CBEJIOYH; HUCTE YYJIM KAKO CE FheroBa
M3jaBa UCIUTYje, HaKo OM My 0JJ0paHa HECYyMEUBO IMOCTaBUJIA HU3 MMUTaMmA™",
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Abstract: The rules on the exclusion of evidence are one of the few rules,
which, due to their characteristics, cannot be polarized into the Anglo-Saxon
model and the European-continental model. A unique model of exclusion of evi-
dence exists in American law, which is the creator of the exclusionary rule, while
in other countries of the Anglo-Saxon system and the European-continental
system, a relative system of exclusion is represented in its autonomous forms.
Under the influence of numerous Anglo-American doctrines and judicial practice
of courts in the USA, a system of absolute separation was established, which is
based on the protection of the constitutional rights of citizens, with the fact that
this approach was relativized over time through exceptions that were accepted in
practice.

In this paper, the author deals with the origin and characteristics of the ex-
clusionary rule, the differences in relation to the relative system of extracting
evidence and the most important evidentiary prohibitions, which arose as a con-
sequence of the violation of the constitutional amendments. The emergence of
evidentiary prohibitions in the USA, especially those related to the prohibition of
self-incrimination and the prohibition of Hearsay, is of great importance for these
generally accepted institutes of Anglo-Saxon law, but also for the standards of
the ECtHR, as shown by the practice of the highest judicial instance of the USA,
which was analyzed in the paper.

Keywords: exclusinary rule, evidentiary prohibitions, prohibition of self-in-
crimination, hearsay.
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