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Abstract. To mapdv Gpdpo TpaypateveTal ™ vopukﬁ q)ﬂon
™mg apxng ne bis in idem, sﬁsro@owag KATa TOGOV autn
GLVLOTA YEVIKN apX1] TOL SIKAIOV KOTA TNV €VVOoLd Tou Gpdpov
38(1) (") tov Katactatiko) tov Aleavovg Au«m‘rnplou ™g
Xdaync (AAX). H ev Aéyw apxn, n omola elvar emtione yvwoti

LSng 610, GUGTnp.(lTO. ToV Kowodikaiov (common law) — wg
apYN ™¢ ourtowopeucng ¢ dumic dlwenc (double jeopardy),
GUVIGTA éva 88;187\1(;)8& avdpWOTLVO dkalwpa,
TPOGTOTEVOVTOC TO. orropta amo TO VO OIKAGTOUV KAl VO
Tlumpnaouv dvo @opég yo v o Un0880n Qotoco, Tapd
TNV LGTOPLKN TNG napaﬁoon, n epappoyn ¢ e€akoAovEl va
:rrapovota{el ONPAVTIKEC DLOPOPOTIONGELC usra@u TOV EDVIKOV
gvvopwv  TOewV KOl ™m¢ 8[88\/01)@ svvopmg 'raéng,
JTQOKOLM)VTOLQ K(lT(lKSpp.aTle.O KL €YELPOVTOC €va KplOlp.O
epwTNUa: Xuviotd n apyn ne bis in idem yevikn apyn TOv
dikafov kotd v évvolo. Ttov dpdpov 38 (D(y) 1ou
Kataotatikod tov Alsavo{)g ALKao'rnpfou ™me Xowng,
AToypw®v GKOTIOC TOL APIPOL ElvaL N TLOPOXT LOC GAPOVS KOL

' O BpacvBoviog-Xpnotog Kooudng etvau Tpomtuytakog Portntig g
Nopwng Xyxohg Tov Edvikod ka Kamodistpiokov Iavemotnulov
Adnvov.

2 O Teopyrog Hoamainvdvvov evar Tpomtuyiordc Porrntig g Nopwkig
yohg tov Edvikov ko Kamodiotprakov IMavemiotnuiov Adnvev.
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GUGTNPOTIKG dOUNUEVNG ATTAVINGNC GTO GVOTEPW EPWOTNUAL,
alomolwvtag Ta Gupmspo'toptorra ™me Em‘rpoa‘rﬁg Alsavoﬂg
Awaiov (ILC) tov 2025 GXST[KO. ue T YEVIREC OPYEC TOV
JKALOV, 1] AVOYVOPLOT TWY OTIOLWY OITOLTEL TNV dlePEVVNON TOV
EKTEVOUC KAl GUVIETOV VOWULKOU TAGLGIOV TTOV I Oémel. Xt
OLVEYELD, PECW pag ERTEVOUC GuprLTLKng avaivuong
AaPOpwV €IVIKWOV svvopL(uv Taéswv ava TOV KOGUO, 1 pts?xsrn
katadewkvoel 0Tl | apyn ne bis in idem orotehel TEAYUOTL
yevikn] apyn Ttov Oikalov ce €dvikd emimedo (in foro
domest1c0) Evtovtolg, mopd v sﬁpouwusvn 0¢on ™G OTIC
ECWTEPIKEC evvoptsg TageLg, smcnuawsral OTL N PETAPOPA TNC
GTN SLsavn gvvoun TAEN TOPOUEVEL ap@AeyOuevn, Kaawg n
EPAPPOYN TNC HETOLL SLa(popsnKmv OKALODOGLOV TTPOGKPOVEL
OTNV KAJIEPWUEVN aPXN] TNG KPOTIKNG Kvplapxlag Yuvohka,
TO apapo avadekvoel ™ ATt SLAGTUGN TNG GXEONC usra@v
KOOTIKNG KUPLOPYLOC KOl avOPOTIVOYV OIKAIOUATOV, 1 OTolo.
BploKETOL GTOV TVPNVO. TOL {NTNROTOC TNC  OLOKPATIKNC
ePOPUOYNC TNC apYNS ne bis in idem.
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H apyn ne bis in idem éyer amoteAécel depeAlddoug
ONUOGLOC 0PYN] TOVL TOWIKOD JKAIOV, o 0G0 daoeTNUO.
peAeTaTAL KO sq)apptogsral ouo'rnptorrma oTOV avapmmvo
moAttiopo.” H ow*n?xmpn OTL KOVEVQL Trpocomo dev pmopel vo.
dkaoTel dVO POPEC Yo TNV (Dla ALTlo. EXEL TIC p@sg ™¢ 610
apxouo EMANVIKO  dlKkalo. ELSLKorspa 0 yvmo‘rog E7\7\nvag
pntopag Anpocdévng etye dNAWGEL OTL «OL VOPOL OTTOYOPEVOVY
vo. SIRALETAL 0 (B10¢ AvIPWTTOC dVO POPEC Yo TO (BLo {NTNUAL,
elTe TPOKELTOL YLO. TTOMTIKN Oywyn, €Aeyyo, apgiebnrodyevn
aflwon N otwdNmote GANO TTOPOPOL0».* TTadiakd, To ne bis in
idem eCellyOnKke 01O TEPIPNUO PWUOIKO VOWUIKO Oflwpa
«nemo debet bis vexari pro una et eadem causa».’ o
tou¢ Popalovg, n 60pUtnto og SIKOGTIKNG aTo@acng NTov
TGO KODOPLOTIKY ®GTE, €€ OPLGUOV, Ol JOTIOTWGEIS KOL N
KOLOT TNG de®POVVTAY adlOp@LGBNTNTA TPAYUOTIKO YEYOVOTO,
T0. omolo. dev propoveav vo. avotparnovv. H apyn avtn evar
Yvwotn w¢ res judicata.’

3 Bartkus v. Illinois, 359 U.S. 121, 151 (1959) (Black, J., ustoyngoica,
yvoun), «O @66oc kot n omoorpocpn OTEVAVTL GTNV Ku6£pvnm<n s§ovcla
va Sikager avdp®IToug dV0 POPEC Yo TNV Lo GLUTEPLPOPG. ATTOTENEL i
OO0 TIC APYALOTEPEC LOEEC TOV DUTIKOV TTOMTIGUOU>.

4 Anpoodévng, Olynthiacs Philippics; Minor public speeches; Speech
against Leptines: I-XVII, XX, § 147, 589, 2n #kd. (1998), dmwg
mapoatidetar oto D. S. Rudstein, ‘A Brief History of the Fifth Amend-
ment Guarantee Against Double Jeopardy’, 14 William & Mary Bill of
Rights Journal (2005) 193, 198.

> H (ppacn onuatvel «Kavszg dev mpemer va evoyleitar SU0 POPEC yia TNV
dia autio», avagpepopevn edkotepa Ge devtepeg mowvikée dweg. BA. G.
Nuridzhanian, The Principle of Ne Bis in Idem in International Crim-
inal Law: Balancing the Interests of Individuals, States, and the In-
ternational Community (2024), 12.

® To ne bis in idem GuvioTa TNV apvmmn Aertovpyla g res judicata,
oup(pmva pe v omolo dev smrpsnsral véa 81m§n yo 1o 1o tnrnpara
petd TV €rdoon cu'rocpaong oV €€l kutactel TedeciOwn. BA. J. A. E.
Vervaele, ‘Ne bis in idem: Towards a Transnational Constltutlonal
Principle in the EU?’, 9 Utrecht Law Review (2013), 211, 212. e
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Ytov Tvpnva ¢, N opyn ne bis in idem ocvvdgetal
TOAd0GLOKA e TNV O TNV ovGla NG dnpoctag efovolag: 1
LlGYVC TV OIKOGTIKOV OTOPAGEWY €lvaL KPIGLUN O}l KOVO YL
™y TPOGTAGLO. TWV GUUPEPOVIOY TV WOWTOY, OAAG KOL ©C
smppaon ¢ kavotntog Tov Kpdtouvg va emBailer toug
VOUOUC TOV, OLOGPOAILOVTAG TOPAAANAG TNV ao(pomaa
dkalov,” KODOC Kot ePTEd®VOVTAC TO aledNUa dikatocvvng.?

O napo@écag tov ITowikoV Awkalov TwV TEPLGGOTEPWYV
Kpam)v onuepa sxovv KATOANEEL OVLGLOGTIKA GTO OO
CLUTEPOOUO  pe ekelvo Twv Popalov olwveg TPW: N
eTavaANYN TN SIKNG EVOC TTPOGHOTOL YLO. TNV LOLOL OLTLAL GITAWC
VTTOVOUEVEL TNV EUTTLGTOGUVN TOL KOWOU GTNV OKEPALOTNTO
¢ dikaroovvng.’

Y10v avtimodo, To B0 TPOGWTo da PToPOVGE VO,
dwkeTaL €T 0.OPLGTOV, YEYOVOC TOU da oSnyo{)os TEMKA pe
686011017]1’(1 otnv embBoAn Tpwplog.” Ztn GUYYPOVN €TTOYN, N
apxn ne bis in idem Ka'roxupmvsrat Ge no?maplaua
GULVTAYPOTO KOL VOUOOEGLEC Tepl TOWIKOV OIKAIOV Ova TOV
koopo. ‘Exer dewpndel avomoomosTn TTUNN TOV SIKOLOPATOC
TOU KOTNYOPOULPEVOL Ge dlkoun Oikn,"! aAAd TapdAAnia
OVOYVOPLCETOL KOl ®C OUTOTEAEC OepeAlwdeg  avdPOTIVO

avtideon pe v apyn ne bis in idem, 10 VOWKG KODEGTOC TNG OTOLOC
€COROAOVEL PEYPL GNUEPT. VO, TIOPAPEVEL OGAMEC KOL OUPIONKO, 1| GEYN
g res judicata €yer avayvoplotel o¢ Fevikn Apyn Tov Akatov kat, Wg ek
T0UTOV, WG TTNYH ToL dedvoic dikaiov. BA. The Pious Fund Case (United
States of America v. Mexico), Award, 14 October 1902, 9 Reports of
International Arbitral Awards (1902), 1, 5; Trail Smelter Arbitration
(United States of America v. Canada), Final Award, 11 March 1941, 3
Reports of International Arbitral Awards (1941), 1905, 1950—1951 Ap-
plication of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the
Crime of Genocide (Bosnia and Herzegovina v. Serbia and Montene-
gro), Judgment, IC] Reports 2007, 43, wap. 115-120.

7 H. Satzger, ‘Application Problems Relating to “Ne bis in idem” as
Guaranteed under Art. 50 CFR/Art. 54 CISA and Art. 4 Prot. No. 7
ECHR’, 3 Eucrim (2020), 213-17.

8 M. C. Bassiouni, ‘Human Rights in the Context of Criminal Justice:
Identifying International Procedural Protections and Equivalent Pro-
tections in National Constitutions’, 3 Duke Journal of Comparative and
International Law (1993), 235, 288.

? J. Lelieur, “‘Transnationalising” Ne Bis In Idem: How the Rule of Ne
Bis In Idem Reveals the Principle of Personal Legal Certainty’, 9(4)
Utrecht Law Review (2013), 200.

0 Idmwvog ekmpléowTog eCéPpace TN 0N OGUTH GYETIRG Pe TNV
OVOYROLOTNTO. GULUTEPIANYNG Tov ne bis in idem xkatd 1 dadwacio
katdaptiong Touv ICCPR. BA. United Nations General Assembly, Third
Committee, ‘Summary Record of the 961st Meeting’ (19 November
1959) UN Doc A/C.3/SR.961, [9].

" Ibid.
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dwkatwpa.? H avayvopon tng opyng avtng elvor oxedov
KAOOAIKN GTO. KPATN KOL GTIC évvousg TAEEIG ava TOV KOGUO,
HOAOVOTL TTAPOVGLALOVTAL anLownng amoKrNGELG WG TPOG TIG
edrOTEPEC TTPOLTIODEGELC KAl TOV TPOTTO e@appoyng tc.”

H avaykn yia opoLOPoPPN J'rpoorama ¢ apyng ne
bis in idem, n omolo. GLUVOEETAL €V PEPEL PE TNV ATTOLGLA
GUYKERPLUEVOY BLKOVOULKOY KAVOVOY YLO. TNV EPAPPUOYN TNG,
0dNYNGE GTNY EVOOUATOON TNG G TOAVAPLIYEG dLedVelg KaL
TePLPEPELOREC  oupBaceEl  OvVIPWTIIVOV  SIKALOPATOV.
EvdekTikd, katoyvpwvetal 6to Gpdpo 14(7) tov Aedvoic
Zup@®vov yio To. Atoptkd kot TToAttika Atkawopato,' eve
avtiotolyeg dwatalec mepthapbavovtor otnv EXZAAP® kot
v Apeptkavikn Lopbaocn Akalopdtov tov Avdpomov.'
[MapaAAnio, 1o Katactatikd tng Poung amoxieler tnv
emavainyn Olkng evorov  tov  Awedvouvg  Ilotvikod
Awoctnplov, 670 TAalGLo ™mg 0PYNG ™mg
ouunhnpwua‘nké‘rnrag H oamayopevon 1tng SumAng
mowvikne diwénc (double jeopardy) katoyvp®veTaL KAL GTNV
[Teprn Tpono?xoyla Tov Zuvviaypato¢ Tov Hvopévov
[ToAhtewwv.® H o apyn amotelel, TéAog, depehiwdeg
oTolyelo TV Tapadioceny Tov Hielpwtikod Awalov, 6mov
aTavtaTal cuyva K¢ apyn tov autrefois acquit.”

H petraBoon avtn and o apuymg ECWTEPIKT] VOUIKT
mopadocn ot Oedvl TPOGTAGIO.  TWV avapwmvwv
OIKALWPGTOV 0ONYEl GTO EPWTNUO KOTO TOGOV TO ne bis in
idem éyel. TPAYPOTL GTTOKTNGEL TNV WOTNTA. TNYNG TOV
diedvoug dkatov. Ewdkdtepa, 10 gpwdtnua mov TOETAL GTO
TOPOV GPIPO elval KOTA TTOGOV To ne bis in idem propel va,

12 Zolotukhin v. Russia, ECtHR Application No. 14939/03, Judgment of
10 February 2009, map. 78. Xtnv vitodeon avti, 10 ALKCLGTY]QLO dMAwace
Ot «... Onuovpyel voukn abebaiotnta acvubibactn ue éva deuehiwdec
&Kat'wya, SnAadn 1o Sikaiwua va punv SIORETAL KATTOI0C SO POPEC YIa TO
010 adiknuos.

13 Bassiouni, supra v. 5, 235, 288.

4 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (adopted 16 De-
cember 1966, entered into force 23 March 1976) 999 UNTS 171, Article
14(7).

> Protocol No. 7 to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms, 4 November 1950, 213 UNTS 222
(amended by the provisions of Protocol No. 14 (CETS No. 194)), Arti-
cle 4.

' American Convention on Human Rights, 22 November 1969, 1144
UNTS 123, Article 8.

7 Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, 1 July 2002, 2187
UNTS, Articles 17(1)(c), 20(1), 20(3).

18 U.S. Constitution, Amendment V, Clause 2.

¥ Nuridzhanian, supra vm. 5, 22.
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dewpndel T'evikn Apyn Tov Awkalov, KAt TNV €VVoLo. TOL
dpdpov  38(1)(y) 1t0v Kartaotorikod 1oL Aledvoic
Awactnplov ™g Xayng 20 H SuokoAlo. TTPOGILOPLGPOY TOV
§m’nua‘rog avToL  €xel anaoxo?moﬂ 1060 TN Odewplo. TOV
dkalov 060 Kal Ta Bto. Ta KPATN GVA TOV KOGUO.

Eivar Tpo@avég ot e€0k0AOVIEL VO TTOPAPEVEL AGUPES
T0G0 T0 KODEGTWC TOL ne bis in idem 6to 6188vég dikato 6Go
KOL TO {TNPOL ™g enavolapBovopevng J'rowumg 8lm§ng evog
:rrpooomov OV €)EL U.STO.681 oe GANO KPATOC, Y€ OKOTO ™y
O.GKY]GY] dlw&ng evavtiov Tov, avtl vo ekdodeL GTO KPATOGC
ovto.?! TIoAAG kpdtn avd Tov KOGUO €fakoAovdOVY va
VITOGTNPLLOVY OTL dev LVPLoTATAL SLO.GUVOPLOKO ne bis in idem
KAl OTL daTnEOVY TO OIKAIWUO VO 0GKNGOVY dlwEn KT
TPOGHOTOV YL TO 0T0L0 SLaDETOVY VoL 6don dikatodociag,
Gﬁu(p(ova pe 10 Oedveg dlkaro.’? Tehkd, avtn 1 €viovy
GUYKPOUGY]  PeTalld Tov  avipOTIVOY  OIKAUOUGTOY  TOV
Karnyopouusvou a@QeVOC KOL TNC KLPLOPYXLOC KoL s@ouolag TOU
Kpdtoug amo v dAAn amotedovv Tov AGyo yla ToV 0TT0lo TO
mTnua TG dlaGVVOPLOKNC WGXVOC Tov ne bis in idem
€CaroAOVIEL va €lvaL TOGO DLYOGTIKO.

To Zﬁ'rnpta OUTO  OTTOKAAVTITEL €va. TTOAD  60dVTEPO
SLAnuua a0 TO TPOPAVEC vopuKo eQUTNUA, Ue Nyorepo
eUPOVelC 0ANG TTOAD an.(lVTlKOTEQSQ :rro?urleg TPOERTAGELG.
Ewdikotepa, Tdetor 10 £p0TNRO KATA TTOGOV 1O owapumwa
OIKALOUOTO PITOPOVY VO TTEPLOPLLOVTIOL» 1] VO KAUTTTOVTOL
otav dlakLBevoVTOL DEULTOL GROTIOL dNUOGLIOV GLUUPEPOVTOC.

20 Statute of the International Court of Justice, 26 June 1945, 33 UNTS
993, Article 38(1)(c).

2 A. Clooney & P. Webb, The Right to a Fair Trial in International
Law (2020), 779.

22 Introductory Comment to the Harvard Draft Convention on Juris-
diction with Respect to Crime’, 29 Supplement to the American Jour-
nal of International Law (1935), 443, 445. To 6y£d0 0w16 vIOYPAPNKE
amé apketolc peEAeTnTéC 6ToV 0Tdnyo Tng umdeong Lotus (1927) kar elye
©C OROTO VO OTTOTEAEGEL ATAVINGY] GTN GUYXLON TOU dNULOVPYNGE N
Lotus, Wlwg avo@opkd pe v opxn g edaguwotntog. To oxédo
oLUBAoNG TOPOLGLOLE OVAAVTIRG TIG daopeg Bacelg dikalodoclog Tov
VPLOTAVTOL GTO DLeDVEC BIROLO KOL TOV TPOTO e TOV 0TT0l0 GAANAOETIIOPOVY
petaly toug. To amotédecpo Ntav N KODEPWON TeGGGPwY BAcewv:
edagdtnta, Wayéveio (evepyntik Kkou TOINTIKA), OGEAAEIC KoL
owovpevikotTa. [Topdho oV T0 €v Adyw GYEd0 dev elvor DeGUEVTIKS, N
ETPPON TOL NTAV KOTGAVTIKY], VO GROUN KAL GNUEPC UVNUOVEVETOL GTN
dedvn Bil6hoypapia. Ta epiosdtepa, 6A. A. Lenhoff, ‘International Law
and Rules on International Jurisdiction’, 50(1) Cornell Law Review
§1964;, 5; C. Ryngaert, Jurisdiction in International Law, 2n £kd.
2015).
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IMpoceyyitovtag Tic Tevikég Apyéc Tov Alkalov KATA
10 d.pdpo 38(1)(y) Tov Kartactatikon tov Atedvoig
Awactnpiov e Xayng: IloAvmlokotnta, Ap@ienuio
kat ‘Opta

’ ’ ’ ’ ’
I'evikeg Apyeg Tov AlkOLOV TTOV ATTOPPEOVY OTO TIG
’ ’ ’
edvikeg evvopeg Tafelg

Tov Matw tov 2025, n Emitponn Aedvoig Awkalov
(ILC) viodétnoe éva kelpevo amotedodpuevo amd 11 oxé&a
Gupu'rspaoudrwv OYETIKA UE TIC YEVIKEG apxég ToVv dikalov,?
Ta. oTolo TIC To@vououv ce dVo KATNYOpPlEC: a(psvog, oe
ekelveg Tov a:rroppsouv ard Tig Sla(popsg s%)vu<sg évvopeg
Tagelg TOL KOGPOUL KOL, GQETEPOV, GE EKEIVEC TOL
dlapop@OvovTaL evTog TNg dtedvoug €vvopng tang.*

‘O6ov a@opd. TNV TPOTN KATNYOPLO. YEVIK®V POV TOL
dikalov, TEEMEL VO TANPOULVTOL  dVO J'rpom'roaeoag
TIPOKELPEVOL L apxn va npoo&opto‘rﬂ og YEVIKN apX1 oV
OIKALOV TIOL OTTOPPEEL ATO TIC EDVIKEC svvousg 10.8e1g.”
HpS‘.ITSI. :rrpm‘rov va dloTteTmdel n VITOPEN wag apxng n omola
elval kowvn o1a JG@OopPO. €DVIKA VOUIKA Guo'rnptorra TOL
KOGUOV (commonahty) Kkat, deVTEPOV, N pw'ra(popa ™¢ a1o 10
€oWTEPIKO  OlkOl0  6TO  Oledvég  VoukO  emimedo
(transp051tion) % H npoi}noason TOU va elvol N apxn
«KOWT»  OOTUGTOVETOL UECW GuprLTlKng avaiuong TV
€OVIKOV VOULKOV GLUOTNUATWY Ova TOV KOGPO.”

TOUQwvo. Ye TO ZUUTEPAGUO. 5 NG Em‘rpoa‘rng
Aiedvodc  Awalov  (ILC), omawteltor  gvpelo kot
OVTITTPOGWTEVTIKY]  GUYKPLTIKY]  OvAAvon, 1 omolo Vo
nept?xapﬁo’wa TIC  OLOPOPETIKEC  TEPLOYXEC  TOV KOGp.OU
TIPOKELPEVOL V0. SLOTILOTWIEL n UTaPEN PO apYNG KOWNC GTa
dapopa. edvikd voukd cvotnuota.?® Aitel va onpetwdel 0Tt

 ILC, General Principles of Law: Texts and Titles of the Draft Con-
clusions and Commentaries Thereto Adopted by the Drafting Com-
mittee on Second Reading (2025), UN Doc. A/CN.4/L.1018. Xe avtd
Ta vaw'tepaoptara n Emrponn Aedvoig Aikalov @hodogel vo. erTTANP®GEL
TOV GKOTIO TNC, TOV, GVUPWVO. ke 10 dpdpo 13(1)(a) tov Xdptn touv OHE,
elval N KOSIKOTIOMGN KaL N TTPOOJEVTIRN avATTTUEN TOV dLedvoUg StkaOV.
24 Ibid., Draft Conclusion 3.

% Ibid., Draft Conclusion 4.

% Ibid.; 6. emwiong M. Ochi, ‘General Principles of Law for Internal and
Inter-jurisdictional Issues: The Two Faces of Ne Bis In Idem’, 20
Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies (2021), 62—63.
7 TLC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vm. 23, Draft Conclusion 5.

28 Ibid.
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n ILC dev mpotelvel €vav 6a@n 0pLGpo ToL 0POV «KOWT». LT0
mAaiclo avto, n Emtponn €xel 87]7\({)081 ot <<6€80ptévou OTL TO
TEPLEYOPEVO KOL TO TedLO scpapptoyng TOV ysvu«ov apX®V TOv
OIKALOV TIOU  OTOPEPEOVY ATO  TIC SBVLKSQ évvopeg TAgeLC
EVOEYETOL VO, TTOKIAAOVY, KplanKs GKOTILO VO, PNV UTCOlp§€l
m’tsp6o7\u<a |<owov1m'u<n TPOGEYYLON WC TTPOC TO tnmua avTo,
smrpsrtovrag étor v efétoon  KAde  TMEPITLONG
HEROVOUEVO». >

Q¢ ek TOUTOL, AauBavoviag VITOYN TIC pquég
8La(poporrom0€1g OV EVOEXETOL VO. TTAPOVGLALOVY oploptsvsg
eOVIKEC OPYEC usraﬁu SLa(popsnKmv OIKALODOGLOV, Guuq)mva
pe v ILC OlpKSl n VTaPEN €vOC KOOV J'rapovoptaorn usra@v
TV €IVIKOV €vvopnv Tafewv.’® MOAOVOTL pla KOWY] YEVIKY
avrf?mtpn KOl Wwlo Kkown ratio dewpolVIOL KATA KAVOVa
ETAPKELC VL0 TOV npoo&oplcuo pag ysvuaqg apyng Ttou
OKaLOV, TTOPAPEVEL apt(pl6o7\o KATA TTOGOV OITOLTELTOL PO apxn
Vo €lvol  TAVOPOLOTUTI]  GTA.  OlG@QOopO.  €JVIKA  VOWUIKA
GLGTNATO.

Edv omotovvtav TAnpeng opotopop@lo, ovto  do
@OWOTOY  OVEQPIKTO, KODOC N  €POEUOYN KAdE  OPXNC
dapopoToteltat ova Tov KéGy.O la napo’@swua VO M ysvud]
avTiAnyn Kot m ratio g apxng ne bis in idem elval |<owsg
6710 som‘rspmo eTINEDO, TO. EMPEPOVC GTOLYELD ATTO TO. OTOLO.
auTtn amotelelTal, 8n7\a8n t0. bis koL idem, S10.poPOTOLOVYTOL
HeTad TV €dVkOV €vvopwv Tafewv. Q¢ ek TOUTOL, N
TOQATNENGY CUTH] EYEIPEL TO OROAOVIO EPWTNUA: APKEL CUTY
N GTTOKAIVOVGA EPAPPOYN TNC €V AOYW® O.PYNG VIO VA GUVOYDEL
otL 10 ne bis in idem dev orotehel yevikn apxﬁ KOWN KOTO
v €vvolo Twv Xvurepoopdtov e ILC, n n Vmopln g
KOWNG OVTIANYNG 0dnyel 6To avTideto cupTEpacua;’

HQOKSLpLevou W apyn vo unaxasl ce ovtn TNV
ROTNYOPLO. YEVIROV 000V TOL DIKALOV, TPETEL GWPEVTIKG VO,
TAnpovtal kot o devtepn mpoiUTodeon. Ilpokertar ya
UETOPOPA TNG OO TO €GWTEPLKO OIKOLO GTO OLEDVEC VOWULKO
GUGTNUO. «OGTO WETPO TOU  ElVOL GUpL6omr'] ue ovTd 1O
ovotnua».>? To olvolo g Gugmncng YUp® OT6 vt TNV
TPOUTIODEON  ETMIKEVIPWOVETAL GTOV  OPO <<0Up.6(l‘tn>> KaL,
edikotepa, 61N dudkaclo pécw NG oTolag pIopel va

2 TLC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vr. 23, Draft Conclusion 5, 18.

30 Ibid.

3 T Tepl6e0Tepo. GYETIKG Pe TO Katd OGOV To ne bis in idem elivar kowé
OTIC €DVIKEC Evvopeg TALelC.

32 TLC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vr. 23, Draft Conclusion 6.
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TP0GAL0PLETEL N GLUBATOTNTO. PLOC GPXNC UE TO DLEDVEC VOUIKO

mAaloto (éheyyoc cupbatdtnrag).”

O €Aeyyo¢ OUTOC KOTOJEKVVEL OTL TA €OVIKG VOUIKA
GUGTNUOTO KOl TO OlEdVEC VOWKO GUGTNUA  OLODETOLY
OLaPOPETIKES Do, XO.p(lKTY]plGTlKO. KOL  OVAYKEG, ue
OTIOTEAEGUO. 1 PETUPOPO. PLOC apxng OV OVAYVOPLETAL In
foro domestico vo. sﬁap‘ron'al a7to ™ cvwbaToTNTA ™G pe Tnv
WOaltepn dopn KoL TIC avaykeg Tou Oledvolg cueTnuaTog.
[MpakTikG, 0VTO onuafva ot eupé(og OTT0OEKTEC APYEC TOV
€0VIKOU dIKaAIOV 0L oTtoleg Gvprovovral ue 88@187\10)68@ apxsg
TOU SLsavoug dkatov, o:rm)g N KPOTIKN Kvpapxlo N N
GLVALVEGT] TWV KPUTOV, €lvOL aoVpBatec pe T0 TEAEVTOLO KO,
¢ €K TOUTOV, OV PITOPOVV VO HETOPEPIOVV GE 0VTO.>

YUVOMKA, N TPOGEYYIGN Twv OO GTlesf(ov 0L
:rrporswm n ILC ya tov 1p0cdioptopo og apYNG OUTNG NG
KOITY]YOplO.Q gywe YSVLKO. omoBeKTn amo NV J't?\eloxpn(pla TWV
kpoToV. Q6T060, 0G0 oa(png KOL 0V OIVETOL €K TTPWTNG oLpswg
n TPOGEYYLON 0T, oplcusva KEOTN JLATUTIWGOY ownppnoag
wg TPOG TN GLYKeRPLUEVN pedodoloyla.’® Ot J'rapon'npnoag
TV KPOTOV ETKEVIPWINKAY OIWC GTN UETAPOPD. KOl GTOV
éheyyo ovpbatotnTag mMov TPOBAETOVTAL GTO ZuuTEpacua 6,
YOPOKRTNELLOVTOC GUVOMKA TN dLadIKAGLA TTPOGALOPLGUOV TOVC
acopn.”’

’ ’ ’ 4
I'evikeg Apyeg Tov Awkatov mov duvavtot vo
’ ’ 4 4
OLopoPP®WAOVV EVTOG TOV OLEOVOUG VOKOV
’
GUGTNUOTOG

3 Ibid., 23-25.

> Ibid., 21.

» T wapddeypa, otny vtédeon Tadic, 1o ICTY ékpve 6T n apyn NG
ddkpong twv efovoiwy, N oTola RODEPWVETOL GYedOV Ge KODe €DVIKO
VOUIKO GUGTNIO. GTOV KOGPO, elval aoVubotn pe to dedvég dikato. BA.
Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Decision, 1T-94-1-T (Trial Chamber), 14
November 1995, 7126, mtopo. 9, 43—45. Katd tov o tpomo, 1o ICTY
vmawixdnke oty védeon Delalic¢ 6t n apyn g voupotntag (nullum
crimen nulla poena sine lege) 8ev pmopoice vo. eappocTtel 610 diedvég
enimedo  «AOY®w TV SlOQOPETIKOV  PedOdwv  TOWIKOTOINGNG NG
GUUTEPLPOPAC GTO. €DVIKG KAl DLEDVI] GUGTNPOTO TTOWIKNG JIKRALOGUVNCH.
BA. Prosecutor v. Delali¢ and Others, Judgment, IT-96-21-T (Trial
Chamber), 16 November 1998, map. 403—405.

3 M. Vazquez-Bermudez, Fourth Report on General Principles of
Law, Special Rapporteur, UN Doc. A/CN.4/785 (2025), 21, map. 91.

37 Ibid., 23-25.
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ATo TV GAANn TAevpd, N deVTEPN KOTNYOPLO. YEVIKGOV
0pY®V Tov dkalov TOL TEPIAAUBAVETAL GTO ZVUTEPAGUOTA
¢ ILC a@opd ekelveg oL oTtoleg dUVOVTOL VO DLAUOPPWIOVY
evtog Touv dedvolg vopkoL cvotnpatoc.’® Ewwodtepa, 1o
vamépaoua 7 mpoBAémer: «Ia vo diametwdel N VITapPEn Ko
TO TEPLEYOUEVO LOC YEVIKNG apxng Tov dkaiov 1 oTola
dvvatar  va 8[0.().09([)(1)88[ EVTOC TOV SLsavoug VOULKOD
Guornuovrog, elval omaparrn'ro vo. SloTtteTwdel OTL N dedvng
KOWOTNTO. €XEL OVAYVOPIOEL TNV 0PXN WC €YYeEVN GTO OledvEC
VOWKO GUGTNRO».>

Etvau J'rpocpowég oTlL, Ge ow*rfaeon UE TIC YEVIKEC GPYEC
IOV OTTOPPEOVY OTIO TIC EDVIKEC svvoueg Taﬁslg, ylo
8!.0.‘.ITI.GT(1)GY] ™ UTOPENG PLOG  YEVIKNG apxng om‘rng ™mg
KATNYOPLOC TPETEL VO, omoSSansl 0 eyyevNng Xapamnpag ™¢
6710 Oedvég voulkd cvotnuo. ‘Ocov  agopd Tov  0po
«Intrinsic», 0VTOC TTOGKOTEL GTO VO, ONAWGEL OTL 1] A.PYN EVOL
«EYYEVNC OTO OEdVEC VOUIKO GUGTNUO KOL OVTOVOKAG KOL
PLIPIEL TO. BAGLKA YOPOKTNELGTIKA TOU>.*

H vopoloyla dtedvov SikaGTnElwv Kat SIKOLOSOTIKROV
0pYavwy €yel embeBatwoel TNV VITOPEN CUTNG TNG KOTNYOPLOC
YEVIKOV 0pXOV Kal, €IKOTEPT, €XEL AVOYVOPIGEL OPLGUEVEC
OPYXEC WC EYYEVELC GTO JEDVEC VOUIKO eTITIEDO. Msro@ﬁ avTOV
mepthapbavovtar n apyn Tov uti possidetis n opyn ™g
GLYVALVEGTIC WC TTIPOC TN JKALODOGL,*? Ol GTOLKELWDELC ETLTAYEC
me  avdpormotnrag,” 1 ehevdeplo. TG DUAAGGLOC
ETKOWVOVIOG,** N VITOYPEWGT TOV KPATOVC VO, UNV ETTITPETEL EV
YVOGEL TOL TN XPNGN TOL €3APOVE TOV Yo TPALELC OVTIDETEC
TPOC TO. SIROLOUOTO GAAWY KPOTOV,* KAD®C KOL 1 YEVIRY 0.0XN
Tov 6eBaopov g avdpomvng aftomtpémnelag.*

[Mopa v owayvo)plon ™MC 61N SLsavn vouo?xoyla TO
VOULKO KODEGTOC AUTOV TOU TUTOV YEVIK®Y 0P} MV eE0KOAOVIEL

38 BA. ILC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vm. 23, Draft Conclusion 4.

39 Ibid., Draft Conclusion 7.

49 TLC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vm. 23, 23.

4 Frontier Dispute (Burkina Faso v. Mali), Judgment, IC] Reports
1986, 554, mop. 20.

42 Monetary Gold Removed from Rome in 1943 (Italy v. France,
United Kingdom and United States of America), Judgment, IC] Re-
ports 1954, 19, 32.

4 Corfu Channel (United Kingdom v. Albania), Judgment, IC] Re-
ports 1949, 4, 22,

4 Ibid.

+ Ibid.

46 Prosecutor v. Anto FurundZija, Judgment, 1T-95-17/1-T (Trial Cham-
ber), 10 December 1998, map. 183.
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VO TTOPOPEVEL ao0@EC KO Wialtepa ap@obntnotpo.t’ Apketd
Kpémq EXOUV ERPPAGEL TG OVNGUYLEC TOVLC GYETIKG [e Ta
KOLTNELO. TTOV XpnGlp.OJTOlOUVTO.l ya Tov J'rpoo&oplouo OVTNG
™ KOTNYyopLog, ™y OpoLOTNTA NG Pe GAAeC TNYEC TOL
8188\/01)@ Okalov, OTWC TO €MWKO OlkOlo, KODOC KO,
YEVIKOTEQT, TNV OGAPELD. KOL TNV GOPLOTIO. TTOV GUVIEOVTOL e
TOV 0p0 «intrinsic».*

Meta v o?xoﬂmpwusvn oumr'] avaAven TV
OLPOPETIKOV KATNYOPLOV YEVIKDYV 0PYOV TOU SIKOIOV KOl TNG
uedodoloylog yio. TOV npoo&oplouo T0U¢, O s:rtoptsva
KePAaLo. da sésracouv TO ep(o'rnpta KOTA TTOGOV To ne bis in
idem omotelel TPAYPOTL YEVIKY 0PXN TOV OKAIOV KATA TNV
£vvola Tov Gpdpov 38(1)(y) "Epgpaon da Sodel amokAelotikd
oty TPWTN KATNYOPLO. YEVIKOV 0pXWV TOL JIKOIOV KOL, OC €K
TOUTOV, N ava?mcn oa smstrpmasl GTO KOTA TTOGOV TO ne bis
in idem elval, TPWOTOV, KOO GTIC JAPOPEC EDVIKEC EVVOpEC
TALEIC TOV KoopLou Kat, deVTEPOY, OV dVVATAL VO PeTOPEPDEL
070 JLEDVEC VOUIKO eTTEDO.

H Ecwtepikn Atdetocn: To Ne Bis In Idem wg T'evikn
Apxn tov Aikaiov e Edviko Eninedo

AapBavovtag vIoyn To aveTEPW, €VOL KPLGLUO va
sﬁsraorsf KaTA OGOV To ne bis in idem TAnpol TPAyuaTL TO.
KOLTNPLOL TOV vamspaoptarog 4 g Emtpomqg Alsavoug
Awkaiov (ILC), dnhadn kotd wécov amotedel apyn Kown G1o.
OlG@opa. €DVIKA VOUIKG. GUOTNPROTO TOU KOGUOU KOl KOTO
OGOV €lval duvaTo Vo PeTaPepdel GTO OlEDVEC VOUIKO
ovotnpa. To mapdv Kepddao do emkevipwdel 610 TPOTO
oTto TO. Kplrﬁpla avTd, KOTOOEIKVVOVTAC OTL To ne bis in idem
TUYYGVEL EVPELOC omoBoxng KO scpapuoyng o Guvrpm'rmn
TAELOVOTNTO.  TWV Kporr(ov TOU KOGUOV. XN GUVEYEW, 1
avaAuon KOTASEKVVEL OTL, TTOPA TIC ETLUEPOVC OLOPOPEC WG
TPOC TNV €QAPPOYN Tov ne bis in idem petald TV VIRV
OIKAIOdOGLOY, N YeVIKN avTiAnyn Tov Omel TNV apxn
TOPOPEVEL Tauréonun KOl ©OC €K TOUTOV, 1] GPXN WITOPEL VO,
Dewpndel KOWN, GUUPWVO. ke TOV 0PLGUO KOL TN pedodoloyla
TOL LVPTEPAGPROTOC 5.

To Ne Bis In Idem wg Apxn Kowvn cto Atagopa
Edvika Nowka Xvetquato tov Kocpov

47 ILC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vm. 23, 16.
48 Vazquez-Bermudez (2025), supra vm. 36, 26—28.
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Amotelel TToylwpEVn daTioTmon OTL 6YedOV OAa To.
KOOTN TAYKOGUIOG €QUEUOLOVY, LTTO KOTOW0. LOop@TN, TNV
OTTOYOPEVGT TNG OLITANG Tcowud]g dlwéng (double jeopardy)
avayvmpt@ovrag ™0 onpacla ¢ wg 88(187\@801)@ apxng TOU
TowikoL dkalov.”’ MdaAiota, TepLeaoTepal omo 60 KpaTn ™mv
€youv Karoxupwoel ota Xvvtaypotd Ttovg,’® ysyovog oV
aTotelel €RPPOCT ™g 6ov7\n0ng TV Kparmv avTeOV Vo
Sla(pvhaﬁouv ™ onpacio ™g apxng GT0. AVOTATO VOULKA T0UG
KELUEVQL. AEKO.88Q Ao, KPATN €XOULV svomuarmoa ™mv apxn
6N stmaq TOWIKY] TOUG VOPODEGLa,” eve OROUN KOl EKELVO.
To Kpomq 10V dev SLuDETOVV ELOIKEG vopuKég 8lard§ag 10}V)
au‘rayopsuow TNV €TOVAANYN TNG TTOWLIKNG OIKNG —omug n
Bpatﬂua n n Adikn Anpokpotio ¢ Kivag, n akopn kot
ovotquata.  tov  Common Law  (ayylocagovikoy
kovodikaiov), 6w 1o Hvopévo BaciAeto kat n Avetpolio—
eCakolovdovv va e(papuégovv mv apxﬁ avtn, N omola
88(1)@81‘((1[ asushlmﬁng apYN TOL OVGLAGTIKOV KO 8u<ovoptu<ou
TOLVIKOV 8u<ouov OO TN VORIKY dewpla KAl aKOAOLIELTAL 0TT0
™ vopohloyla.’?

[Tpérmer vo. onpetwdel 0Tt 175 KPATN TTOYKOGUIWC €YOUV
VITOYPAWEL N TPOGYWENCEL 6T0 Aledveg ZOUPwvo ylo Ta
Atopkd kot TloMtikd Awardpata (ATATIA),? 10 omoio

19 Avtidétwg, vootnpltetan emtiong 01t 1o ne bis in idem dev amotelel kav
apxn. BA. Lelieur, supra vm. 9, 202-203.

*% Bassiouni, supra vm. 8, 289, 292. [Tépov T®V GUVTOYPOTIKOV KELUEVOV
10V avageper o Bassiouni, to ne bis in idem katoyLEWVETOL ETIONG GTA
okéAovda  cuvtoypoTikG  kelpeva:  Nopog  mepl  Awaknpuing  tov
Akawpdtov e Néagc ZnAavdiog, Apdpo 26(2); Tdvtayuo e
Anpoxpatiog g ZhoBeviag, Apdpo 31-Xivrtaywo g Anpokpatiag g
Ectoviac, Apdpo 23(3); Ziviayua tng Anpokpatioc g XAoBoklog,
Apdpo 50(5); Zbvtaypa e Anpokpatiag e Awovaviag, Apdpo 3l;
Xapta Oepehwdov Akaopdtov kot Bacikov Ehevdepiov tng Tcsxumg
Anpoxpartiog, Apdpo40(5); Tvvtayua e Pwcikic Opocmovdiag, Apdpo
50; Tvvtayuo g Anpokpatioc e Nétag Agpikig, Apdpo35(3)(m);
Zovraypo g Ovkpaviag, Apdpo 61.

' C. Van den Wyngaert & T. Ongena, “Ne bis in idem Principle, In-
cluding the Issue of Amnesty,” 1o A. Cassese k.d. (emp.), The Rome
Statute of the International Criminal Court: A Commentary (2002).
Evdektikd Tapodelypota €dVIKNG VOUOdEGlOC TOU  amayopevel TNV
enovalnyn t™C JIKNG YWPEIC VO ATTATETOL GUVTOYROTIKN KOTOXVPWON
arotehovv 10 Gpdpo 113-9 tou T'aAlkov IMowwov Kodika kar 1o dpdpo
692 1tov Kodwka IMowikng Awovoplag yo e€weda@kée amopaselg, To
apdpo 57 tov EAAnvikoy Kodwa TMowwng Awovoplag kot to Gpdpo 68
tov OAAavdikoy Kodwka Towwkrig Awovoplog.

°2]. L. de La Cuesta, “Concurrent National and International Criminal
Jurisdiction and the Principle ‘ne bis in idem’,” 73 Revue internatio-
nale de droit pénal (2002), 707, 710.

>3 AXATIA, supra vm. 14. H Zuvdiikn 1€9nke e 1ox0 tov Mdptio touv 1976
Kat, é0¢ T0v AvyousTo Tou 2026, £xer vitoypagel ol 74 koL TNV £X0LV
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orotedel  depehddn GUVONKN  ylO. TNV TPOGTAGLO. TWV
avapmm'vmv SLKameLdva kot Teplapbavel, 6To dpapo 14
:rtapaypa(pog 7, TV omayopsvon ™C¢ STANg J'rowumg 8w)§ng
Qg €K TOVUTOV, PTTopEl 60101;1(1 vo. guvaydel 0Tt OA0. OUTA TO
KOOTN sxouv (131068)(881 v évvolo Tov ne bis in idem ota
somtspma T0Ug vopuKa GULGTNPOTO. VIO KATIOL0. LOPPT], XWPELC
Tl va antouva oTL T0. VTIToAoLTto. kKPATN-PEAN Tov OHE, ta
otolo. avépyxovtal pohg ce 18, avtitideviar ot GUYKSKplpstn
apyn. To ne bis in idem omors?xm enoPEVLG, apyn n omola
aTtohapBaver oyedov KODOAKNG 0TT0d0YNC Ge €DVIKO eTiTedo.

Awo@opetikéc E@appoyéc tov Ne Bis In Idem

To Zntpo. Tng Tavtotntog Twv Adiknudtonv: Ot
IMpoceyyiceig Idem Crimen kot Idem Factum ctig
Ald.@opeg Aikorodocieg

[a v kKOAUTEPN AVASEIEN TV SLOPOPETIROY TPOTTWV
epappoyng Ttov ne bis in idem, daltepo evdlaPEPOV
TLOPOVGLALEL 1 DLPOPETIKN EPUNVELC. TOV OPOV KTUUTOGNIO
adiknua» (identical offense) petad TV SlaPOPWVY VOUIKOY
owoyevelov. Ot eptocotepeg mtopadocelc Tov Common Law
OaKOAOVLIOVV TNV TTPOGEYYIGT idem crimen, yvoGTN €TIGNG WC
TPoGEYYIoN in abstracto, GUUPWVO Pe TNV OO0 O OPOC
«OOIKNUA»  VOEITAL  ®C  GULYKEKPLUEVO  €yRANUA.  TOV
TpoBAETTETAL A0 TOV VOpOo.>* AVTIOETWC, N GUVTPLITTIKY
mAetovotnTo TV Tapadocenv tov Civil Law, dlog otnv
nrepwtiky Evpomn, omwg ot ToAdlo kot v Itadla,”
vlodeTel TNV :rrpooéyylon idem factum, M in concreto,
oupL(p(ova KUE TNV OTOl0. 0 0pPOC «OJIKNUO» EPUNVEVETOL
EVPEWC WOTE VO, nspt?xau6owet EYKANUOTO. TTOV 60101{0\/1(11 GTY]V
(OL0. GLUTTEPLPOPA N GTIC IOLEC TIPAYUATIKEC TTEPLGTAGELC.

To Ne Bis In Idem vn6 v Ilpocéyyion Idem Factum

KUPOGEL N TPOGYWENCEL 6e avtnvy akdun 101 kpdtn-péln tov OHE,
aveBagovtag Tov GLVOAKG PO Twv cupBaildpevoy kpatov ce 175.

>4 D. Bernard, Juger et juger encore les crimes internationaux (2014),
168; Nuridzhanian, supra vm. 5, 21-23; G. Conway, ‘Ne Bis in Idem
and the International Criminal Tribunals’, 14(4) Criminal Law Forum
(2003), 351, 356—57; Clooney & Webb, supra vm. 21, 790-798.

> Ibid.

%% Ibid.
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H omokMon avtn  aotélece GNUOVTIKO  GNPELD
OVTIITOPAOEGNC KATA TNV ERTTOVNGN OLEDVOV VOULKOV KELUEVOV,
ovpteptlapbavopévovr  Touv  AXAIIA, eve é€xer emiong
TPOGEAKVGEL TNV TTPOGOYT] DLEdVWY 0PYAVOV KUl JIKALOSOTIK®Y
0pYAVWY 0VIPOTIIVOV SIKOULOUATWY GE GYEGN Pe TO DLAKPUTIKO
ne bis in idem. Xtnv epbAnpatikn vodeon Zolotukhin katd
Pwoiag, 10 Euvpomdikd Awkactplo AOOUATOV  TOv
Avdp®TOU €KpLVE OTL 1 TOVTOTNTA TWV ASIKNUATOV TPETEL VO,
gpunvevetal evpéwg (in abstracto ne bis in idem 1 aAAC
idem factum), Tpokewévov va  Soc@olietar 1
OTIOTEAEGUOTIKN  TPOGTAGLO.  TWV  OIKOIWUOTOV  TOV
KATNYOPOLPEVOL,” eTtBeBamvovTag peToyeveéoTepa TN 0o
avtn.’® Q¢ ek 1oUToL, T0 EAAA €yer viodetnoer ce peydlo
6aduo TNV TPOGEYYIGN TNG TAVTOTNTOC UdKNUATWY BAGEL TNC
(B¢ cupmeppopdg (same-conduct approach).

To Awdvéc ITowikd Awaoctipro (AITA) éyer emiong
e€eTaoel To INTNPA, KODWC N OTTOYOPEVGT TNG OLITANG TTOWVIKNC
dlwEng ovviotd depelddn apyn Tov dEdvVoUg  TOWLKOD
dkatov. Zop@ova pe 1o Kataotatiko e Popng, n apxn ™g
Gum'r?\npmptankom'rag amartel arté 10 AITA va omsx& aTo
™mv aoKnGn dlwéng katd :rrpooomo)v T0. oTola sxovv non
dwydel amo OpUOdeC €DVIKEC apxeg > H tavtéomta tov
aBtKanam)v alohoyettar 6acel evog s?xsyxou OV OPOPU. TO
B0 TPocwTo Kol TV Do cupTepipopd. (same-person,

7 Zolotukhin, supra vm. 12, [79].

*8 BA., evdewtd, Kapetanios and Others v. Greece, ECtHR Applica-
tions Nos. 3453/12, 42941/12 and 9028/13, Judgment of 30 April 2015.
Q61660, 61NV TEGGPUTN VT6deon Madiavtevng kard EAAdSoc (2026),
10 EAAA @aiveton vo. dlO.pOPOTIOEITAL OVGLOGTIKG. OIT0 TNV LTTOdEGN
Karrsrdwog rkara EAAada. Ye avti v vmodeon, to EAAA Kﬁpvﬁs ™mv
TPOGPLYN cmapa6el<rn VTTOGTNPELLOVTOC TTWE TO SLOKNTIKG TPOGTLHO TNG
AadpepTroplog KO.UGlp.(x)V (fuel smugglmg) KOL TO €YRANUO TNG [N
Karaﬁokng YOEDV TPOG TO Anuomo 0L aTEPPEE aTO TO eMBANDEV GTOV
TPOGPEVYWY  TPOGTLUO, GLVIGTOUY dV0  DLAPOPETIKA  KOL  GUTOTEAN
eykiuato. ‘Etol, 1o EAAA amogdcice mwg dev cuvipéyouv ot Gpot
EPOPPOYNG T™NC apxNg g dAng diwewg. Mathiantonis v Greece, EC-
tHR, (App no 46065/16) (decision on admissibility), 12 May 2026.

» Zbugpova pe o dpdpa 17(1) kot 20(3) tov Katactatiko g Poung, To
ATIA ogether va omexu 070 TNV GOKNGT 8m)§ng KOTA J'rpooommv 10 oTolO
sxouv ndn dwydel amd apuo&sg savmeg apyéc. H apyn avti amooromel
1060 GtV npooracla TOV TPOGOTWY antd enovolapbovipeveg diwelg 66o
KOl GTN 81aocpa7uon ot 10 Aikaotipro dev da smGapvvsrou ue Unoﬁsosu;
T onmsg pmopow va ekdIKAGOVY oL edvikég apxéc. H apyn avtn evau
YYWoTN g apYN NG cvpTAnpopatikoTntag. Na meptecotepa, 6A. John T.
Holmes, “Complementarity: National Courts versus the ICC,” 6to An-
tonio Cassese, Paola Gaeta and John RWD Jones (eds), The Rome
Statute of the International Criminal Court: A Commentary (Oxford
University Press 2002), 667.
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same-conduct test).®® 61660, n vopoloyia tov ATIA omoutel
emiong vo. elval TouTéoNuN N VITOKELPEVIKY LTTOGTocn (mens
rea), dnhadn o JONOC VIO TO GUYKEKPLUEVO ETEPYOUEVO
OTIOTEAEGPO. TV ODKNUATOV.!

Evo 1o ATIA owowvalta pa Kaasrn dedvn sq)apptoyn
Tov ne bis in idem, oplGpévot :rrepl(pspelaKOL opyomoptm gyouv
Ka?)lepmoﬂ opt{ovna dakpatikn epappoyn g apyng. Kara
TOPOWOLO TPOTIO, TO AlKO.GTY]plO ¢ Evpowmaikng vaong Exel
enavelAnuUEvVRC Kplvel 0Tt To dlokpOTIKO ne bis in idem 6to
TAGLGLO ™g Zup@oviog Tou LEVYKEV OTTOLTEL my moasrnon
™mg :rrpoosyylong idem factum.” Tuxov G‘rsvorspn sppmvaa
00, LTTOVOPEVE TNV TPOGTAGLA OUTH, Kaawg T0. KPATN ovxva
n900618ouv Slaq)opsnkoug VOULKOUG xapakrnplououg oe
OUGLOGTIKA  TOVTOONUEC  GUPTIEPLPOPEC. Zvvsnmg, n
avayveplon Touv dlokpoTikoy ne bis in idem cuvemayetol,
KOTA  KROVOVO, TNV VWODETNGN TNC TPOGEyylong idem
factum/in concreto.

To Ne Bis In Idem vno v Ilpocéyyion Idem Crimen

Q0710060, N dLAGLYOPLOKT EPaPPOYN ToL ne bis in idem
dev prtopel vo. dewpeltal a priori dedopévn ekTOC TOL TAULGLOV
ekwv cvpbatikwv datdfewv. H mpooéyywon idem factum
€YEL, G EK TOUTOV, OTTOTEAEGEL AVTIKEPEVO KPLTIKNG, WOIOC 0IT0
0GOVC deV avayvOPLLOLY TNV VTTOEEN YEVIKOD SLOKPOTIKOV ne
bis in idem.

Y1i¢c Hvopévee TMohteleg, ‘.ITpOTlp.dT(ll n TPOGEYYION
idem C1'1men/1n abstracto, pe ™mv omowopsuon ™me Smhng
:rtowu<ng dlwéng va Aertovpyel, KAt KAVOVO, AVGTNEC EVTOC
TOV Guvopmv ¢ KAde Toltelag. Xtnv vitodeon Blockburger
kard Hvouévwv Iolireiwv, 1o Avotato Awactnpro twv HITA
kadiEpwoe 10  Aeyopevo  «kpurnpo  Blockburger»
(Blockburger test) yia. T0v TpoG3l0plGUS ToV KUTA TGOV Ta.

%0 Prosecutor v. Thomas Lubanga Dyilo, Decision, ICC Pre-Trial
Chamber I, 24 February 2006, ap. 37; Prosecutor v. Germain Ka-
tanga, Decision, ICC Presidency, 7 April 2016, map. 70-74.

o' Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga and Mathieu Ngudjolo Chui, Public
Redacted Version of the 19 March 2009 Prosecution Response to Mo-
tion Challenging the Admissibility of the Case, ICC-01/04-01/07-1007
(Trial Chamber 1I), 30 March 2009, wap. 81-82.

%2 Van Esbroeck, Case No. C-436/04, Judgment of 9 March 2006,
[2006] ECR 1-2333, 2362, map. 25, 31-32, 42; Gasparini and Others,
Case No. C-467/04, Judgment of 28 September 2006, [2006] ECR I-
9199, 9263, map. 54-56; Kraaijenbrink, Case No. C-367/05, Judgment
of 18 July 2007, [2007] ECR 1-6619.
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adiknpata evol toutoonua N dokpttd.”? Toppwva pe 10
KOITNPLO OUTO, TA OOKNUOTO asmpof)vral BLaKple otav 1O
RODEVOL oTTOLTEl ™mv omoﬁs@n €VOG npayuankov nspto‘rarmou
TT0V deVv aTTaLTElTOL 0IT6 TO GANO, GKOUN KAl OTOY TPOKVITTOVY
oo TV O cupTEPLPoPd.** AvTIoTPOPWE, Ta adKNUOTO
DemPOVVTOL TOVTOGTO OTAY OITALTOVY TNV GITOdEEN TOV OV
TPAYUOTIKOY TEPIGTUTIKOV. XtV vmodeon Blockburger, o
KOTNYOPOUVPEVOC KOTUOIKAGTNKE YlO. TOGO YO TNV TTOANGN
QOPUOKEVTIKAC VOPKROTIKAC ovciog (uopeivne) ywplc v
au‘ral‘roﬂusvn a7wd TOV VOPO GUVTOYN OGO KOl €KTOC TNG
apxmng ™g GUGKSUO.GLO.Q, HoAovOTL au(porspa T0. AdIKNPOTO
TPOERVLTITAY OITO TNV (BLO. GUUTTEPLPOPAL®

Axolovdovtag Tapopolo. GuAAoyleTikn, N Emitporn
Avdponivov Awkatwpdtov tou OHE éyel yevika evvoncet tmv
TPoGEYYIoN idem crimen,’® 6e Gup@wvio pe TV OvTIANYN TOL
ne bis in idem w¢ TPOGTOGIOC TTOV AEITOVPYEL TPWTIGTWC
EVTOC TWV EDVIKOV GUVOPOW.

H 'Evvota. Tov ApetdkAnTou 6Tig Atd@opeg
Awkorodocieg

[Tépav tng diakpong ptsraél') TV TTPoceyylcewy idem
crimen kol idem factum, ot svvoptsg T(1§€lg Sla(poportmouvral
smong WC TPOC TO TL GUVIGTA «OPLGTIKN ATTOPUGT» YO TOUC
oKkOTIOVC TOV ne bis in idem.

To ApetdkAnto 6dcel Tng AvGTnEotnTag Tov Res
Judicata AmoteléGpotoc TwV ATOPA.GEWV

3 Blockburger v. United States, 284 U.S. 299 (1932).

%4 Ibid. To Aiootiplo ékpLve TEPpAITEP®W OTL WO KAl povn TEAEN patopel vo.
oUNGTA 0dikNua. 6acel 800 SLoPOoPETIROV VOUOIETIROY SluTAewy KL OTL,
ePOGoV KGde ddtaln amortel TV 0TOdeln evOC TPOGIETOV TTPOYUOTIKOD
TEPLGTUTIKOY TOL dev amoutel 1 GAAN, N 0dwwon N N katadikn 6acel g
ptog dev ammaANGGoEL TOV KOTNYOPOVPEVO aTto TN Slwgn Kal TNV TLpoElo
6acel Tng dAMng. BA. emiong Gavieres v. United States, 220 U.S. 338,
342 (191D).

% Ibid.

% Nurjanov v. Turkmenistan (Human Rights Committee, Communica-
tion No. 2225/2012, Views, 15 July 2016) [9.7]; Aminov v. Turkmeni-
stan (Human Rights Committee, Communication No. 2220/2012,
Views, 14 July 2016) [9.5]; Babkin v. Russian Federation (Human
Rights Committee, Communication No. 1310/2004, Views, 3 April
2008) [13.6]. Ia mepicedtepa, 6M. Clooney & Webb, supra vm. 21, 791.
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Ta voukd cvetnpata dlagépouvy g TPo¢ Tov Gaduo
oplorlkérmag OV TTPOGALOOVY OTIG TCOWIKEG omocpo'to&g Y10,
TEPLOGOTEPA KPATN ™¢ m‘capwnkng Evpomng, ot omoq)aoelg
€CAKOAOVIOVV VO VTTOKEWVTOL GE EQPEGN KAl snows@sraon, eve
ot Hvopéveg TToArteleg kOl 6TO TTEPLGGOTEPO. GUGTNPOTO. TOV
Common Law, ot TTOWIKEC OTOPAGEIS GTIAVIWG VITOKEWVTAL GE
mepoutépw  emave€etaon.  Ilapott o meploplopéveg
duvatotnTeg  AoKNONG  eVOIKWY  PEGWY  EVIGXVOLY  TO
dedikacpévo (res judicata) Twv amoPAGEWY, UTOPOVY £TTiGNC
vo. spmoSfGouv ™my snavd?xmpn ™me 6iw§ng otav
UETAYEVEGTEPO TIPOKVITTOVV VEN ATTOJEIKTIKC GTOLYELAL.

Ta Guorﬁuorra tov Common Law, snouévmg,
avayvmpt{ovv ysvma e€alpéoelg amo 1o ne bis in idem étav
JTpOKUJTTOUV V€O OTTOBEKTIKA GTOLXSLO. peta ™mv érdoon
OPLGTIKNC aTOPAoNG. AVTIGTOLN TTPOGEYYLGN OTTAVTHTOL GTNY
VoK Tapadoon Tov Iohopikod dikalov, OTOL  YIveToL
Oakpon  Petalld Twv  SLOKPITIKNG  QPUCEWC  €YRANUATWV
(Ta’zir), mov pvduitovtar amé v molutelo, KAl TV
donokevtikay eyrkAnpdtov (Hudud).” Ot amo@doeic GyeTika
ue to Ta’zir éxovv 6apuTtepo dedIKAGUEVO, EVO OL RUTUDIKEG
yio Hudud pmopoitv vo enoveCeto6ToUVOTOTE TPOKVITTOLY
VEQ OTTOBELKTIKA GTOLYELL, AVTAVAKA®VTOC TNV TPOTEPALOTNTA
7oV amoddeTal GTNY NOKN OVTOTOd0GN KOl TNV KOWW®VIKN
appovia vavtt TG ac@aleag dikalov.’®

To ApetaxAnto wg Anogoacn ent g Ovaclog Tg
Ynodeong n AmAwg wg Anoppityn g Ynodeong;

Ot évvopeg TACelc SLaPOPOTOLOVVTOL TEEPUITEPW ©C
TPOG TO KATA TTOGOV TO OUETAKANTO npoi}noaé‘ra omé(paon
€Tl TNC OVGLOC N UITOPEL VO ETENDEL KO KATOTILY omoppupng
™me m‘roascng yLo 8u<ovopu|<oug uovo Adyoug. Evo oploptsva
GULGTNWOTO. ATTALTOVY OplGTlKO npoo&oplouo ™mg svoxng n ™g
adwotnrag, To nsptooorspa KEOTN Bsmpouv oTL KoL pla
OIKOVOWIKT  OTTOPEWN J'rapayel ETAPKEC 688u<a0pt€vo (res
]ud1cata) yio. T0Ug GKOTcovg tov ne bis in idem.”” Avuto
OTTOPPEEL OTTO TO TEKPNPLO ADWOTNTOC, GUUPWVA PE TO OTTOLO

% M. H. K. Fahim, “Hudud Punishment under Islamic Criminal Juris-
prudence: An Overview,” 2(2) Journal of Law and Human Rights
(2022).

%8 Ibid.

% Clooney & Webb, supra vr. 21, 802-804; Zolotukhin, supra vm. 12,
[107]; Nikitin v. Russia, ECtHR Application No. 50178/99, Judgment of
20 July 2004, map. 37; Horciag v. Romania, ECtHR Application No.
70982/01, Decision of 15 March 2005.
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omoloedNToTe dev €xel KPWEL OPLOTIKG €VOYXOC TIOPOPEVEL
VouKa ad®og,” omtdTe N 0TTOPOCN TOv dKAGTNELOV TTOV deV
Depeltvel evoyn KAALGTA TOV KOTNYOPOVPEVO OPLGTIKA GDMO.

To Alkaorﬁplo ¢ Evpwraikng ‘Evwong embeBaiwce
™my Tcpocsyylon avtn otV m‘coason Goziitok kar Briigge,
Kplvovtag OtL, 0TOv N :rreparrsp(o mowikn dlwEn amokleletal
6acel TNC €DVIKNG TOWIKNG OIKOVOULOC, N LTTODECT dewPELTAL
OPLOTIRA TEEPOTWIELGO. VL0, TOUG GKOTIOVC TOL ne bis in idem.”
[Tepautépw, exptve ott, Bacel Tng Zopbaong E@apuoyne tng
Zuu(pmwag TOV Zevstv (CISA), ot alhodaréc 6u<ao‘ru<sg
omoq)acag TPETEL va. yivovtal 086ao‘reg ©¢ optm’msg, aKoOpN
KL OTAV TO OTIOTEAEGUO. DO PTTOPOVGE VA €lVaL SLOPOPETIKO
6acel Tov SIkALOV TOV KPATOLC TOL JIKAGTNELOV TTOV EEETALEL
™V VIT0deon.”?

TUUTEQOGULOL

Yuvoylgovtag, o ne bis in idem ovoptdtsral epUNVEVETOL KOL
8(p0.p(1.0§€TO.l ue 61a(popsru<oug Tpo:rroug ota €dvika VOp.lKO.
Guornuowa ysyovog oV SYSLQSL sp(o'rnptowa WG TTPOG TO KaTa
OGOV GUVIGTA TIPAYROTL apxn |<own oe avtd. [Tapd tavta, n
VTTOKE(PEVN own?xmpn —OTL KOVEVO TTPOCKTO JEV :rtpsrra vo.
OLOKETOL TTOWIKA dVO POPEC yio 10 010 €yrANUO— ‘Jtapaptsvel
GUVS‘.ITY]Q Q¢ ek TOUTOV, (pO.WSTO.l va TTANPOL TO KPLTNPLO TNG
KKOWOTNTOC» (Commonahty) ovptcpwva ue ta Zupmspaopton’a
4 kor 5 ™mg ILC, ta oTola omtattovv va sﬁsro@srou KOTA TTOGOV
n ysvmn own?xmpn uog apxng elval kown 6Ta. dLAPopa. VOp.lKO.
Guornuowa KL OYl KOTG TTOGOV 1 EWKOTEPN EPAPUOYT TNC
€lvaL TTOVOPOLOTUTIN.

Qoc10060, N 810131[01(1)07] NG KOWOTNTAC deV OPKEL OTT0
novn mg ‘.ITpOKSlp.SVOU 10 ne bis in idem va Xapamnplo'rel
ysvmn apxn Tov dkalov katd to apdpo 38 mapdaypagog 1
oToYElD y tov Kotaotatikob tov Aedvoig Au«mrnplov
[pémer emiong vo omoﬁaxaa n duvatotnta ptsra(popag ™mg
670 OLEDVEC VOUIKO GUGTY]p.O. Omog 00, e€ETAGTEL GTO ETTOYEVO
KepaAaro, 10 tnTnpa avto cuvavtd €vo. depeAlwdeg eptodio:

® Prosecutor v. Elizaphan Ntakirutimana and Gérard Ntakirutimana,
Judgment, ICTR-96-10-A & ICTR-96-17-A, 13 December 2004, map.
140; Evans v. Michigan, 568 U.S. 313 (2013).

" Goziitok and Briigge, Joined Cases Nos. C-187/01 and C-385/01,
Judgment of 11 February 2003, [2003] ECR 1-1345, 1378, map. 30, 33;
Van Esbroeck, Case No. C-436/04, Judgment of 9 March 2006, [2006]
ECR 1-2333, 2362, mtap. 24-30.

2 Ibid.
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10 evdeyopevo acvpbototntag petal Tov ne bis in idem kot
NG €IVIKNG KVPLAPXLOC.

H Arokpatikn E@appoyn tng Apxng Ne Bis In Idem
vno E€étaon: Eivaw E@iktn n Meta.popd e GTo
Atedvég Aikouo;

210 nponyof)usvo KS(pd?\alo Kovra8sfx8n|<s oTL,
JTQOKSLpstov Blo YEVIKN 0pXN TOL somrspmou dkalov va
omomnoa TNV WIOTNTO. TNG YEVIKNC APXNC TOL SKAIOL KOTA
mv évvowa tov Gpdpov 38(D(y) Tov Katactotikod tov
Aedvoig Awaoctnplov, mpémel va elvalr ovpbotn pe e
Depeltddelg apyéc tou dedvoug dikalov. H dadikacia avtn
OTOTUTTOVETOL  GTO  XVUTépacpo. 6 twv  Xyedlwv
Yvumepacpdtov g Emitpomnng Aleavo{)g Awkalov ywo. TIC
Fsvmsg Apxsg Tov Atkalov (2025) T0 0oTT0l0 0plgeL OTL: « M
apn |<own ota dAPOoPa VOUIKA Guo'rnpton'a TOU KOGUOU
[J.‘.lTOpSI. Vo, peta@epdel 6t dedvn svvoun 14EN, 6tov 6aduo
0L elval cupBatn pe TNV v Aoyw €vvopn Taln.»"

[a 66ovug vIdeTOLV a0 napaBoolaKn — KOl
evOEYOUEVOC TILO GUVTNENTIKN — TPOGEYYION TOV SLSBVOUQ
dikalov, n apyn ne bis in idem dev amotedel yevikn 0.pXN TOL
dikalov KOTG TNV €vvola  Tov dpapou 38(D(y) 7ov
Kataotatiko) tov AAX, Kaa(og N PETOPOPa NG 6TN dtedvn
svvopm TAEN dev elval ePKTN AOY® TNG aouu6a‘rorn‘rag ™e pe
avtnv. H @epopevn acvpbatotnta tng apyng ne bis in idem
ue 10 Oedvég dikalo éyksrrou oTN Géprouoﬁ ™C pe N
depelmon apxn ™me |<pom|<ng Kvplapxlag H kvpropyia SXSI.
:rrepwpa(pﬂ W¢ «aTAPAlTNTN npomtptsvou T0 €3APLKO Kpowog
va propel va kuBepva pe vTEPTATN €EOVGLO. KAL VOUIKY
ove€opTNGlo. €VTOC TNG E€CWTEPIKNG TOL  ORALOSOGLAC»,™
YEYOVOC TTOVL GNuaivel OTL KAde KPATOC €xel TV eovalo va
KaDOPILeL om‘rors?m')g TG «EGWTEPIKEC  OOYEC doknong
eCovalag».” Qg ek ToUuTou, 1 OkOLd0GLa p.‘.l'tOpSl va
Xapamnplo'ra W plo OO TIC GNUOVTIKOTEPEC ERPAVGELC TNG

KUPLOPYIKNG e€ovalog.

3 ILC’s Draft Conclusions, supra vm. 23, Draft Conclusion 6.

™ M. Fitzmaurice & P. Gragl, ‘Sovereignty, Territory and Jurisdiction’,
ot R. Kolb & M. Milanov (eds), The Cambridge History of Interna-
tional Law: Volume X, International Law at the Time of the League
of Nations (1920-1945) (2025), 163.

> S. D. Krasner, ‘Sharing Sovereignty: New Institutions for Collapsed
and Failing States’, 29(2) International Security (2004), 85, 88, ce T.
Berry, Sovereignty and the Limits of International Law: Regulating
Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (2024), 27.
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Ye evpUuTEPO ETTTIEDO, PITOPEL VO TTO.LATNENIEL OTL OAOKANEN 1
outﬁrnon GYETIKA, ue 0 KOTA TTOGOV 1 ava'] ne bis in idem
SXSL 6188\/7} YOQOKTNPEO N nsploplge‘ral eVTOC TWV vaopwv KGOe
KPOTOUC €XEL avoItTUYIEl LTIO TO TPLGPO. SVO AATWVIKGOV op(ov
de lege lata kor de lege ferenda.’”® ‘Ocov a.@popd Tov TPWOTO
0po, TOAAOL €xouv vItootNnpEiel 0TL N apyn ne bis in idem,
eMelpel GLPBATIKNG VTTOYPEWONG,” EPOPUOCETOL UOVO EVTOC
¢ ©Bag dikatodociac (kpdtoug),” empévoviac €16t 6TV
KADLEPWUEVY], OV KOL GLVTNENTIKY, DE6T TTOV €YOVLY VIODETNGEL
KOTA TO TOPENIOV TO. Oledvn] SIROGTNELO KOl OKOLOOOTIKA.
opyova.” To yeyovog 6t n apyn ne bis in idem €yer povo
€VOOKRPOTIKN LGV KOTOOEIKVVEL TNV VPLGTOPEVN KATAGTOON
tov Sikalov (de lege Iata), dmwc ovtn €xet dapopPwdel amd
™ vopoloyla.® Avtidétwg, vmdpxet onpovtikn peplda g

® O 6pog de lege lata onpatvel 1o dlko10 OTTLC WGYVEL, ev® 0 0pog de lege
ferenda onpaiver To dikalo 6T do. EmpeTte va elval.

7 H otadokn evewpdtwon ¢ apxng ne bis in idem ce dipepelc kar
TIOANLPEPELC GUVITIREG, OL 0Ttoleg eTTLBAANOLY 6Ta GUUBOAAOpEVO. RPATN TNV
VTTOXPEWON VO. OTTEYOVY OTTO EVEPYELEG TOL DL PITOPOVGAY VA 0dNYNGOLY
oe JuTAn dlwn TPOGWTOL To oTolo €xel NdN SkaoTEl GE DLAPOPETIRG
KPATOC, D0 ECETOOTEL GTO ZUPTEPUGUC.

’® Nuridzhanian, supra vm. 5, 29-30; Vervaele, supra vm. 6, 211, 214;
M. N. Morosin, ‘Double Jeopardy and International Law: Obstacles to
Formulating a General Principle’, 64 Nordic Journal of International
Law (1995), 261, 261; Van den Wyngaert & Ongena, supra vm. 51, 703;
Ochi, supra vm. 26, 63-70; Conway, supra vm. 54, 351, 355-57; D. Spi-
nellis, ‘Global Report: The Ne Bis in Idem Principle ce “Global” In-
struments’, 73(3—4) Revue internationale de droit pénal (2002), 1149;
S. Gless, ‘Ne bis in idem in an international and transnational criminal
justice perspective — paving the way for an individual right?’, ce H.
van der Wilt & C. Paulussen (eds), Legal Responses to Transnational
and International Crimes (2017), 220.

" T napd@swpa 10 ICTY o1tnv mepiepnun mtéason Tadic ékpws 10 €ENC:
«[n opxn ne bis in idem] epapudteTar yevika KOTG TPOTO OOTE VOl
KOAVTTTEL POVOo TN SN dlwen evrog 1oL Blov RpAToLC». BA.: Tadid, supra
vrt. 20, [9]. To B0 ocuvpmépacpo vwwdetndnke omd v Emitpornn
Avﬁpum[vmv Akorwpdtov 1ov Hvopévev Edvdy (UNHRC) otic vitodéceic
A.P. v. Italy vav A.R.]. v. Australia, 6mov, gppnvedovtag 1o dpdpo 14(7)
tov ICCPR, ékpve 611 «dev eyyvator 1o non bis in idem e cyéon pe Tig
edvikég duarodoaieg dVo N TePLeedTEPWV KpUuTWV. H Emitponn mapatnpel
ot 1 dataln auty amoyopever ™ STAN dlwEn wovo Ge GxEon pe adkNUa
TI0V €)EL KPWEl G GUYKEKRPLUEVO Kpatog». BA.: Human Rights Commit-
tee, A. P. v Italy, Communication No. 204/1986, UN Doc
CCPR/C/31/D/204/1986, 2 November 1987, map. 7.3; Human Rights
Committee, AR]J v. Australia, Communication No. 692/1996, UN Doc
CCPR/C/60/D/692/1996, 28 July 1997, Tap. 6.13.

80 TTépav twv diedvov Sikactnplwv Kol 0pYaveY, VITGEXOVY emong £OVIRG
SIKAOTAPLOL TTOL £X0VY ATTOPAVIE! KATA TNG BLAKPATIKAG 16XVOC TNG APXNG
ne bis in idem. B)., evdewtikd, BVerfG, 4 December 2007, 2 BvR
38/06; BVerfG, 31 March 1987, 2 BvM 2/86. Idwitepo wg mpog v
EPOPUOYN TNG CPXNC TNG OTTOYOPELONC TNE MITANG dlwEng Kar TN GUuvdeoN
g pe to dual sovereignty doctrine 6710 opepkoviko dikaro, 6\. United
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dewplag TTOL VITOGTNPELCEL OTL 1 0pYN ne bis in idem do. TTPEmeL
VO, EPOPUOLETAL us*raﬁv 8101(pop€m<(ov dikaodociwv (de lege
ferenda) ue 1o ETYEPNUO. OTL GUVIGTA owap(omvo 8ll<0ll.(1)p.0.
N — OMwC €xel VTTOGTNEYIEL OO OPIGUEVOUC — TITUXN TOV
dkardpotog oe dkoun dikn.™

ATO 10 OVOTEPW® KODIGTOTOL omo?nﬁ‘rmg oa(pég ot M
apxn ne bis in idem avnusrwm{sral 1060 ot VOUIKT] asmpla
0G0 KOl GTN VOPoloylo K¢ apyn JTSplOple.SVY] 6710 so(o'rspmo
emtinedo. H ratio movu m‘roornplta ovtn ™ 9féon elvan
mohvdactatn. [lpdtov, Tpokertar yio. Ty ampoduvplo Tov
KOOT®WY vo. TEPLoplGouy TNV Towikn Toug efovaio (ius
puniendi), oméyovtog 0té TNV GGKNGT TOWIKNC Sikalodoaclog
6tav Sadétouv €ykvpn 6Bdon dikaodocioc (Dayévelo 1
£dapéTTa).B? Agltepov, Adyw Tov Slopopwv petald Twv
EOVIKWV TIOALTIK®OV GTOV Toptéa TOU TTOWIKOV SIKALOV, oploptéva
eykAnpaTo svﬁexsrou VO UTIOKEWVTAL GE 81a(popsru<8g HOPPEC n
6018;101)@ Tluwpnong ota dapopa |<pomq 8 Tpu'ov n omoxn
OTo TNV AGKNGN TOWLIKNG 81m§ng KATO TPOGWIIOL TIOV €XEL
ndn  OwaoTEL  APETARANTO. a0 OANODUTO  SIKOGTNELO
TPOVTIODETEL, TPWTIGTWC, TNV AVOYVOPLGY TOL 0AAOSATTON
dedikacpuévov (res judicata), mpovmoédeon n omolo elvor
dVGKOAO VO lKavoa'romasf eqv An@del vIToyn OTL POvo Alyo.
KOOTN :rtowKoopuwg owowvaltouv mv 16XV  oAAoduTNG
6u<ao‘ru<ng omoq)aong O€ TIOWIKEC VTTODEGELC GTAL EDVIKC. TOUC
VoWkd cvetnpota.’

"Exovtag avodioetl T dittn pedodoloyla TTov TTpoTelvel
n Emrtponn Aedvoig Awkalov ywoo T SloTtiGTwon Tov KOTd

States v. Lanza, 260 U.S. 377 (1922); Bartkus, supra vr. 1; Abbate v.
United States, 359 US. 187 (1959); Heath v. Alabama, 474 U.S. 82
(1985) Gamble v. United States, 587 U.S. 678 (2019). Ztic GNPOVTIREG
avrsg omoq)acelg, 10 Avotato ALKCLGTnplO tov Hvopévov Iohtewwv € gkpve
011 petayevesTepn oposToVdIOKN oWk Blwn Yo TV (Blo GLUTTEELPOPD:
YLO. TNV OTOl0. O KATNYOPOVPEVOC ElYE TTPONYOVLUEVWG dwydel Ge emimedo
[MoAttelag dev mapabdger Tnv apyn ¢ anaydpevong g AmAng diwng.

8 Clooney & Webb, supra vm. 21, 799-800; S. Trechsel, Human Rights
in Criminal Proceedings (2005), 384—385; Vervaele, supra . 6, 213.
82 Gless, supra vT. 78, 229. Xt0 TAAIGLO AVTO, N GUYYPOPENG vnoomp@el
ot «Ta Kpam elvaL ompoaupLa va. ano@sxaouv Karsvawosug GYETIKA Pe
TO TTOWIKG OIKOLO 1 GKROPN KOL OTAGC VO, pmpacrovv T0 ius puniendi.
Avto ocpa?\srou ot 6sor(pa7\town OvVTIANYN TOL RPATOUE, GUUPWVVO. pe ™y
oTola eVaL OLGLOOEC VO KOTEXEL TO POVOTIOALO TNG Blag GTNV eTIKPATELD.
Tou». BA.: Ibid., 228.

8 Ibid., 222—223.

84 Vervaele, supra v 6, 212. Ot Kdto Xobpeg amotelotv e€atpeon, kadng
éyovv deoioer yevikn dwdataln ne bis in idem otov Towikd toug Kodwa
(dpdpo 68), n omola epapudtetor TG0 Ge eGWTEPIKEC OGO KL G
aAlodamég dwacTikég anopacelg. BA.: Ibid.; Gless, supra vr. 78, 229.
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OGOV L0, 0PYN] GUVIGTO YEVIKN 00X1 TOL OKOIOV KOTA TO
Gpdpo 38(1(y) tov Katactatikov tov AAX, kot éxovrag
eCetaoel de€odikd Katd OGOV 10 ne bis in 1dem ¢ apyn
TOL dKkalov, TANPEOL T, dVO KPLTNELO TNG KOWOTNTOC KAl ™
dVVATOTNTOC PETAPOPAC, €lvaL €VAOYO VA KOTOANEEL KOVeElQ
670 GLUTEPAGUO. OTL To ne bis in idem dev amotelel yevikn
0pYN TOV OO0V TPOEPYOUEVN] OGTO TO €OVIKG VOWIKA
ovotnuoto. ‘Exel dtomoetwdel 011, TOPA TIC &aq)oponowioag
©g TPOG TNV sq)apptoyn Mg oT0 dlaPopa €IVIKA vopuka
Guornuowa n ysvu<n €vvola. kat To. 6aGIKA GTOLElD. TNC apxng,
NTOL OTL KOVEVO. GTOPO dev ‘.lTpS‘.ITSl va, 8u<a§srou dvo @opég ya
v B0 autla, Topapévouy kot ovclav tovtoonpa. Q¢ ek
ToUTov, T0 ne bis in idem TANPOL TO TEWTO KELTNPLO TNC
kowotntog. 61060, n apyn dev Karopad)v& vo. vrtepBel 1o
EUTTOdI0 TNG usra(popag ™G o1 dedvn svvopm T4EN, KODWC
uto. StakpoTikN ne bis in idem elvol OVGLAGTIKA OVTIDETN TIPOG
TNV €eAeVIEPLA TOV KPUTOV VO 0PLLOUV TIC DIKOLODOTIKEG TOVC
6acelc Kol vo. ackoLY TOWIKN Slwen pe 6acel avTeg, K¢ ek
ToUtov, 90 NTtav acvpbatn pe TNV apYn TNG KEOTIKNAC
KLELOPYLOGC, N OTTol0. SLOGPAALLEL AvTn TNV EAeVIEPLO.

Eivar  mpogovégc o1t to Teplecodtepo.  KPATN
€CAKOAOVIOVV VO, V0L ATTPODVPO. VO. AVAYVOPLGOUY TNV LGYD
T0v aAlodarov Sedikacuévov (res judicata) ce TOWIKA
INTNUOTO, KOL TO GTOL(ElD AUTO OTOTEAEl KPIGLWO WPEPOC TNG
ovgnong mov dev do mpemet va Topabiénetar. H otdon
OUTN QPOIVETOL AOYLKT, KODWC N OvOyv®ELoN Tov 0AA0SATTON
dedikacpuévov (res judicata) cGuVIGTA TapPOXWENGN TOL
TPOVTI00ETEL VYNAO  €eTTTEDO  PTETOGUVNG  UeTalld  Twv
KOOTOV ¢ TPOG TOUG OKAL0SOTIKOVG DeGPROVC OAAAWY. AVTO
oev pmopa va asmpswat dedopévo oe dedveg emimedo, l8l(1)g
0€ TEPITTTWOEL OTOV T ows@ap‘rnola ™me SLKaloouvng elvor
apt(plo6mnmun Hapa a0, owayvmpt{ovrag ™0 onpacio ™
:rrpoo‘ramag TOV orroptmv aTo s:rrowa?xapﬁavopwvsg nowmsg
OWEeLg, VTTAPXOLY OPLOUEVA TIOPADELYATA Kporrmv OV €XOVV
Snpuoupynoa €K TTPODEGEMC DLOKPATIKT LGYV ™g¢ 0pYNg ne bis
in idem, péow no?musp(uv Guvankmv ot o:rrowg AettovpyovV
¢ TAGIGLO EVIGYVPEVNC GLVEPYUGLOC GE VOUIKA {NTNPATOL.

Aedopévou 0Tl TO. TEPLGGOTEPO. KPATN €EAKOAOVLIOVV
VO YNV EUTTILGTEVOVTIOL  TO  aANOSOTIO  OedlkuGUEVO, N
KOTAGTAGN OUTN €XEL 0ONYNGEL GE LA eVOLOPEPOVGO. e€EMEN
GTOV TOPEN TOV JRALOV TNG €KBOGNG, EWOIKOTEPU GTO TAGLGLO
TOv  ouVONKWV  ékdoong. AkplBog  ekel  @alvetal  vo
OlOpoPPWOVETOL WO OWOKPATIKY  TPOGTOGLO  €VavTL
entavolapBavopevov mowikov dwewv. Ipaypatt, vmdpyet
TANOWEA JLPUEP®Y KAl TOAVUEPWY GUVONKWY E€KOOGNC GTIC
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oTole¢ N TPOMNYOVUEVN aoKnGn J'rowu<ng SLwéng n n
:rtponyouptsvn emtBoAn] TOWVNC GUVIOTA m‘roxpemrmo 7\oyo
apvnong g 8|<600ng ® H ovvsnng oumr] Tcpou<'n|<n €xel
odnynoet oplousvovg GTO Gupmspaopta otL N ne bis in 1dem
90 prtopovee va dewpndel apyn tov Awkaiov ¢ ‘Exdoong.®

O Aoyo¢ ywa T0ov omolo To ne bis in idem yivetau
€VPVUTEP. OITOJEKTO GTO TAGLIGLO TOV ALKOIOV TNG EKSOGng, Ge
avrlason pe 10 dlakpUTkO ne bis in idem gvPWTAIKOV TUTIOV,
uropel kol TAAL va ovaydel 6T ouNTnon Petafy g
OvOPWTIOKEVTPIKNG  TPOoEYywong, Tov  Baolgetar  oto
avapmmva OIKOIOPOTO, KOL  TNC  TPOGEYYIONG  TOL
ETUKEVTPWVETAL GTNY KPOTIKN Kuplopyia. Me amdd Adyia, o
TEPLGGOTEPA.  KPATN TAYKOGUIOG  €E0KOAOVIOVY  va.  elval
WOlaltepa  amPOdVPA. VO EUTTLGTEVIOVY TA  OTTOTEAEGUOTO
0ANOdaTTOV IKAGTIKOV aTtoPacewy. Q¢ ek TOUTOL, TO. KPATY
TEIVOUV VO, ATTOPEVYOLV TNV €KBOGN TTPOGHTIWY TTOV €YXOVLY NON
OkaoTel €vtO¢ NG OKNC TOUC ETKPATELNC, OLVOVTOC
OVGLOGTIKA TIPOTEPALOTNTA. GTO OESIKUGUEVO TV OIK®YV TOVLC
OIKALODOTIKGDV DEGUMV, EVE 1] TIPOGTAGLO. TWV TTPOGOTIVY CUTMV
o760 o devTepn TOWIKN Olwn @alveTol Vo aToTelel e
peyaio 6adud TOPETOPEVN GUVETIELD.

H mpocéyyion avtn, polovott eival n SJTleaTéGTSQY],
@atvetal ‘.ITpO67\Y]p.O.TlI<Y] KOL OVETOPKNG OGOV  apOopd. ™y
TPOGTOGLO. TOV orroptmv amo sa'cowa?\aptfiowoptsvsg nowmsg
dwéeic. Hapon N VPLOTAPEVN KATAGTOGT ™g apxng ne bis in
idem dev GuvicTatal Ge pLo. omoSSKTn ysvu<n apyYn Tov dkalov
KE SLOKPUTIKN LoYV, JLAPALVETOL GOPNC TAGT] OVOYVOPLONG ™g
¢ 88M87\l(1)501)g ow?)pwmvou 8lKOll0)p.OlTOg, KO Ol UTTOGTNPLKTEC
OTNG mg TPOGEYYIONG  (QPOIVETAL VO, KePOILOLY  OAOEVO.
TEPLOGOTEPO £DOPOC. Enousvmg, TO €POTNPO. TTAEOV elval €GV
— KO, sus?xmm’ouue T0TE — €vag PeYOAUTEPOC OPPOC
KOOTOV da 0pYLOEL VO TOPAPEPLLEL TIC JLAPOPEC TOV KOL VO,

8 Tapoadelypota amotehodv n Zuvdikn ‘Exdoong petald tov Hvouévov
[ToAtetdyv kat v Kdto Xwpdv (dpdpo 5) kot n Zuvdnkn ‘Exdoong petald
1wy Hvopévev Iohreidv kot tov Bedylov (dpdpo 5(1)), 1o Gpdpo 54 g
Toppoviag Tov Zévykey, n Lovdnkn ‘Ekdoong petald Niynplag kar Notag
Agppwic (4pdpo 6), 10 IMpwtékodho e Kowdtnrog Avdmtuing g
Nétiac Agpiknic yioo v ‘Exdoon (dpdpo 4(d)) kot n Zuvdikn Tov
ASEAN vy v ‘Exdoon (dpdpo 5(1)(b)). Kpiciunc onpaciog eivar
entong n IMpdétumn Tuvdnkn tov Hvepévov Edvov ywo v ‘Ekdoon, n
OTol0.  AELTOLPYEL ®C TPEOTUTO YO TN GUVIPLITTIKY TAEOVOTNTO TWV
GUVONKOV E€KRSO6NC TOYROGUIOG Kol TepthopBaver Tic Tponyodueveg
mowikée dnelc wg Adyo amoreispov e éxkdoone (dpdpo 3(d))

86 R. GeiB & J. Baumler, ‘Ne bis in idem’, Max Planck Encyclopedia of
Public International Law (2022), map. 17-18.
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EUTTLGTEVETOL TOUG DEGUOVC GAMNAWY, e GKOTIO TN dnuLovpyla
€vog dlakpaTikoV ne bis in idem, ©®ote vo. Slo.GPANGTEL TO
JKALwPO. VT G dledveg emtimedo.
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