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Introduction

When President Franklin D. Roosevelt, one of the advocates of the establishment
of the United Nations, presented the foundations of peaceful coexistence of nations to
the world, he distinguished four fundamental freedoms: freedom of speech, freedom of
religion, freedom from want and freedom from fear.2

Freedom of religion itself is of key importance, as it protects the individual, gives
the right to form and express personal persuasions. Violations of freedom of religion
and belief are closely related to violations of other civil and political rights and also
threaten the proper exercise of other fundamental rights, such as the right to life, the
right to freedom of speech, the right to dignity, as well as a number of other social,
economic, educational and cultural rights.

On the contrary, ensuring the proper exercise of the right to freedom of religion
and belief creates conditions for peaceful coexistence, democratization, sustainable
development, rule of law, peace and equality among religious groups and different
members of society.?

At the same time, the study of existing problems in the mentioned field shows in
the modern world new challenges and problems arise in connection with the
harmonious exercise of the rights to freedom of religion and belief and education,
which require more effective, human rights-based solutions, or the modernization of
existing solutions.

The above-mentioned forms and increases the importance of research works in
the said field and emphasizes the relevance of this work.

The theoretical significance of this work is conditioned by the study and
presentation of professional literature, legal regulations, works of legal scholars and
international experience. And the practical significance is conditioned by the practical
solutions proposed by us.

This work aims at recurring to the problems of correlation between the parents’
(guardians’, sometimes also children’s) right to freedom of religion and the children’s
right to education and formulating the ways of solving the said problems, without
delving into clear definitions of religion, faith, belief, conscience and education.

With view of achieving the stated goal we shall face the tasks as follows:

- recurring to the essence and content of the rights to freedom of religion and
education;

' This article was reported in 2022 December 8 at the scientific session of graduate students
and applicants at the YSU Faculty of Law.

2 See M. Novak, T. Vospernik, “Permissible Restriction on Freedom of Religion or Belief”, 2004,
page 147.

3 See [. Meppok, “3awmta npaBa Ha cBOGOAY MbICTM, COBECTW W PERUMMM B pamMKax
EBponerickon KOHBEHLMM O 3alLmTe npae vyenoBeka”, BopoHex, 2014, cT. 7.
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- highlighting the existing problems as a result of the correlation of the said
rights and providing their possible solutions.

The right to freedom of religion

Freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief applies equally to all people.’
At the same time, the right to freedom of religion and belief can be violated both at
non-state and state level.? This right must be protected everywhere and for everyone,
regardless of who they are, where they live, what they believe in (theist) or do not
believe in (atheist).® Thus, all people have the right to express their religious beliefs
individually or through organizing and participating in associations, rites and
ceremonies, teaching, etc., without fear of possible intimidation, discrimination,
violence or attacks based on or related to their religious beliefs.

Accordingly, through legal mechanisms states must guarantee adequate and
effective measures for the exercise of freedom of conscience, religion or belief for
everyone, applicable throughout the territory of the state and excluding discrimination
on such grounds, as well as ensure that these provisions are properly enforced.
States must treat all persons equally without discrimination. Moreover, states must
implement effective measures to prevent or punish violations of freedom and ensure
the inevitability of punishment.*

Summarizing the content of international legal acts, we can state eight main
elements of the content of the right to freedom of religion: internal freedom, external
freedom, absence of coercion or violence, exclusion of discrimination, collective
freedoms and legal status, inalienability, requirement that the restrictions are based on
law. An important component is also the freedom of parents and, in appropriate cases,
legal guardians to ensure the religious and moral upbringing of their children in
accordance with their own beliefs.®

Recuring to the component most closely related to education and other rights of
children, the right to upbring children in accordance with of parents’ (guardians’)
religion and belief, it should be noted that the limitations of the mentioned right in
countries with an Anglo-Saxon legal system depend on which of the three main legal
standards is applied by the country, state (land, province) or court.

1. “Actual or substantial harm standard”. Courts applying this standard limit a
parent's religious or belief influence only if the other parent or authorized body can
prove that such influence has caused actual or substantial harm to the child. This
standard is used in many US states, including California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho,
Indiana, lowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York,
North Dakota, Ohio, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, and Washington.

For example, in the case “Pater v. Pater”, the Ohio Supreme Court decided that
religious traditions that isolate a child from social life, even if it isolates him or her from
his or her peers, are not sufficient justification for a court to intervene if only the child
does not suffer physically or mentally. However, in the same case, the Court did not

" See Council Conclusions on Freedom of religion or belief, 16 November 2009.

2See UNN-1506, 18.02.2020.

3See Council Conclusions on intolerance, discrimination and violence on the basis of religion or
belief, 21 February 2011.

4 See article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights /ICCPR/, with specific
reference to religious minorities, UN declaration 47/135 on the rights of persons belonging to
minorities, article 2, UN declaration 61/295 on the rights of indigenous peoples, article 11 and
12, article 26 of the ICCPR, article 20 paragraph 2 of the ICCPR.

5See T. Lindholm, T., Durham. C., Tahzib-Lie, E. Clark, L. Larsen “Fasilitatihg Freedom of
Religion or Belief: A Deskbook”, 2004, page 56.
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comment which specific principles are necessary to be guided by in order to consider
specific cases as a source of mental harm.’

2. “The risk of harm standard”. In some state courts, such as Minnesota,
Montana, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, a parent, guardian or authorized body
seeking to restrict the other parent's religious influence is not required to submit
evidence of actual or substantial harm to the child, but only to show that there is a risk
of future harm.

3. “The no harm required standard”. In some states, such as Arkansas and
Wisconsin, Courts follow a simple rule: a parent has exclusive control over a child's
religious upbringing.

Thus, in the case “Johns v. Johns”, the father complained to the Court that the
mother, who had sole custody of the children, did not allow him to have contact with
the children. The mother stated in the Court, that her behavior was conditioned by her
religious views, because the father did not take the children to church and Sunday
school. As a result, the Arkansas Court decided that if the father wanted to have
contact with the children, he had to take them to church.?

There are also states that apply these standards in parallel or concurrently,
depending on the specifics of each case. However, regardless of the applied legal
standards, the idea of the general welfare (interests) of the child is at their core.®

Summarizing the above-mentioned, we can state that guaranteeing effective
procedures for the right to freedom of religion and belief has not only legal significance
but is also an important prerequisite for the establishment and development of a
democratic, legal and social state.

At the same time, the right to educate children in accordance with their own
religion and belief is also an important component of exercising the individuals’
(parents’, guardians’) right to freedom of religion. The mentioned right mostly relates
to children's right to education when it comes to inconsistency or perceived conflict
between the educational system and (or) programs and the religious or other beliefs of
the parents (guardians, sometimes the children themselves).

Thus, in such cases, from the point of view of solving the alleged contradictions
between the rights, it is paramount to formulate the criteria and principles by which the
alleged problem should be solved.

The right to education

Education is a prerequisite for the progress of the country, preservation and
development of culture. Educational level is also important in the life of every person,
for his or her social position, normal development and achievements.

Education, as a subjective possibility, is the process of development of an
individual aimed at acquiring knowledge, skills and forming a value attitude towards
the world. Learning and self-education are the main ways to get educated. Education
is a social process of learning and upbringing in the interests of a person, society and
the state, aimed at preserving knowledge and passing it on to new generations. In
order to implement that process and ensure the right to education, every society
creates an education system. The education system is an interconnected combination
of state educational standards (educational content), successive educational
programs, educational institutions, education management bodies. Educational

1 See Pater v. Pater, Ohio, 1992.

2 See Johns v. Johns, Ark. 1996.

3 See . C. AngpeeBa, “O npaee poauTenen Ha pPenurvMosHoe BOCMUTaHUE MO
3akoHopaTenbcTBy CLUA”, Bepctka, Ne 2 (22), 2012, cT. 28-32.
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programs implemented by society or the state play an important role in that system.’

In general, obstacles related to the exercise of the right to education can be
divided into two groups. The first group includes the cases when a person is deprived
of the right to education, that is, obstacles to the possibility of exercising the right to
education. The second group of obstacles is related to the curriculum, courses and
their content, that is, obstacles to ensuring proper conditions for the exercise of the
right to education.?

There are different educational approaches to teaching religion and belief in
European countries. In some countries non-religious teaching about religion and belief
is a separate subject (course) in itself, while in others information about religion and
belief is included in courses such as history, art or philosophy.?

Recuring to the modern issues regarding the freedom of religion and the right to
education, we consider it necessary to present the existing international approaches
thereto.

It is important to distinguish between teaching the basics of religions and religious
education, which aims at conveying doctrinal beliefs about a particular religion.
Religious education can be defined as education based on a particular religious
dogma for the purpose of teaching any religion and religious practice carried out under
the supervision of religious organizations.*

Meanwhile teaching the basics of religions (about religion) aims at conveying
information about religious ethics, culture, philosophy and history. On November 2007
the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) published the
Toledo Guidelines (TGP) on the Teaching of Religion and Faith in Public Schools.®
The main purpose of the TGP is to offer guidelines to participating states regarding the
effective implementation of research on religion and belief in public education. The
authors of the document emphasized that their recommendations refered exclusively
to "learning about religion" and not to the teaching of religions.

The issue of religious beliefs can obviously arise in curriculum design and
implementation as well. It is noteworthy that the European Court has recorded the
statement that the duty (interest) of the state to ensure that certain objective
information, including religious or of philosophical nature, is part of the school
curriculum, may prevail over the parents’ rights.®

Thus, in the case “Kjeldsen, Busk Madsen and Pedersen v. Denmark”, the
European Court recorded that provision of knowledge, regardless of its direct or

"See U. Ywnuwpwa, «Unppnipjwb hpwynibph uwhdwbwnpwywb L opthunpulwl Ywngw-
Unpdwl hhdlwtulnhpGtpp», Uhgwaqquiht hpwynilph huwjyulywb wunghwghw Sphnphfu E-
ptpun hhdGwnpwy, Uwpnnt wewbdhl unghwjwywb hpwdntGpbbph wywunwwbnipgwb Gpw)-
fuhpbtpp <wjwunwbh <wOpwwGwnnepjwb 2015p. thnthnfunipyntbtpny Uwhdwbwnpnipjwb
hwdwwnbpuwnnid, ISBN 978-9939-828-53-4, GpLwl, 2016, t9 22-40, http://www.ysu.am/files/
A_Vagharshyan_22-40.pdf

2See M. A. [baukoea, O. H. Tomiok “lNpaBa u cBoBoAdbl YernoBeka W rpaxpaHuHa u UX
OoTpaXkeHue B MeXayHapoaHbIX NpaBoBbIX AoKkyMeHTax” EkatepuHOypr, 2015, cT. 9-17.

3 See J1.A. KpacHoGaeBa, T.B. llucosckas “lMpaBo Ha cBOGOAY COBECTV U BEPOWCTIOBEAAHUSA B
chepe obpasoBanus®, MN3BecTtus OMenbCKOro rocyaapCTBEHHOrO yHuBepcuteTa umeHu .
CkopuHebl, Ne 2 (107), 2018, L9 83.

4 See B. CrapocteHko, “Penurusi n obpasosaHue B PecnyGnvke Benapycb B KOHTEKCTe
HaLUMoHanbHOro 3akoHogaTenbcTBa o cBoboae u cosectn”, 2010, shorturl.at’lkzGH1

5 See Toledo guiding principles on teaching about religions and beliefs in public schools
prepared by the odihr advisory council of experts on freedom of religion or belief. published by
the osce office for democratic institutions and human rights, www.osce.org/odihr

6 See application Ne 17568/90 Sluijs v. Belgium (09.09.1992).
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indirect religious or philosophical nature, is intended to convey a certain value or
philosophy that may not coincide with the opinion of the parent. The said provision
“does not allow parents to object to the inclusion of such teaching or education in the
school curriculum, because otherwise the entire organized education system will face
the danger of carrying out its normal activities” for the reasoning that most school
subjects are related to “certain philosophical approaches or conclusions”. At the same
time, the Court recorded, the school must ensure that education through teaching or
upbringing provides information and knowledge “on the basis of objectivity, critical
thinking and pluralism”. This key guarantee contrasts with actions by the state that are
carried out “for the purpose of indoctrination, which can be considered as an activity
that does not respect the parents’ religious and philosophical beliefs”, and this is the
“boundary that must not be crossed”."

Continuing to discuss the apparent contradictions between parents’ religious
beliefs and children’s right to education, in another judgment the European Court also
addressed the issues related to disciplinary responsibility, including corporal
punishment and parents’ religious beliefs in educational institutions. The European
Court found that disciplinary responsibility issues cannot be considered exclusively the
competence of the internal administration of the given educational institution, and in
such cases the parents’ religious beliefs should not be ignored.?

In another case, the European Court recorded that in the case of a six-day
education system no general rule based solely on parents’ religious beliefs can be
established regarding the exemption from attending school on Saturdays, if that
negatively affects the child’s right to education. In such cases, the child's right to
education takes precedence over the parents' right to upbring the child according to
their own beliefs.®

Summarizing the above-mentioned, we can state that the contemporary
challenges of exercising the right to education in the context of exercising the right to
freedom of religion may be related to the teaching of religious doctrine, teaching about
religions, moral and social education, school attendance on certain days and
disciplinary responsibilities.

The study of international experience allows us to state that in such situations it is
not always possible to balance the exercise of these two rights.

However, such an approach raises the question of what the principle or criterion
is that should be decisive to solve alleged contradictions.

The right to freedom of religion and the right to education: apparent contradictions
and ways to solve them

Based on the fact that the vast majority of the states of the modern world have
adopted the mechanism of implementing their actions in the context of the best
interests of the child* and the child is the vulnerable party in the situations that arise as

1 See ECHR, Kjeldsen, Busk Madsen and Pedersen vs Denmark, 07.12.1976.

2 See ECHR, Campbell and Cosans vs United Kingdom, 25.02.1982, Valsamis vs Greece,
1996-VI, 2312.

3 See ECHR, Martins Casimiro and CerveiraFerreira vs Luxembourg, 27.04.1999.

4 The mentioned principle has different formulations in different legal systems, states and
documents. For example, the 1989 UN Convention on the Rights of the Child and the RA Civil
Procedure Code use the term " the best interest of the child", the RA Constitution (amended in
2015) and the RA Family Code use the term "interests of the child ", countries with an Anglo-
Saxon legal system use the term "general interest (welfare) of the child". Differences in
formulations do not affect the essence of the institution, so in this work, the mentioned three
formulations will be used simultaneously.
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a result of the exercise of the right mentioned by us, we believe that the idea of
prioritizing the best interests of the child should be the principle by which problems
arising in connection with the child's education and parents' (guardians’, sometimes
children’s) rights to freedom of religion or belief can be solved.

“The best interests of the child” is a dynamic, complex, comprehensive concept
that cannot be defined abstractly and objectively. It must be determined on a case-by-
case basis, taking into account the situation, the personal context and the needs of the
child."

Recuring to the concept of “the best interests of the child”, the European Court
expressed the legal position that the best interests of the child cannot be determined
by general legal judgments and depends on the circumstances of each specific case,
based on the prioritization of the best interests of the child.2 The domestic courts of the
Republic of Armenia also expressed a similar approach.®

At the same time, the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child has non-
exhaustively listed the elements that allow determining the best interests of the child.
They are as follows:

» mental and physical needs of the child;

* provision of appropriate care and education to meet those needs;

« importance of returning to family or living with family;

» importance of communication with the parent and other family members for the
child's development;

* question of national belonging;

« child's cultural, linguistic, spiritual or religious connections or upbringing and
significance in the family environment;

- other needs, requirements and interests.*

The interests of the child do not necessarily correspond to the interests of the
parents and may prevail over them.5 Moreover, there are cases when the interests of
the child conflict with the interests of the parent. In such situations, it is necessary to
ensure a fair balancing of the interests of both parties, but even in the balancing
process it is necessary to pay special attention to the best interests of the child.®

Therefore, the principle of the best interests of the child is the guideline by which
it is necessary to be guided in issues concerning the child.

The entire education system is aimed at upbringing a child as a part of society, a
person with certain knowledge, skills, thinking and values. The presence of the
mentioned knowledge, skills and values aims at ensuring the best interests of the child
during the latter's normal development and involvement in society, taking into account
his or her age, maturity, mental, physical, cultural, linguistic, spiritual or religious
needs, etc. At the same time, the stated pursues a far-reaching goal to prepare the
child to become a full member of the society.

Thus, in any case, the state should put the approach of the best interests of the

" See UN Committee on the Rights of the Children, General Comment Ne 12 (2009) on the Right
of the Child to be Heard, item 2, 32.

2 See Schneider v. Germany gnpény Gynpnwwyw nwwnwpwbh 15.09.2011p. Y&hn.

3 See << uwhdwlwnpwywl nwwnwpwoh 05.10.2010 pywywdh phy UNN-919, phy
GURN/0474/02/11, phy BUNN/1513/02/08, phy BULNY4073/02/14 pwnwpwghwywl
gnpétnpny << J&rwpby nwunwpwbh npnpnidbtn.

4 See UN Committee on the Rights of the Children, General Comment Ne 14 (2013), items 52-
79.

5 See UN Committee on the Rights of the Children, General Comment Ne 14 (2013), item 6.

6 See UN Committee on the Rights of the Children, General Comment Ne 5 (2003) on the
General Measures of Implementation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, item 12.
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child as the basis of the education system and the development of courses.
Meanwhile, the parent's (guardians’) right to freedom of religion or belief is based on
the idea of a person's freedom to express his or her religious or other beliefs, which -
in some cases - may be in the best interests of the child and - in some cases - not.
Moreover, the principle of the best interests of the child should be considered and
evaluated not only from the perspective of the religious or other beliefs of the given
parent, but also from the existing objective circumstances, such as education, skills,
upbringing, socialization, integration into society, awareness, the need to be protected,
etc.

In such a reality the state is obliged - in each case - to give primary attention to
ensuring the best interests of the child and, consequently, guaranteeing the effective
mechanisms for the exercise of the child's right to education, and only in the case of
the latter's existence and guarantee, consider the implementation of the mechanisms
for ensuring the conditions for the exercise of the right to freedom of religion or belief
of the parent (guardians).

In other words, the child's right to education is itself a means and mechanism for
ensuring the best interests of the child.

Taking into account the above-mentioned, it becomes obvious that, guided by the
principle of the best interests of the child, the state is first of all obliged to ensure the
proper exercise of children's right to education. In the context of the above-mentioned,
while organizing the child's right to education it is also necessary to determine the
limits of exercising religious beliefs, guided exclusively by the best interests of the
child.

Regarding the development and use of separate standards, such as in the United
States, we find that it is more effective to be guided by some fundamental principle,
such as the best interests of the child.

Moreover, when it comes to the child's right to education, it should be noted that
the first two standards applied in the United States (the actual or substantial harm, the
risk of harm standard) may apply to the latter, which are themselves the basis for the
disclosure of the best interests of the child, and should be already taken into account
during the formation and operation of the education system. As for the third standard,
its application is not reasonable in the case of solving the issues presented by us.

Therefore, taking into account the fact that the principle of the best interests of
the child in this case includes a number of criteria and is more comprehensive, it can
be considered the most effective and comprehensive solution to the problems
presented by us.

Conclusion

Summarizing the studies and analyzes carried out in the scope of this work, we
can state that

1. exercising the right to education, as well as other human rights, cannot be
within the scope of the exclusive discretion of the policy of the state, and the state is
obliged to implement its policy, including in the field of education, in the context of the
international treaties it has ratified, existing international standards and provision of
human rights;

2. contemporary challenges of exercising the right to education in the context of
exercising the right to freedom of religion may relate to the teaching of religious
doctrine, teaching about religions, moral and social education, school attendance on
certain days and disciplinary responsibilities. Despite the variety of possible problems,
from the point of view of solving the alleged contradictions, it is of paramount
importance to formulate the principle by which the possible problems should be



locypnapcreo 1 npaeo N 2 (96) 2023 77

solved;

3. the child's right to education is itself a means and mechanism for ensuring the
best interests of the child.

The cornerstone nature of the above-mentioned principle when solving the
problems in the field of correlation of the discussed rights is conditioned by the fact
that in case of applying the mentioned principle it is possible to take into account the
dependency, vulnerability, maturity level of children, etc. in the best possible way.

In the light of the conducted studies, a proposal is presented to take the best
interests of the child (interests of the child, general welfare (interests) of the child) as
the basis for the solutions in the case of apparent contradictions between the child's
right to education and the exercise of the parent's (guardians’, sometimes the child's)
right to freedom of religion or belief.

Therefore, taking into account the above-mentioned, it is necessary to give
preference to the exercise of the child's right to education, unless the best interests of
the child dictates otherwise.
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COBPEMEHHbIE MNMPOBJIEMbI PEAJTU3ALIUA
NMPABA HA OBPA3OBAHUE B KOHTEKCTE NMPABA
HA CBOBOLY PEIUIUA'

KaponvHa ApyTIOHsH
AcnnpaHT kagenpbl KOHCTUTYLIMOHHOrO ripasa EIY

B coBpeMeHHOM Mupe B CBS3M C rapMOHUYHOW peanu3auuen npae Ha ceobopy
penurun n yoexaeHun n Ha obpas3oBaHWE BO3HMKAIOT HOBbIE BbI30Bbl U NPOOMeMbl,
KoTopble TpebyoT 6onee adhpeKkTUBHBLIX, OCHOBaHHbIX Ha NpaBax YernoBeka peLleHni
UM MOAEPHM3aUUN CYLLECTBYHOLMNX pelleHui. VMdyyeHne mexayHapoaHoro onbiTta
no3BonsieT OTMETUTb, YTO He Bcerga ygaetca cbanaHcMpoBaTb peanv3aumio npaB Ha
cBoboay BepoucnoBedaHns U Ha obpasoBaHue.

HecmoTpsa Ha MHoroobpasve npegnonaraeMbix NPOTUBOPEYNIA, NEPBOCTENEHHOE
3Ha4yeHMe MmeeT hOopMynMpPOBKa MPUMHUMMEA, MO KOTOPOMY OOJDKHbI pellaTtbCsi BO3-
MOXHble Npobriembl. B TO e BpeMsi Takon Noaxo CTaBuT BONPOC O TOM, KaKoW NpuH-
LN UKW KPUTEPUIA AOMMKEH ObITb pEeLUaoLWNM C TOYKN 3pEHNST peLLeHnst npeanonarae-
MbIX NPOTUBOPEYMNA.

B cBsA3M C BbIlWenepeyncneHHbIM gaHHaa paboTa HanpaeneHa Ha npeacraene-
HMe Npobrem COOTHOLLEHWS NpaBa poauTenel (onekyHoB, NHoraa 1 geten) Ha cBobo-
4y BEpovCrnoBefaHus 1 npaea geTen Ha obpa3oBaHne U opMynMpoBaHNE NyTH pe-
LWEHUN yKa3aHHbIX NpobriemM, He BOABasiCb B YeTKMe AeUHMLMM penurumn, Bepbl,
ybexxaeHnin, coBecty n o6pasoBaHms.

B pesynbrate npoBeAeHHOro B AaHHOW paboTe aHanusa Mbl NPULLNA K BbIBOAY,
YTO BO3MOXHbIE NPOGneMbl 1 NpegnonaraemMble NPOTUBOPEYMS COOTHOLLEHWS MpaBa
Ha cBoboay BepoucnoBedaHus 1 nNpaBa Ha obpa3oBaHMe OeTeln HyXXAalTCsa B pa3pe-
LUEHNM B KOHTEKCTE MPUHLMNA Hauny4ywmnx nHTepecoB pebeHka (MHTepechbl pebeHka,
o6Lwme nHTepecsl pebeHka).

Pwlwih pwebp — YpnOh wquinnipginil, hwdnqdnilph wquinnipinil, Yppnipul
hnwdnilp; oannlbnh fnwdnilGp, Gnbluuyh pwh; GpGfuwgh jwywagnyl pwh; Gpbfuwgh
panhwlnin pwh,; hpwdniGplbph fnwgned; dwpnne hpnwyniGpben:

KnioueBble cnoBa: CBoboga pernvirmy, cBoboga yoexaeHud, npaBo Ha obpa3oBaHne;
poauTesibCckne npasa, MHTEPEC pebeHKa, Hawuslydlume WHTEpechl pebeHka, obiyme
MHTEPECHI pebeHKa, OCyLYeCTBIIeHHUE pas; paBa Ye/10Beka.

Keywords: Freedom of religion, freedom of belief; right fo education, parental rights;
interests of the child, the best interests of the child; general welfare (inferests) of the
child; exercising of rights; human rights.

1 CraTtbs Gbino npeacrasneHa 8 mekabps 2022r. Ha Hay4yHOW KOH(EpPEeHLUWUM acrnmpaHToB M
couckaTenen opuanyeckoro gakynsteta EpeBaHckoro rocyaapcTBeHHOro yHuBepcureTa.



