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NCTOPUA N COBPEMEHHOCTb

NMPUHUUNA PABHOW NPABOBOM 3ALLNTbI B CLLUA
(HA NPUMEPE NPEOAOJIEHNA PACOBOM
ANCKPUMUWHALNN)

Annomayun: B pamkax nacmosweti cmamovi d8mopoM paccmampusaromcs 60NPocyl, CeA3AHHbIE ¢ UCTNOpUeli CIAHO8-
JIeHUs NPUHYUNA PAsHOLL NPAasosoll 3auumsl 3aKkoHa («equal protection of lawy) na npomsasxicenuu nepuooa ¢ npuUHAMUA
XIV nonpasxu k Koncmumyyuu CLLA 0o Hacmosiueeo epemenu. Yepes npusmy npeyedeHmuoco npasa npoaHaiu3upo8ansi
maxue A61eHUs, KaK OUCKPUMUHAYUSA U NOZUMUBHASL OUCKPUMUHAYUSA, NOTUMUKA «NOZUMUBHBIX Mep» [Ipasumenvcmea
CILIIA, mexanuzmol nposepKu HATUYUSA UYU OMCYIMCIMEU 8 NOM UIU UHOM AKMe OP2aHO8 20CYOAPCMEeH Ol 81ACMU NPU-
3HAKO8 OUCKpUMUHAyuu. B pamxax uccreoosanus agmopom Ucnoib3yemcs cpasHumensHo-npagogoll U UCMopuecKull
Memoovl UCCACO08AHUA, 0COO0E BHUMAHUE YOENIeHO AHAU3Y NEPEUYHBIX UCIOYHUKO8 — npeyedeHmos Bepxosnozo cyoa
CIIIA. Asmopom Oenaromces 8618006l 0 HALUYUU O8YX IMANOE OUCKPUMUHAYUU ADPPOAMEPUKAHCKO20 HACENEeHUS: NPAMOT
OUCKPUMUHAYUU U NO3UMUBHOU OUCKPUMUHAYUU. B kauecmee mexanuzma npedomepawyerus OUCKPUMUHAYUY A8IMOPOM
paccmampugaemcs memoo "cmpoeou nposepku”, sbipabomannulii 6 npeyedenmax Bepxosnozo cyoa CLIA. lannwvii me-
Xauusm, nonazaem, Moxcem Obimy UCNONb306AH U 015 NPEOOMEPAUeHUA OUCKPUMUHAYUY 8 UHBLX COYUATILHBIX 00N1ACAX,
6 CBA3U C UeM, e2o npuMeHeHue Mo2io 6bl 0002amums u OMe4ecmeeHylo npasosylo HAyKy U NPaAKMuKy npumMeHeHus.
Knrwoueevie cnosa: Pasnas 3awuma 3aKk0Ha, OUCKPUMUHAYUSL, NO3UMUBHAS ouckpumunayus, Bepxosnwiii cyo CIIIA,
Yemuipuaoyamas nonpaexa, CILIA, Koncmumyyua CIIA, Inasencmsyrowutl eocyoapcmeennblli unmepec, Ilamas
nonpasxa, Cmpoeas npogepka.

Abstract: This article examines the issues associated with the history of emergence of the principle of equal protection of
the laws throughout the period since the introduction of the 14th amendment to the U.S. Constitution until present time.
Through the prism of legal precedent, the author analyzes such phenomena as discrimination and positive discrimination,
the “positive measures” policy of the US government, and mechanisms of verification of presence or absence of signs
of discrimination within any given act of the branches of government. The author makes a conclusion on the existence
of two types of discrimination of African-American population: direct discrimination and positive discrimination. As a
mechanism for deterring discrimination, the author examines the method of “strict scrutiny” formed by the legal precedent
of the Supreme Court of the United States. This mechanism could be used to prevent discrimination in other social areas,
thus its application could also enrich the Russian legal science and practice.

Keywords: U.S. Constitution, USA, 14th Amendment, Supreme court of the United States, positive discrimination, dis-
crimination, equal protection, public interest, 5th Amendment, Strict scrutiny.

JTHOM U3 TPaAUIUOHHBIX FapaHTHUH, 3aKpeIIeH-

HBIX KOHCTUTYUIHSIMH OOJIBIINHCTBA JIEMOKpa-

TUYECKUX TOCYAapCTB, ABJIACTCA rapaHTusd
pPaBHOI MPaBOBOW 3aLUTHI.

JlaHHOE MONOXKEHUE, IO CBOEH CyTH, HAIPaBJIEHO Ha
3alIUTY JIMOA OT PAa3JIMYHOTrO poja JUCKPUMHUHAIMH, TO
€CTh yLIEMJICHHUS B IpaBaxX TOH WM MHON I'PYIIIBI JIUI B
3aBUCUMOCTH, B YaCTHOCTH, OT TOJa, pachl, HAIIMOHAJIb-
HOCTH, PEJIUTHUU U T.II.

840

B pamkax HacTosIei craTbi HaMH OyAET PaCCMOTPEH
BOIPOC O MPABOBBIX MEXaHU3MaxX MPEOAOIECHUN PacoBOH
JIUCKPUMHUHAIIMK HA PUMEpe CTaHOBJICHHS NpaB adpoa-
MepukaHckoro Hacenenus B CIIA.

Hctopudeckn mpobiemMa pacoBON TUCKPUMUHAIIIHT
B CIIA 6puta 00ycioBiIeHa CyLIECTBOBAaHHEM KPYITHBIX
TUTAHTALUH B IOKHBIX IITATaX, JUIsl BO3JICIBIBAHHS KOTOPBIX
«IO’)KaHAMM» MCIIOIB30BAJICS TPYJ] YCPHOKOKHUX» padoB,
3aBO3UBLIMXCS U3 AQPUKH.
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[lepBBIM Imarom B MPaBOBOM pPa3pelICHUH TaHHOTO
Bolpoca cTajio npunstue B 1865 rony XIV nonpasku k
Konctutynuu CIIA, cornacHO KOTOpO HM OAMH IITAT
HE MOXKET 0TKa3aTh KaKOMY-JIH00 MY B IpeAesax cBoen
IOPUCIUKIINY B PABHOH 3aIUTE 3aKOHOB.

BwmecTe ¢ Tem, Ha TpaKkTHKE JaHHAS HOpMa He cpa3y Ha-
IUTa IO PIKKY CO CTOPOHEI CYZ0B, KOTOPBIE JUTUTEITFHOE
BpeMsI CCBUIANIUCH HAa HalyMaHHBIC TEOPUH, OTKA3hIBAsICh
npuMeHaTs XIV monpaBky COMNIacHO €€ «IyXy» U 3aJio-
JKEHHOI B Hee IEMOKPAaTHYECKO hiee paBeHCTBA.

B pamkax nena Strander v. West Virginia (1880)
Bepxosusriii cyn CIIIA cchopMmpoBa Hoaxot, CoriacHO KOTO-
pOMY paBHas IIpaBOBast 3aIIMTA HE IOpa3yMeBaeT IPHHITHS
PaBHBIX 3aKOHOB JIJIST «OCIIOr0» U «UePHOT0» HACCIICHUS.

Eute onHol nevanbHO U3BECTHOM JOKTPUHOM, HCKaXKa-
owe cmeicst XIV nonpasky, ABaseTcsS JOKTPUHA «pas-
JENIBHBIX, HO PaBHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEI. [IpuMedaTensHbIM
31eck sBiuseTcs aeno Plessy v. Ferguson (1896), B pamkax
koToporo Bepxosusrii cyx CILIA mpr3Ham KOHCTHTYIIHOH-
HBIM 3aKOH IITaTa, MPEeIMUCHIBABIINHN pa3aeIbHBIA TPOE3T
«OeINBIX» U «IEPHBIX» TPAK/AH B ITOE3/1aX.

Taxoke MHPOKOE PACHpPOCTPaHEHUE MOTYUUIT TTOAXO/,
COIIACHO KOTOPOMY CYJIbl OYKBaJIbHO «ITPOYMTHIBAIII TPE-
6oBanns XIV nmonpaBKy ¥ OTMEYANH, YTO TIOCKOJIBKY B HEl
peYB HIET TONBKO O IITaTaX, TO TUCKPHMHHAIIHS CO CTOPOHBI
YaCTHBIX JIUI] HUKAaK HE 3aTParuBaeTCs KJIAy30d O paBHOMN
npaBoBOi 3amuTe. JJaHHbIN MOAXO0A UMEHYETCS B HAyYHOH
JIUTEPATYPEe «IOKTPHHON TOCYAApCTBEHHBIX aeicTBuil! B
YaCTHOCTH, OHa ObliIa IPUMEHeHa B aelie Burton v. Wilmington
Parking Authority (1961), Tne BepxoBHBIH Cy IpHU3HAT HEKOH-
CTHTYIIHOHHBIM «3aK0H O I'paXkIaHCKHUX IpaBax» 1875 roxa.

CoOOTBETCTBEHHO, Ha TIEPBOM JTaIle UJesl paBEHCTBA
ycTosigach Ha 3aKOHOAATEIbHOM YPOBHE, HO HE OTy4MIIa
TIO/IJIEPIKKH B CyIeOHOI ITPaKTHKE, B CBSI3U C UEM, OCTAJIACh
JIeKJIapaTUBHOM, HE IEUCTBYIOILIEH.

Hogoit Bexoil B npumenenuun X1V mompaBku K
Koncturymun CIIA crano pemenue mo aemy Brawn v.
Board of Education (1954), B pamkax koToporo BepxoBHEI
cyn CHIA npusHan yupexxJeHUE pa3felbHbIX MIKOT s
«0eIoroy M «Y4epHOr0» HACEICHUs paCOBOW TMCKPUMHUHA-
rueit, mporuBopeuanieit Koncturynnn CIHIA. Bompexu
NpEAUIECTBYIOLIEH HEraTUBHOW MIPAKTUKE B JAHHOM JIEJIE
X1V nompaska Obl1a TprUMEHEHa 0 CYIIECTBY.

PykoBOACTBYSCH TpELENeHTOM 10 ey Brawn v.
Board of Education, Bepxopusiii cyn CIIIA B mocneny-
IOIIME TOABl PACHPOCTPAHMUI U0 O HEKOHCTUTYIHOH-
HOCTH JUCKpPUMHUHAIMK adhpOaMEPUKAHCKOI0 HACEJICHUs
B CaMBble pa3HbIe 00JACTH CONMABHBIX OTHOIICHUH: OBLIIN
YCTpaHEHHI CerperalioHHbIe Oaphephl Ha TPAHCIIOPTE U B
MECTaX, OTKPBITBIX JIJIS ITyOJIMKU: TapKaX, TIaBaTeIbHBIX

OacceifHax, pecTopaHaX, 3aKyCOYHBIX U T.1I.; CyIOM OBLITH
OTMCHEHBI 3aKOHBI IITATOB, 3aMPEIIABIINE MEKPACOBBIC
Opaky W mpegycMaTpHBaroOlIie YIoJOBHbIC HAKa3aHUs 3a
MEXpacoBble BHEOpaUYHbIe CBS3U U T.11.%

Bwmecre ¢ Tem, napasiienbHO ¢ yKa3aHHbIM POLIECCOM pac-
MPOCTPaHEHNE HAYaJIo TIOTy9aTh 00PaTHOE SIBJICHHE — TO3ATHB-
Hast TUCKPUMHHAITISL, KOTOpast BRIpayKaeTcs B IPEIOCTaBICHUN
OITpeNIeTICHHBIX MPUBUIICTHIA TEM CJIOSIM HAaCEJICHHSI, KOTOPhIC
B TEUCHHUE JUTUTEIBHOTO MEpHOJia BPEMEHN HAXOAMJIINCH B
HauOoJiee yIeMIIeHHOM MoJIoKeHHH. [ IpaBuTebCcTBO Havaio
BBOJIMTH LIEJIBIN PsiJI TPOrpaMM «HO3UTHBHBIX Mepy (affirma-
tive action), HaIrpaBJICHHBIX HA IPEIOCTABIICHHE IPEUMYIIIECTB
TIpY TIpFeMe Ha paboTYy, 3a9HCIICHIH B IIIKONBI, YHUBEPCHTETHI
appoaMepUKaHCKOMY HACEJICHHIO.

CoOTBETCTBEHHO, HA BTOPOM 3Tale MOXKHO 3aMETHTh
00paTHBIH qucOaIaHC MpaB «OEIOroy U «KUYSPHOr0» HACeIIe-
HU I, 00YCJIOBIICHHBIH YPE3MEPHBIM XKEJIaHHEM FOCY1apCTBa
HCTIPAaBUTh HCTOPHUIECKYIO HECIIPABEIIINBOCTb.

OnHUM U3 TIEPBBIX JIeIT, B paMKax KOTOPOT0 ObLTa pe-
MPUHSTA MOMBITKA Pa3pelIuTh TaHHYIO MPoOIeMy, CTaJIOo
Regents of the University of California v. Bakke (1978), tne
Bepxosnsiii cy CILIA 0TMEHNIT KBOTHI J1J151 HAITHOHATBHBIX
MEHBIIMHCTB IIPU [IOCTYIIJICHUU B YHUBEPCUTETHL. Takue
KBOTBI IIO3BOJISLIN, B YACTHOCTH, ahpoaMeprUKaHIIaM MOy
4aTh 3HAYUTEIHHBIC IIPUBIJICTUH TI0 CPABHEHHUIO C «OSITBIMY
HACEIICHHEM TP TOCTYIUICHHH B yHHBEPCUTETHI, TaXKe IIPU
HaJMYMUU MEHBIIET0 00beMa HaBBIKOB M 3HAHUH.

BwMmecTe ¢ Tem, cieayeT OTMETHUTB, YTO OTMEHSIS T10-
JTUTUKY KBOT, BepxoBHsbiit cyn CIIA Takke ykaszai, 9To
y4eT pachl YeNOBeKa MPH IPEJOCTABICHUN MPHUBIICTHI
BO3MOXEH B IENSIX KOMIICHCAIINH PE3yJIbTaTOB JIOJNTOMH
COLMANIEHOW TUCKPUMHUHAIINHU, M TaKOE MPEIOCTaBICHUE
TIPUBHJIETHH HE HAPYIIACT KOHCTUTYIIMOHHBIX TTOJIOKEHU I
0 PaBHOM 3aIIUTE CO CTOPOHBI 3aKOHA (JOKTPHHA «KOppe-
JTUPYIOUIEH TUCKPUMHUHAIIII).

B cBs3u ¢ nBosikocThio mo3uinu Cya BCTaeT BOIPOC,
r7ie JK€ BCe-TaKW HaXOAUTCS TPaHb MEXKIY JUCKPHMITHA-
[HeH 1Mo MPU3HAKY Pachl, IO3UTUBHOW AMCKPUMHHAIIHEH
1 PaBEHCTBOM.

Jlnist perieHnst yKa3aHHOTO BoIpoca BepxoBHBIM cyiom
CIIA BbIpaboTaHa, Tak Ha3bIBacMasi, JOKTPUHA «CTPOrOH IPo-
BEPKM» (Strict scrutiny), KOTopast 3aKIIFOYaeTCs B CIICTYIOIIEM.

JL1s1 TOTO 9TOOBI KT, yCTAHABITUBAIOIITHN a3 THIHs MEXK-
Ty HECKOJTBKFIMH T'PYTIIIAMH JIUTT, OBLIT TPU3HAH KOHCTUTY -
OHHBIM HEOOXO/IMMO JIOKA3aTh CIIETYIOIIHE 00CTOATENBCTBA:

(1) ycranoBienue kiaccupukanuu (pa3induii B
MPAaBOBOM IOJIOKCHHUN) OBLIO OOYCIOBJICHO HAIHMYHEM
TJIAaBEHCTBYIOIIETO FOCYIapCTBEHHOTO MHTEPEca M HaIlpaB-
JICHO UCKJTFOYUTENBHO U HETIOCPEICTBEHHO Ha IOCTHIKCHIE
JTAHHOTO WHTEpeca;
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(2) OTCYTCTBYIOT aTbTEpHATHBHEIC CPEICTBA peajm3a-
IIMH TAKOT'0 TJIABEHCTBYIOIETO FOCY JAPCTBEHHOT O MHTEpeca.
B kauecTBe I71aBeHCTBYIOIIETO FOCYAAPCTBEHHOIO MHTEpeca
MOT'YT BBICTYyIIaTh, B YaCTHOCTH, HallMOHaJIbHAsl Oe3orac-
HOCTb, OXpaHa )KU3HHU OOJIBILIOr0 KOJIUYECTBA JIFONICH U T.JI.

BaxHo#l rapaHTHell 311eCh SBJISETCS BBEIECHHUE IIpe-
3YMIIIUH «HE3aKOHHOCTH» KIACCU(PUKALINN JINI] B 3aBUCH-
MOCTH OT pachl M llepeKJiaibiBaHne OpeMeHH JOKa3bIBAHUS
Ha rocyJ1apcTBo.

Takum 00pa3om, Kak OTMEYAETCs B IUTEPAType, OTHO-
BPEMCECHHO JOCTUTACTCA ABE LEJIN: BHIABJICHUEC HE3aKOHHBIX
MOTHBOB IPAaBUTEIbCTBA NPH MPUHATHN TEX WM MHBIX
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