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Nevertheless, it appears that, when writing to the 
Commission in October, November and December, 1966, the 
Applicant was again in a mental.hospital, but he has not 
explained the circumstances in which he had been interned 
during that period. 

The Applicant submits that his conviction on 5th July, 
1961 was unjustified and that, therefore, he had been wrongly 
interned in a hospital during the follov/ing years. Moreover, 
he contests that he suffered from mental illness. 
2. It appears that the Applicant wished to institute legal 
proceedings against the City of Copenhagen claiming compen­
sation in respect of his internment, as the City was responsible 
for the particular hospital in which he had been interned. 

By decision of 21st February, 1966, the High Court for 
Eastern Denmark (0stre Landsret) refused to accept the Applicant's 
claim. The Applicant appealed to the Supreme Court (Hjẑ jesteret ) 
which, on 24th June, 1966, refused to accept his appeal. In 
its decision, the Supreme Court referred to an expert opinion 
produced by the Legal Medical Council (Retslaegerâdet ) in regard 
to the Applicant's mental state and to the contents of various 
letters written by him. On the basis of this material, the 
Supreme Court concluded that the Applicant suffered from delusions in 
regard to the background of his internment in hospital; that, 
by reason of his mental state, he should not be allowed to 
institute proceedings in respect of the legal basis of his 
internment; and that consequently, his claim should not be 
admitted for an examination as to its substance. 

The Applicant tried to obtain a reconsideration of the 
decision of the Supreme Court, but the Committee of Appeals 
of the Supreme Court (Hj^jesterets anke- og kaeremâlsutvalg) 
informed him, on l8th August, 1966, that the matter had been 
finally dealt with by the Supreme Court, The Special Court 
of Revision (saerlige Klageret) to which he had also addressed 
himself replied, on 21st October, 1966, that it was not competent 
to deal with the matter. 

The Applicant then apparently asked the Frederiksberg 
District Court (Frederiksberg birks skifteret) to appoint a 
guardian ad litem who should take care of his interests in the 
proceedings which he v/ished to introduce against the City of 
Copenhagen, Subsequently, a lawyer informed the Court that 
he was willing to be appointed guardian ad litem, 
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However, by letter of 30th December, 1966, the Court 
informed the Applicant that, after consulting the Ministry 
of Justice, it had decided not to appoint a guardian. 

The Applicant ^.pparently complains that he had not been 
^given the possibility of having his civil claim examined 
by a court, since the courts have refused both to let him present 
a claim himself and to appoint a guardian to represent him 
in these proceedings. 
3, The Applicant's further complaints are directed against 
a doctor of the Institute for General Pathology of the University 
of Copenhagen, He calls this doctor a criminal and seems to 
consider him responsible for various actions taken against the 
Applicant. His particular allegations are not quite clear, 
but he repeats that, although by the order of the District Court 
of 3rd Feboruary., 1966 he should no longer be subject to any 
measures of supervision or control, there have been various 
interferences with his right to respect for his private life 
and his home. He states that the"secrecies of his private life" 
have been disclosed; that the doctor concerned has used 
"psychological methods" against him; and that there has been 
some control of his correspondence with the Commission. Already 
during his internment, "psychological methods" were used on 
him, and this amounts in his opinion to a degrading penalty 
and an inhuman treatment. 

It appears that the Applicant has repeatedly submitted 
complaints to various Ministries and other authorities in 
Denmark, but without success. 

In his application form, he invokes Articles 5, 8, 9, 10, 15 
and 25 of the Convention. In subsequent correspondence, he 
also refers to other provisions of the Convention, in particular 
Articles 3 and 6, 
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THE LAW 

Whereas the Applicant complains of having been denied 
i'- access to courts following the refusal by the Danish courts 

not only to examine the claim which he wished to bring against 
the City of Copenhagen but also to appoint a guardian ad litem 

' to represent him in these proceedings; whereas this complaint 
raises an issue under Article 6, paragraph (l), of the Convention; 
whereas the Commission finds that an' examination of the file 

i" in its present­'state does not give the information required for 
deciding on the admissibility of this complaint; whereas, 
therefore, the Commission decides', in accordance with Rule 45, 
paragraph 3(b), of its Rules of Procedure, to give notice 
of this part of the Application to the respondent Government 
and to invite it to submit its observations on the question of 
admissibility; whereas, in the meanwhile, the Commission decides 
to adjourn its examination of the complaint concerned; 

Whereas, in regard to the remainder of the Application, 
an examination of the case as it has been submitted does not 
disclose any appearance of a violation of the rights and freedoms 
set forth in the Convention and in particular in the Articles 
invoked by the Applicant; whereas it follows that these parts 
of the Application are manifestly ill­founded within the meaning 
of Article 27, paragraph (2), of the Convention, 

Now therefore the Commission 

1, Adjourns the examination of the Applicant's complaint 
concerning denial of access to courts (Article 6, para­
graph (l), of the Convention); 

2. Declares the remainder of the Application to be inadmissible. 

Secretary to the Commission Vice­President of the Commission 
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(A, B. Ifiom^im^—^^ (C.Th, Eustathiades) 
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