RIRIIR

TRl ECE ) 32 Z A

JE 4 ¥

HNEEE.BARERETRABRESPHEFIZR AL, ERER RS ERIAH
BB EERRT AAGITE, BERE, RS HRRFTESHFFEHR
— B R E A W — . R R A EHOUF R R P o R AL TR BB 6
BB T EY HRATAGER R ARG FEAEG TR, BEREHEMNLAR
BEARTHLENREM KPP ELRTHR A M FAAEE, REREHH
WA B S A EARAS e, EH B S AT AN ARG R EAGAEEBH £
B &3O, KF G 8 A AT SR, BAR EAEL EWIEY AL S W AT A
A fide, feim A REA A AR B, R AR B AR AL 49 4 F AR & 0 T AL AT
FIWT 3B 5L IR AN SRAEYE

XEBRBAIRE MEALF EWEAF NFFER A REAHARE

RER TS T I F SR, EFHE

(—)BEAREN RS

HBEA R HEAEMRE" . TEREECCA T, B R R EM A F I HEEE
SR R A S 2 — L DR A ULTE D R R, AR AR X 4 o B
SR S R . PR B R A R AR AT O AEAT N I B 23R 15 T 0 HE A A Ak
[R5 B VS 4 [R) ., SR AR AT 0 AAEAT Dy I B AR B0 3R A 95 N B[R] 5, {EL A 25 I )
THOURF B H NGRS — R 2 il A R W) ) A B, 3 AR R 1
Til ¥k 2 B AE A ) 5 2 X i U8 R B [R) R ARGRS 1 BN A e, BRI 2 SR et A

(1) Vgl Helmut Frister, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil, Verlag C. H. Beck 2011, S.165.
(2] Vgl. Harro Otto, Grundkurs Strafrecht: Allgemeine Strafrechtslehre, de Gruyter 2004, S. 126ff.

- 116 -



H % R R & AT

— M [T R o 2 3R] 3 2 5% 0k [ R ) F 5 0 D RUE B A . B N i B IR L TE S
T8 H AR S BORE S A B 22 U B [R) 38 1 35 S0, 5 R Al AR R AR 28 1 X1, DA R B e TR 3=
FEALARIE (A 2 v 00 b 37 0L A A5 TR — L T BT 5T, LA 5] 5, i [ P )
B I — A — 2 %

T MR E Al U, B e —EBRBENRERS A hAb 2> A C 4R, 2 TR A X —
) AT S AT 9 N AN IR ST AR ST o TR B B R A O R R RE T TR
v Je )90 PB4, 055 B0 3 A0k FETE 4 19 1 F ke S ACEL VR 56, I i B 3 e AL HR B[]
AR S BS . TR NS AT O IS 10 AR B BROA ORI L 4 T T R
B 0CE KRR A RS B RUA T BRI, X Rl SBOBE X [ B A A AR T S A TR
— R AR R B AR R e IR T 2 A U 1) S B, A A AR TR I R R SR
Yoty WHE NR B ICR, AT N AT A R R B % ) AN e S ARk 1B H
TRl 2 AR BT LA i O 28 A B8 DR 98 o PR Bl 5 N IR) B9 R0 il 2 e 5, X — s
TEAEE JUHAT 19 B 7 2800 . Aad %X — e pg A v W e R 2e R OT O H e
SAEAN G EEhRE T I — PG A SRR DA G, X — it A DL (DR, 7B A B R AL T
ey et PR 5 N TR PR GBS A 2R i SR AE AT T o AR — T 19 B R A P BB |
A J7 9 5K BUE [ o

P BUE [R) I, A A7 O I RE 88 R A5 50 N i B S ) T8 20 oR AR A5 i il i AN 5 8L
E I AN DI AR AT T 80H A 2B A 1R R,  f [A] 58 B R DR A SO T JG 24, L 4 2R 5 ik
FEa HLE BB DI BRI, S Pn b BE S 15 B RO R A D0 L) X R R i R R
I R e B R R 7 R AL ST AT v, el 7 B e g 12 B2 5 /X K R BE T 1959 4F 1 LS
IR IEGIA IR 1984 4 2 A 7 H AR b o e 0 5 1 HAE R BR7 R AGE
9 H A, 15 7 PR 2 2R DR XS S8 35 A JBOIE i D T T R B2 A 5 AT . e T RVE R &
WSO 2 i U 8 A AT S8 0 JE AT 4 A S 55 1 0, LA 3R AR X R AR 1 AR AT Ay 4 3 T £
TR o AR ARCE [ 6 RS, IV 2 AR X A8 A 9 10 W A7 AR SBOIE o S8 AN BE & BEIE R
PR DA B A A SROBEE ) 5 B T o AT 0 O S (] T R AT I T IR Y P IR 358, gt Rl LA
HAFTEABGE [F) R, AN T FE B A R A ST AE L O I B 5 R 5 | A B ) 3k 1) 40 491 5 2
Lz (R AR AT BUE [ A R PR 7R A v B A R 5 A 1 2 Ml
) R AE IR ik o BTSSRI — A o R RO AL 22, X Lol PR I 3 A5 1 IR &R 2 Ll
IRV CEEONSE S & S IR E R aLIF IR R et €Ul

(3) SWRIHIHZAEE ORI BIT 2 AEDO BRI O T), H WA KA 2R 2 B 58 57 4 ) ) 2007
EHAS B2 9H 1 TUT,

(4] Vgl Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I. Grundlagen + Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.580ff.

(5) ZW[HIBEAE (WEADGENFZEIZOWT), (LA k4 )2009 4£5 - 6 5 (327 - 328 5) 4 380 1T
PR,

(6] Vgl Nike Hengstenberg, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht Zu den “ Risiken und Nebenwirkungen” eines
Transfers der Rechtsfigur aus dem Zivil-in das Strafrecht, Springer-Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg: 2013, S.12.

[ 7] Vgl Philipp Bocker, Die “hypothetische Einwilligung” im Zivil-und Strafrecht, JZ 19/2005, S.925ff.

- 117 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

(=) BE R &5 L teAn i & 947

L BERESAXMER EERSZH X

SO ABE [R) T 5 B S Y () 3 AR () A AR AR K DO (B AN XE L IX 9y o L ABUE TR) &
5B S R B BOE IR R R R SR A TE B A TR R (H R i R IR R T . B A
A TEAE o HE R 3 A 2 el ) B A0 TR TR RS IBOE T JC AR, A e B R AR E TR R )
U, B S A [ AR O T B ) Bk B EAT e LY

LB RE TR) J 5 4 ) ey DA i 7 9 R ) 5 v A [R) T A 1R R R AR IRAS
LRGBS R RS 00T 3R 1 o HAEBUE MBS 6, AR 2 REE AR B L [/ AT,
AN a3 b [ 38 R Dy adi S W SC55 T JE28 . 3 b, A8 ) 36 -5 4 [R] 38 A S AT 1Yy I 1]
WAFTE X < S 75 JST A [R) 5, S MR 4 AT Ay I ) 195 100 08 A 5 140 5 2 4 IS ABUE ]
W) S AR 40 o I B A O AT g L0

2 BRERESHRENERXRENXS

T Wraa i - 1) 2% (Scarlett Jansen ) {4 Xt B [A] B AL BESE 7 LA R BRSE: — ¥
B AL T LA Ao S I P W ) P A AR AR AR A W 1 D L s T AR 2
H =YL AT DL i 5 TR B B 32N T AR AR A ORI I £ < T A ok i 2 [
Kl 1) 7 J22 6 58 T A R g 7 AR e A1 R[] TRk L DX T 88 i R AR A AR Y [l
L, X AR5 BUAT R E BV A ARAT 4 U100 (ER  FEAR SO Ok, X Se IR ] 2 s T
SE B PR OCR TREE, fay AR T AR S BUE M EIR Ny — kT Y SR B X WEZ
A RKEAR . EBEMPFRERSE AT 0 NI 050k 48 R 4R Z B AKX
R PRR SCHK A A 7 B S HP B B A7 7 R RE S BOAS R B M RR 250 (HAT 8 N i B 2 AT
PUE T H A g WIR LG 2% BUAE AR M PR R 2 oh 1) (EAE R E R B G, BE A X
W 55 1 i S 5 BRIT R 2 18] FF AN AE R OG0 m) % 0, 1B A B AR ER X F 7 A
ik g 1R A R B S DR R R B AT AR D R W AT 9 N R S AT . T AE
fBRE [ T r B A AT S AR L 2 BT 47 I A AR T B AR DD A D fBURE () T 2 SR Y
Py 4= 5 U W 55 i B 2 IR) AN A7 AR TR SR I, PR ot AR [R) J8 A mTBE 52 i 47 N B R 25
AL

S BREREBESERENYEX S

Uni B A8CE [ B s T 30 E W, I8 4 H 5 R 18 A (OURR R i [ 38 X i £
WE? A5 F N W Z A8 S P DO o ke B ORI O < A H A X R e )

(8] Vgl Lothar Kuhlen, Objektive Zurechnung bei Rechtfertigungsgrunden, in: Bernard Schiinemann u. a. ( Hrsg. ), Fest-
schrift fiir Claus Roxin zum 70. Geburtstag am 15. Mai 2001, Walter De Gruyter Inc; 2001, S.331{f.

(9] Vgl Lothar Kuhlen, Hypothetische Einwilligung und “Erfolgsrechtfertigung” , JZ 14/2005, S.713ff.

(10)  Vgl. Scarlett Jansen, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht: Notwendiges Korrektiv oder systemwidriges Institut?
7]S 6/2011, S.482ff.

(11)  Vgl. Harro Otto, Grundkurs Strafrecht; Allgemeine Strafrechislehre, de Gruyter 2004, S.133.

(12] Vgl Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I. Grundlagen + Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.360.

(13) ZW[E]v— - Fy b= ABENREICE STOREMRFOEF), [ H ]I A I M GREE, iR
LE)H 44 B2 SHE L3 TR,



H % R R & AT

VLT, T R A B SE A 2R L 2 (A A A O AR i 8 &, RN R R RS, &
I SRR TR T R SR FT LR BT AT O sl e T AR B AR e B R B 1Y
WA BEAT 0 B 2 AR BUE TR 5 R 3G A Z Tl DO, S8 88 2R e R [A) 8 i =
MBS T .

SR, ABRE [R5 R IB AEAS B AN — [l 3 AU R A7 2 I A 1 T 58 73
62 75 il BE AR AT [R] 00 — i (BOE I T2 AR PRI o 28 0T 5, B AE R R (5 A T A
SR, DR A S A A D R G 1 2 A b B A SR EOR T REAR B RS Y R L HR BE A
TE T A HRACA R 8 T ARG 23 35 A 1 2= 005 A0, DA I e A R H L A O 1  []) 7 1)
st SRR IR, B2 AR TS REHURHBUE R o o ok U, 75 B E AR A R FAR M4,
D SR A A AEL 2 AR Ak T i 0 R R LA A < R AR P 3 SR I R 0 2R i R U Y AR
UL 2R 2 AT TS W A 2 TR A K M ] R T 2 O S A [ TS R B E
. BEZ, 8FFERAMEE, /T DR W e R 2 SO EES % H
e 35 Y [R) T A BE B B S A BOE R R, A A R B AN BE IR U W AN PR (BUE R &
TEABE IR 755 2 5 36 TA =2 18] A4 B e 1) X0 R AR AT e B (1)

= R REAERRE R I

St H A7 A0 R S R R SE ORI TR 3 B0 T R T R A S Rk o
WIS 32, B AT B B A7 D 0 B By A el By R LA AR A SR R T DD T R A T
SF 2k MRS R ol 4 RO X R B S B AR AU, AR S i 2 T CRE R i ) 27 223
2R AR BB U0 R X IR T AT O 3 A R B TR A B vk v el i X Bk
PR Ay B A A 3 DI 70 e PR ) DL AR X R ALY [] A 2T LA T RE N AT Ak 3 A A i
B, i EL e 20 S et TR A A B o AR TR RN 2 T 9 S IRVE R S A, b T X R Y
JE B P S R A T %, Rl S0k 3K — a5 S WA BT R v s IS A e ATUR SR
JEAT S BB 355 AL B BT R 97 A7 1R 35 I A 26 LB S R LA b, a8 BB
DR B9 A Jhg JT AT B 7™ A ) 45 Fof A B Ay T BB 996 77 7 125 B LA R i FG A 1) 4 I 2R 2
i A K, BT 355 1938 B AR 5 )2 09, BRAE R A U AN 58 70 Z AR sl 2 BiA i i 1 i
WY 55, 503 1) T AT Sk i 2 5 Bt 2k A gl B B RS A0 B ST AR L R S I Y
B A, B 20 HE42 90 AT o, 18 I 5 i i Be O B iz B [) 0 BHLIe PR 46

(14) ZULL A DB im0 - CBE R D B 3655 & (R E DR —— [ BB RIRH TP it ), ORFER )5 49 B2 S5 5 5l

T
(1) WA AR FEADBREN R I2O v T), (oL fif i6°#)2009 45 - 6 5 (327 - 328 5 ) 55 380 1T
PIF o

(16) (Al TPl ) 55 223 Ze M iR B G TR -

(17)  Vgl. Harro Otto, Grundkurs Strafrecht: Die einzelnen Delikte, de Gruyter 2005, S.72ff. {H J& 77 B 14 & 19 J2& , 0] 25 J4) 441)
KA BESFAT R B T HER A S A S5 B . Vel RGSt 25, 375; BGHSt 11, 111; BGHSt 16, 309.

(18) ZW[fE] v — - F v b= ABEMNREICE STOREMRFOEF), [ H ]I A I M GREE, iR
LE)H 44 B2 SHE L3 TR,

- 119 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

P& A= S 16 B U5 e L, OF AR T ORI DL A AL, AH OG 2E 1 T e L I 4 TR BR
K,

(—)BER & EEST &P # %

s [R) T AE DN R 2% B R 0 JR) ke 27 1 a2 vl 3 Al — WAL XU, — - oy 88 ] 06 TS e 8 %
B X AR S R R HE R A A . E 1959 AR G v U0 IR o v 1 6 AR L R S e
RN R B ) % AT 1 19 B 57 R U TG 56 R T (I 2 B0 P e v 12 e 3 7S R R i E SR R
FE B GIARIEMIE—4F) o 2 60 45X, 6 55 55 7 B 1 0 ) A I 4 e Mg 1t 52 % Al [
HEIREE

TE AR A [) 35 2 AR 3 @588 22 S T 11 02 1990 4F 11 % P Jil %€ ( O-Beine-Fall ) 200 & Jy Bt
& Be B 8 Bl F AT R 0 45 8 RS TR G 97 2 BBLBR (B X TR AT R A R 1% I & AE 1 KRS
A AR AU, S LR fE B A K, R E T AR . ARG, ARG E I &0E , Zik
YRR 2 0 5 91 21 7 R e R vk e B R TR S JE A e T R B O A R
SRUCAT ) D 4 I f 0 W T R AT A ke 19 I R XU, HL 2 66 Dot 4 %o 0 25 1) A 3 A it , 7T
PAIA A RIS U B 15 00, D 4t 2 A0S Tl 3, PR b i I 2 ) 130 B S 553 s 5 Dt 4 1) B AR i
Tz R OCH, FEAR S BRI B e vk e B A I B W XA R 5
AL = ITCEEN A S RE [ A B AR R — B

5 1995 4E {1 4B F AR FI N L % (Surgibone-Diibel-Fall ) H1,122) £ Sy 58 2% 52 B 14 i
22 HMBE AT A X BB St SO ME () £ DT BR T R B B A5 AR AN RFFE R AN T A B
FEE SUME DY, H) R R T A R A I R AE G I ok AR AR I R o I
I 5 7 B 55 I RTR) = B 8 R I J8UE I [R) B TS, (HUR: TR A 28 7R A2 FE AN e HEBR an 2R i T
WEYULH BE SRR B AIE O AR g8 B A AR T I, B S R AE R E
“ABCE R B AT REE , R OB AN A B 2R A R TEAS F2 v, RS A v B B IR
AR IR T T B R B R TE R &, I 3L 51 A B B8 97 I 2 ok 2R 3 B 136 W) S 55 1 1
B0 2 o BRI A e 1 e s ) B O AR A ) R A AR O NS I LR I R T IS Y
1) A ARE U], B E WS FRORFERN GG, 3 aE A E A 7R E W

£ 2003 4F (1% “ HE 7] 4 %€ th %87 ( Bandscheiben-Fall )(2) 55 2004 4F ) “ J§ 5¢ 15 i i 587
( Bohrerspitzen-Fall )(2*) v 156 0 f 5 10 Be 4 M1 ) 8 9 e 381 s A i o i I il B S 55 1 58
s XA B ARG AL, A AE B2 D T 5 5 — T R A 1 T I T R A
W) & AT 58 R TR DG B0, B e v el o 43 3 1 o BRI B i TR BE A — KON S e A ol L 78
XA G v R A R B AT S A AN A AR BOE R O AT RS — AR A

(19) ZEM SRR, FALLHSCE %% A (Rechtsreferendar) 3@ i B il B C 38 520 45 R 00 09 05 12: e A5 Tl A9 i
LR LA I E TR A ) 56 263 4555 1 M VEIM TR R . (gl N5 )5 0, BB 2 i gt i Ul T B A 2
Rt o AR BAR 3 — M R 2 A 1l

(20) BGH 5 StR 342/90.

(21)  (fEE TR L) 55 230 M it 2o 9 A IR

(22) BGH NStZ 1996, 34.

(23) BGH JR 2004, 251.

(24) BGH JR 2004, 469.



H % R R & AT

AT AFTEARGE 7] 2 AR5 A B A N TAAEBOE R & .

7E 2007 4R fli i T- R 58" (Liposuktions-Fall )2 o, By Sy 3o AR B TE 12 B I A= 19 4
N B S AR TR, 45 R B Tk = 20, A S 4 B BRI B 7 AR R R TS 30U A
T2 o ICH B e 2 T 5% U R TP 2 JE R 75 A AR 8 A 7 AR TR) A, AEL 2 [) ef e 7 o0 AR [R] A
GE R FBEIFAT R, WRE S E F TR RS EIE XM ER I AT b, (02,7
“HINE TR L o R e T B R T IE YA X — R IR W T R R B A BT
TR0 v 7, BV A HE R o 3 P 1 1E 2 Ak S b XA A B () R B A R T R i 4
Sk 1 1 2 o7 2

MNLL 450 A 30 ) A ] A TR 2 v i kTR B L, T A A DY A 454« 5
— AR A I S e e R e ST S L B W) R E T R ORGSR BRI S R
AR 58 B IR AE BT IR T i R HERR B I e 5 = A PRI 5 4
FEFARJT N A 527 s s i R A7 AR fOE [ 3, BT LA 55 38 0 5 18 38 1 B IR 3 2
[ e = PR S0, DR EHEBR U9 53 WL A B Bl i T R 287 IR dn K 5, IR O MR R B i
ZEFF R A HEBR i kM, A 3E T DRR G RS 55 WY e 0 — A R B R
2 B R b R I R R T — A B — A i A 2 R A R B AR R S B 1 1 1 1 O
THRASFE . TEASCE R, WIS fe s 1 Be v e F B AL T i 5 ATR ol &, AN i, Bk
8 S5 e v B A FG o BT T A T 22 DL A L/ R SR B R IR A, R R [ A 3 T Y
TE AL AE 25 AR SR A BOR I, W E 7] B2 5 A 0 B AR AT 3R A5 0 VI e R B
ANEE L DR i () A A B ST AS R G 2 145 B AR BB e i A B 1 E KR Z b iR L BA
Bl 2 AR STk % AH O ] BN — 25

(=) AR R F) & b Fbk b 5

B Rl B —# g I AT kA5 8] T A2 e . HAR R NI B IR - R U #%
(Lothar Kuhlen) 1Ay , B0 [7] 5 A 1 38 5 R O S0 55 33 S 5 e 3 45 R 22 Il e = TR SR O Bk
111 HE B U5 B 0 17 G AR AL, T L, 6 BH S 45 B AR 1L, 5 TR BRI Y Ul B 5k 2 R
(285 e 2 ) e 2 DRAR S I B HEBR A 53 — K, B8 5L T IR — AR S 3, DR Ot R T) A A 0
AR W B () A ) R L U B S AR TR AR BB B 2
WA ST AR AL B . HJE: RS 22 00 RE IR AR M F 5K, B2 Ml B 8 Tl ik e 2, K &
WL VA 57 B 10 DG BB B 2 RS AR S5 2 M B 2 ke b A TR IS . X RE — ok, B TR
/> FE A AE 5 L T2 45 38R P HR 3 HE B BE 2% A0 B4 7 AN % ] (27

ve. 95 7+ B 5 B4R (Claus Roxin) W 32 FFBGE R B . & 5 ¢ 2 (RUE [R)
A A 20 it 90 AE AR LUK T I I 2 U e AT 3 S0, K AE AR T b O R 2 % 0 U
TE RIS ]IS I SR P B T R AR DR RO XE R . AN, 7 N BT
ARWG G R T ARG AL EWRE TR I1 B8 2L Sy T AR A 1] 835 7855 158 1

(25 BGH StV 2008, 189.

(26] Vgl. Andreas Albrecht, Die “hypothetische Einwilligung” im Strafrecht, Duncker & Humblot GmbH: 2010, S.254.

(27)  Vgl. Lothar Kuhlen, Objektive Zurechnung bei Rechtfertigungsgrunden, in: Bernard Schiinemann u. a. (Hrsg. ), Fest-
schrift fiir Claus Roxin zum 70. Geburtstag am 15. Mai 2001, Walter De Gruyter Inc: 2001, S.331ff.

- 121 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

TR MR B2 6 B WA FE TR L0 (T AR 0 A B R, 4025
AT T VR 04 A T WY 0L 5 SO0 75 20 2 O I B DR, 2 0
AL T YA 15 A 5 0 R 2 1 A 2 S5 i 2 0 15578 R 1
UL, 5452 000 1 LS 5 0 0 0, 236 17 B0 S5 0150 5 9 S0 95 1 B
T2 SN T R 5 R T B AT 2 2, MO 9 40 56, I Rt e T
FEA LR L T M 5 2 o R 0% £ UL 0TG5 P T, R s R
PR A

B2 5 4 o 2 LA AN L, S0 B L8 A, AL
e N B SERE 8 - 4 HI BB (Ingeborg Puppe) A BB T 32 2000 FF i, A ik 10 51 AR
S AT T 4 0 A R B AT 0 0 M 2 0 L, B2 XA
TSR , WA A 2 R A B 0 S TR B A 06
IS A7 (B I B (P A B o, 8 0D A 0 L2 R WS 0, 0 2 1 48
o ORI i B0 00 0 0 2 S L1 5t 53— i £
ARG o Rk, —BRE AT TP BEA B S N O R SO B T (E7 B
AT A AR X T o S50 (B A T G JOM 8 7 1 2
0530 0 0 DR 56 R L B 55 1 1 W 3 0B OO0 2 ot TR
B T S P 5 2 A I 45 5 2 10 06 3R DR 006 38 2 4 B
BB . R 1 7 2L P R LA RE 00 AT A AP A AR T
SRS A ST B 51, A 24 10 0 A 5 B B 0
S S B LI S 474 T PR 35— P A T 10, 2 AL 52 9L
T T

KB 7159 53— FUZ R LA, LR T 484 10 F1 TR AL 1 TR AR —
U B A ) R UL 10 00 AR 0 65 B 5 0 A 08 8 1 4 25 L
0 LS 0 1 BRSO B 1 T U R R0 90D 5 223 2 LA F X T
R HLSE T (R 100 0042, B B 0 BT A8 1 TR L 628, R
Y BRI A B0 15 5, B L T4 1 i L0 25

(Z )RR FI &AM 55 b 00 5 R 0% BT

B I L 0 B ER AT i LR A S 54 0 7, PR A MBS R 1 s o o
(0L, BE 2 5 3 R T AT

LRI R R F 4 R R 5 —

AU A B B0 L 2 R R B W 0 34 2 o R A —

(28] Vgl. Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I. Grundlagen + Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.591ff.

[29) Vgl. Ingeborg Puppe, Die strafrechtliche Verantwortlichkeit des Arztes bei mangelnder Aufklarung uber eine Behandlung-
salternative-Zugleich Besprechung von BGH, Urteile vom 3.3.1994 und 29.6.1995, GA 2003, S.764ff.

(30) Vgl. Brian Valerius, Die hypothetische Einwilligung in den érztlichen Heileingriff: Anmerkung zu BGH 1 StR 320/12
(Urteil vom 20.2.2013) , HRRS 2013 Nr. 500.

(31) ST FEA L) AT 1 2655 1 3550 2 2550 1 3

- 122 -



H % R R & AT

8, e B Rk A 12 A A AR A AT R D ABORE [ T8 T R B, ARk o 12 A 04 1 3 ST AE 4D
ABEHERR B wh 58 o Xt i ST TR I AR A M4 TR Bk R Y B 2 T BRI 2 TRk kb FE
R Al AN FO VB R IE 2 bR R ASIA N R i R I DU E S i RO R o 5 Ak,
R L) 57 823 250 2 FOWAE , i S LABR P Ml A D H A Y ik i N 75 R $H AR AN T I A
AL X A ARG H A Y R i RO DR A S R R A Y R ok T s
HIA A I8 AR A AR R B, 02 X BRI 7 AR IS s - ol T R AR R TR I — AR AP Al A
AR A, R A0 7 ] B ) 58 823 ZR 8 2 A ML A2 st B U R AL TAT: , 1K A5 2 i R Oy B
IF) 28 10T HE B AR AL ST AT: 19 45 38 A0 2 A A L, 20 R S B0 T R i B JE B RV
TIESRIE B B9 48— M 7E R 55 R0 i o R) ik AN RN IRGE [ 78 B R J0 3F T3 I O X B
TR RIE S . NI, TR IE R S — YRR H Y, A 26 210 I 2 2 T 5T BUE
[) B e

2 ARNBERNBEFAEZHROER

1B [R] 76 22 /D RE RS HE IR 5 AN 0, DR 0 L8 ] 2 DA O o FE 5T AR5 2 A Bl 0 R 2
B S7 AT R AR AL 500 BR A i AN A e KU P Al i ML, G 2R 43R 4 T AL TR
AR AAE T ARG T I Fns 1 T2 A, R 5 0 IR A T XU B /N B AR SR IR T T R
ANCRA IIHECRICRL , 300 T B2 5 A 15 AR AR A Ao IR, i U [ T 2 M R 4
P A R R S A L, 6 B A R R R R 22 A e — il Uk

3R ERZRERSHIRERA

S A AR (A PF I S X LEHEPE B AR $5 s 1 BUE [ BEE Hp i RE LB B L HOF AN A2
DA S HAE I 2 T R B o i 257N M€ ) T8 BRI A R ik 2 v v Je o AR ), IR by
W B TARE — 25 BT 5, X FL P A0S AR S B ) BIR45 , By 1 A 5 B i X — BHE 2 s
PR AR R U 55 MBI G o SOAS 8 PR O R BT A LI i A R B A B 2 T RRE 4TI 0h o 52
P b, 3 BRSO A WL AR ] B 05 R T BE [ T BEE A S Bk b m] RE 7R AR A SR . LA
HIT A ) 56 8 e 8 0 e A0 DA ), v R MK S e v 925 e D f A T IR B A M) B A DO 1 i
Al G P s A AE S A R oA 2 0 S ABUCE R38R b 26 9 AN A A T O — TR 1Y
B P, 3 B A X T M AT B TR J5 BHLIE 30 A7 A 5% 26 e B T 5 2 A Y IE
B ERY (E X T A0 6 75 5k A BRI 5 v A A

AUBCE R EARHF T A PR EAUX — MR 5, A P E A 702 0 ik o 05 3% R 0l
SER A AR AR, S B ER A E A B RN N EREREX A S EE RSN
P B CAF R RAD , B N TRt ik NJRBI MRS o % AR STk v i F2 a0 2 R B

(32) Vgl Philipp Bécker, Die “hypothetische Einwilligung” im Zivil-und Strafrecht, JZ 19/2005,S.925ff.

(33) Vgl. Karl Larenz/Manfred Wolff, Allgemeiner Teil des Burgedichen Rechts, Verlag C. H. Beck 2004, S. 126f.

(34) (G —RME, RE(RSHEE) BRHE , (BRSBTS S R F B i 8 i i 2R R
A 5 W B BAT A, T AR [ 27 R 3% S5 0 vk vp 5 | R ARG R) R e [ Ao B 0 T k7 1) R 8 i A

(35] Vgl. Scarlett Jansen, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht; Notwendiges Korrektiv oder systemwidriges Institut?
7]S 6/2011, S.482ff.

- 123 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

Y 5 4 PR 1 T AR O PR AP 1 4,00 B FR TR E AN T 22 S T I e P YRR R A DR BT
TR 2R M0 T 1) R 86 A, 6 10 S R A TR 3 0 DU ) 0 5 v i Ak F) 67, AR XEIA R A R R
BURAGF AR BB AR 4 o I DO B R AR T T B 2R AR L 2 il A A
Mo & B — UL, AU A FRPE BUR 15 F AR ME— A9 BR3Pk £, AR ME Bl B [ AR
T HRER . AN A AR AR ME D S0 SRR, a0 2R 2R A 2 A7 O — 2R A
NP AR, B N ATEAL 2 RSP 22 XA T o A2 A AR5 5 P i B, AT
LA S SEAE AL 2 JCTRUE A b A BEAR o DNt BT A9 B P E BB I A R E A
A LAREC T AR A TR T R AE 2 b — N B SRR B AR . DUIRE ), A TR Y
G4 e LA N A FRPE AR Z B o AR 4R 29 X5 0 A TR N AR A RO X 4 i
2R e TR IO 24 A 2 B LS RO R BT I B SR BRI AR IR Y A
OB R IR A AT AT — T AR T LRI S [ A A2 B O R O B D A RA A
WA A — KA [ B2 s BeA AR IAF AR T o DRIk, 550 5 SN 2 2 A 1%
YU A TSN 5 RE A9 52 B ~) Ay O R B R0 A — RN R W LA BRI, 285 OE A B
fifk 55 A7 20 25 TS D 9K 23 () TR 9 2 BB R A A 55 2 N PO ELRAR R 0 TR i
(4 B 3P A 2 [R] — TE B PR ABE [ R [ 3R B ORI — b 5 BAY R  i A
PN

= fBUE R R R R E AL 5 i B AR 5

JIr U ABUE TR) R AR R 7, AR JLAE SR AR IE MR A P AL T — AN B 2 B R RE )
P AL Y B2 AN TR X6 i HE BRAT D 4 % L 3 A Ak R D7 SR A [ X e O T BUE
A R 2 RE AL R BT 56 R TR A AR R AR S AR T T, 1 Rk S i S 55 S BE AT
TEREL AT

(=) MRt H R F ol

#1000 2R B[] 2 A A B A O A 5 ) 3l A DL Y i R T SRR AR 2
A JICEE A g DR A S o 3 RO A R T () TR 2 7 2 WL B2 A9 HE S P DA UE B 9 JEL AR
AR A 2 b RELARL [ 6 IO 24 A BB B J2 T AR B TR D 3 i SR B8 TR) L 47 O AR AT
A AN B AT T o BT X MO AT 3L LR LA LA

(36] Vgl. Knut Amelung/Jorn Lorenz, Mensch und Person als Schutzobjekte strafrechtlicher Normen, insbesondere bei der
Korperverletzung, in: Gerhard Dannecker u. a. (Hrsg. ), Festschrift fiirHarro Otto zum 70. Geburtstag am 1. April 2007 ,
Carl Heymanns Verlag 2007, S.531.

(37]  Vgl. Volker Krey/Manfred Heinrich, Strafrecht Besonderer Band 1: Besonderer Teil ohne Vermogensdelikte, Kohlham-
mer 2009, Rn.223.

38) S OLCHEE RE M) 5 133 A%

39) SRCHEEREI)H 157 %,

40) S UW[HEHFRR - il BUAT 2 - CRIE SR ), AR b PE , B A AL 2006 4F R, 55 399 1L,

41)  Vgl. Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I: Grundlagen + Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.591.



H % R R & AT

L ARXREE

TE W I B v ¥ B - 30T A 40 A 2 PR R 5 o, R W 1 A A BB A Y IR OR S R
PR RE [ 368 07 Tr) A A AT 1), B A 2 U B AR 3 1 — 0 AR S Hr o 3 — 11 1) 95 4R 1R
JE [A) AL i 5 R B 2 A TRDE, T2 A, B R Sr A 5 AR IS AR 9 A SBOUE 9 5 B 5 A D 4
JRCE AR A A 1 4 5 Z TR b AT TR S 2 IR AE IRl R e RAFAE I 6, B AR
HEBR A AT AT A T o A R AR s RG] S 55 T ASK R A SBOIE 4 158 DA TG 3 A+ 8 19 TG 2
Rl 3, A SR A U W I A 3 S i W S35 T 2 A A 6 M A i U T R 2 i
S AR TR d R B S 55 5 BT AT O AR T T AN A A PR S AR 5 B ok
Ut , 7 PR A Ty Ul W SC55 UD UE 8A [RD RE 2x AE A i A RE A i S U W S5 5 R
JEAT AR T Z AR IR OG0 R AR X IR [ T8 00 UE ] S 55 o ik o L gk T LR hy
“ULHIIRE (SR FEAR) MERCRT S

AR SCIN g, I o0 DL g a6 200 T LA, By AR BT B0, JHORE BE IR 38 5 A8 19 PR2R 56 A A
B T o HSz, Fril = U WIBRE i PR OC 27 5 (B 1 IR 56 &R D B 0 — B, T 1 A 2
CEBA A VBRI, P, X P UL AR T A A () AN A A Sk 8 i
Ao R SC R B T o BUSAATSEI O ], 6 AT TN %N SRAT #42 #1225 ) — Wik 8], 52 80N 14
PUNEIFATHIN , B O T SEIR S AT 3 f 0 17 D0 22 AR T SR A e IR S &% TR D B i
SN PNASLAL AT 23 T F 4 o 38 U6 19 WL AT 2 X i B 19 PR SR 5 28 0 31
SR PR AR B SR R A A 4B TR R RE A R 1 SEbr B (BOE YRR SR R AR
AN T AR S AR TR AR 1 i RO T B A PR R ROk BEAR A T R 5 AR
WAL BB AR A, 5 BOE R B R AR L R . L, B R R R 7 X —
PSR AELL B o SRR b IS e o vk e A J R R 9] Tt R ST K R DL 4

2. AXSHE—ITARM

JITil & SC55 IR — AT O, AR AT O AAEAT Sy I X 4 o B A 45 2R B A sl B 4 m] REE , T
WHRHGEAT NS B EAT AR B A R DL N, 3 B B Y PR 2 A /)N
I 50 20 HL, RS B B A0 L2 70 2% HL A /) I ) JRE o A7 g, 45 R — A5 Bt A 9 ) AT R AR
B — AN % B RGN B RO N AE . 2R e A B 2 B B R Rk E R
N B G o R o LR LR R L O R R E AT O AR AR i Y ARy
WL R BOE R B VR B 55 I — AT 9 B — Bl il B0, 0 BR AR B2 A= TG JE AT A IR AT Ui
WY S 55, #82x e JIC ) — 2 2R, 390 B % HE B 0 B L)

A SCINA K A8 ) A 5 S35 B — A7 o AT 2k bk (HR A SR b 20T 7 AR 46 .
IX P A D0 B S S0 R A AR NPT E A RTIR N — R 1R U BT g,
P39 NAEAT Iy 0 FHAR 5 5, I BOA B B mT iy R 1 B i sl T g KU 5 5 It A

42]  Vgl. Klaus Ulsenheimer, Arztstrafrecht in der Praxis, Miiller Jur. Vlg. C. F.2003, § 1, Rn.132.

43]  Vgl. Harro Otto, Einwilligung, mutmaBliche, gemutmaBte und hypothetische Einwilligung, JURA 2004, S.6791f.

44] Vgl. Helmut Frister, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil, Verlag C. H. Beck 2011, S. 126ff.

45] Vgl. Wolfgang Frisch (Hrsg. ), Gegenwartsfragen des Medizinstrafrechts: Portugiesisch-deutsches Symposium zu Ehren
von Albin Eser in Coimbra, Nomos 2006, S.33ff.

- 125 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

B, AEABE R R 45, B2 28 0 % WA T A7 D AE A7 D I 2 20 1 B/ il 19 BR BE 1M 81 i
T 1 U, FUAS 3o 00k il XU IS 2 77 52 B i AT A 0 2 ) R, B W B 5 A S5 Y
R Rb 2 e R U LT (K7 g

3HMIBENMEEGERRE

TR0 3 R S BV A R B R T B O A TR T AR A 1) 1 2 A R R O LA
O H BT HEBR A R A AT A PR ) o BT 7R BUSE R B S, AR B A 0 HEBR
HE BB AR AT A 1 RO 5 A ABUE R R 3 &, A7 AR BCE 90 HE R 4 RS 1 A 45 1 1A TR 7R
X S AR B R T 6 T A PR B 2 AR 0 T E R AR B R
L UL, A L T i ) T R HE R AL B AR A 1 ST

NI, B I AR AT R R RSB R BT R T R P R BB R R AT X B A e
AER o A LR TN B DX T T B S AR A B B R R AL T AR AT A P Y
JZ T TV R B4R P B R A T R R B R U TR AR SCR R AU BLIRRE N E
PR g 3o o L g MR AR B A [ 2 Ry A 4 — 8 B A M ) R R 1 i ) Bl 1 o T2 1 T 2, O
HMELL A 13 HE

(=) kBrHnFEy

T 0 AL OH B [R) TR D B o 95 A 8 2 by A L ) AR R T SR R AR 2 O o T T
et BT, XML AR a3 LU JLA LA

1. 3 S7 By ik M HE R EE

T ol UL figp = AR BT 8 ] K S e v 2 e A 00 A S 48] v o IR S i i B A A M) 8 R
T A BOE R R T A R R , DGR T d A )2 A R T A AT A
HLE (9 V1L R RE SRS B E R 7 & sl BB i ik . 2= TRUE R B 5 8 T4
A7 A PEHEBR Z i T L, MK 5K R 2 2 B A5 BB 0 KA 5 KL 8] 1) R HE PR
HIETET Pl A a5l 00 S b b TR R e ik B A 49 P S SR ABE () B A O Al Sy
0 3 kR BR by L 3B R T — S Y SR B RE S S AL R R AR ER S
$e WERE SC, 1 phy AUy 20 U A B PR A B, A5 SRR A I JE G o BB oy 12 e X
MRS F R AP 2 o T R AR AT O 3 B BB 2 AT PR AR AE UL B g ik =2 TR
B R 3% 4 7T B )

AR SR X ML A, BIE A A T AR HE B o vk 1k 1 OB AR AR A b R I S,
AURAP HERF B A DU R A5 o X IE R AR A4 T AR T AR LE R e A0k A T A
PAEATHI G5 WA BEIA R ik o X Rl it P it TR A Bt JE I R o 125 P ) R Sl B

(46) ZULLH T8 — (RO B FEH & BE D H W 2 RE B R B2 D\ T, B B8O 2l A o8 3 B2y
SCERES 1 B 0 HE 2006 45279 TTLLE .

(47)  Vgl. Thomas Rénnau, Die Einwilligung als Instrument der Freiheitsbetitigung: Zum Grundgedanken und Wirkgrund der
Einwilligung im Strafrecht, JURA 2002, S.595.

(48) Vgl. Nike Hengstenberg, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht Zu den “Risiken und Nebenwirkungen”, S.188.

(49)  Vgl. Scarlett Jansen, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht: Notwendiges Korrektiv oder systemwidriges Institut?
7JS 6/2011, S.482ff.

[50) Vgl. Philipp Bocker, Die “hypothetische Einwilligung” im Zivil-und Strafrecht, JZ 19/2005, S.925ff.

- 126 -



H % R R & AT

(EJR A IE 25 Bl LA S CH A HERR 2 i 1 0 2 ph o, X OB RE TS o A0, AR DR 2 By T2
WY a, O AREN LG, R EE LG ENEZ, EERNRFENREACD
AR AT T LLRE S ik s A 8 19 B B E SO He AL 25 PR i X A A3k #i 2R AT
FAIRE DR T AR AT B A 4 SN EE 2L FEMERE R i A, e N BLSE A i Al M 114 2 52 2 Al
AR AT M g A R I RE S AR S R B R 4 o (HAERCE R B & R B 2T X
Pl e, A g AR OGN B TR I f PR, DR OF AR AEAT ] B o IR A 4R . DL HL
TE S 1) B TR A [ S0k 45 AR 4 1 R 4 A A b ABOE TR] RO A o5 A e sz, A AR
WL B A A T 2 BOE R DL E S . Seba b BOE R R T S0 H R A TE TR
g A S T 5 DR A FBOIBE A 306 1 T S 850 ) G AR X o ] 2 7 B IR B T N AR TG IRUIE Y
U0 v X LA S e 3l S ) T B AT A Y ) A5G o PR AR TR R Y D R HE R
VR B JE AR AN A, AN BB VA 28 B HEBR 3 5 M T o 25 B0

2. dF M SR E R M HERR B

2yt - ST AR (Jorg Eisele) W 55 B 8242, 10246 JE(BUE [R] 3 A0 O B Ahog iy ok 57 19
FEBR i 2 1k = e, TR AR S B S [ A P AR AR R N B B AR AW . e R
oK, FERLTE b 7 2 0] 25 1) 2 R 014 T RO A A SR P A AR AT SEOIE P B O LD g s
B BT R R ORI (H AT AE B S A OO, A0SR R g R I B BUE B, R AT
LAKE JECAS TE R0 A [ Fn LIE 246 52 Bk it , SI # Bseofs 8O€ R A o — Bl N 7E T
B2 TR T AP T IR O o X R T R — A T, R A RS R R OGP Y
P v S B A Sk, L2 18 A 5 15 i A G A SROUE AN B R A5 R A RO A O, L RGR T
FERVE PR H B B2 48R 3k g AP & 0 4R 55 A9 B SR 2R A o I SR AR B X
(ELH BT, o i R A AR — b Sl BIL A 5 s B 19 0, 17 L — O 0 L 15 3% 4 TG R 193, R 4
X ol Rl AN 5 B TR Y IE AR RO) o AR IRGE R A, W0 2R B RO A i LR
FEAT A3 PLE 1T I PP A 2 ) T PR it X A JARE 1) 0 P ol A OB 7 A T — P S ik
i CR AR B, BTG I R A & N Z I8, OB X AR G2 01 v, A B0 1) Ul W e 2
A7 % ) B BAT 7 R R

TEAR SR, ST B WL i i) A0 AR T, A 1590k 2 A G A9 R, il 2 X Tk
FrU5 A IS0 FE ) BORAF T I AR A R EAR B R, A R R T EUR B A . [
AN B8R AR A B N B FRBE AU BT A A 5% TR) AL T 2 A Ry R X 4 8 22
PF BT 3 5 PR 7 BT 2 AU ST o dR UL, 2EFE A S PLA B, L a8 8 DR R AR Ui i 1 R B
T 7 A R B R, AN L 25 T L2 I TR Dy S8 A I I 0] T B R 5 B P U i X — SRS
AP . A RO T IS T ECE R, A BE IR o PR B A

(51)] Vgl. Harro Otto/Andreas Albrecht, Die Bedeutung der hypothetischen Einwilligung fiir den &rztlichen Heileingriff, JURA
2010, S.264ff.

(52) Vgl Jorg Eisele, Rechtfertigung kraft hypothetischer Einwilligung: Ubernahme einer zivilrechtlichen Rechtsfigur in das
Strafrecht? in: Rainer Hausmann u. a. (Hrsg. ), Festschrift fiir Hans-Wolfgang Stritz, Gietl Verlag, 2009, S. 163{f.

(53)  di Bk Ok, il BUSE Y 1R) B A IE A0S dy b 5 TE S AE 7, R A AR AP AR BUE R R IS A BLSE B R B AN &
PR 2 TR, Dok f) PR A SO 13 M 7 SRR TR R IE T AT

- 127 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

ST 2R B UL A A T B R B B L IR R Y R TE B A A L Y B
w2 4 0 FL BT (R FE R B AW B A O [ R A R phe s AR T A TR 3 R
W) S 55 T PG IR A ML I BRI B 29 ) T 5% R A AE AT LA S B0R B R A 7
FEE A B IBUIE IS B AEE B9 FL B P AR B IE . W R T UTE A A HUE B P4
Ie) 72 Ay et T A A A SBUAEE 19 35 WA S 40— I, 6 & BB T S AR 38 T A i Ak i B S i B A i &
A ER 2 D40 Bl A 1 T R TR AR R X AR ] R S AR R e )

(Z)EERNEMHER AT FY

A A 0 DU AR () 88 A % WD 562 B v e, 00— % B A 2 DL
H LGB K LA BT OE 2 Ak 5 0 BROE B 80k el ok B A i, T SKORE & UL A 5
TSRS B T R 2, R R Tk M B R ROME S 3 e e e A Xl B O
SR 50 (A5 R S, A8 2R I A i v R Y )2 10 % LA T S T BE )
TR T, 7 SR v o e (A IR A JOE T S A 1 24 4k N g A BT k55 i
P ) PR B B4 SR 7 2 Wb S T U1 5% R BB DA SE A o i G b B 7 v A S R —
B DRI P A % S TR A WU SRR B v MR A E B R O R R HE R vk
FE G R R 2 B 0L 5 B I T I B, A 5 U SR S Y, R T HE R e g
BT AL A RET R . B T A A A R 5T 5 MBI, A BRI N R RE 4 iz
2 TR T 2 20K A0 53— A I 335 9 Pl 0 T B 46 0 0 ) 0 T, {ELAT — 5 2 T LA o
(), TS 8 2 15 01 55 A 6 0 TIROABE O 2% 2 T LA HE Bk B S A A5 ) 8 A S ME TR S L 5T AR
HPE e BLSE 1 [R]85 M TR A T D o 24 D T I P X T R R E A A O
I7) 72 (43077 45 30 1B e 2 DR ) 335 ) A A0 32 80 45 0 5 A O 9 SEROIBE 9 75 5 T 7 Ak 4
FUBR 5 1) 75 B 0 A BEOBE N X SEREUBE R 8 T 15 00 56 36 i IO o e B A [ R 1 3B
TE 2 FEEE R G A BRI TE . S SR i X Fh LIS 8 A7 B ) B 2 ok 2
DRI Ay 1 1) 3 SUIE 5 16 7 405 S =2 ) B 2 0 LU 5 6 TG, TR I RS A7 1 S 55 i R 56186, HERR AT
) % UL T U B L5805 ol U T AR S i i R A S A E B

P UL A AE STk P A R R S2BR b AR AR SO R, T I AR BT HEAT IR
U BT AR 3 AT B0 TR A TR, T LT A R 2 A AR IR A s Rk
Feo HIEAETB UL VER 2 5T A AR 0 AT B TR 0 4 45 5 T O RUR
PEAT 09 TR 1 B0 1 8 45 S S R UL Je — BRI T o TR IR IR PR 2, T R FIWT AT b
5 T B IR R, T — 5 B S2 AT AT R R TR B T a4 X R B B AN . R

(54) Vgl. Andreas Albrecht, Die “hypothetische Einwilligung” im Strafrecht, Duncker & Humblot GmbH: 2010, S.254.

(55) Vgl. Ingeborg Puppe, Die strafrechtliche Verantwortlichkeit des Arztes bei mangelnder Aufklarung uber eine Behandlung-
salternative-Zugleich Besprechung von BGH, Urteile vom 3.3.1994 und 29.6.1995, GA 2003 ,S. 764ff.

(56) Vgl. Lothar Kuhlen, Objektive Zurechnung bei Rechtfertigungsgrunden, in: Bernard Schiinemann u. a. ( Hrsg. ), Fest-
schrift fiir Claus Roxin zum 70. Geburtstag am 15. Mai 2001, Walter De Gruyter Inc; 2001, S.331{f.

(57) Vgl. Lothar Kuhlen, Ausschluss der objektiven Zurechnung bei Mingeln der wirklichen und der mutmaBlichen Einwilli-
gung, in: Guido Britz u. a. (Hrsg. ), Grundfragen staatlichen Strafens : Festschrift fiir Heinz Miiller-Dietz, C. H. Beck
2001, S.432ff.

(58] Vgl. Lothar Kuhlen, Ausschluss der objektiven Erfolgszurechnung bei der hypothetischen Einwilligung des Betroffenen,
JR 2004, S.227ff.

- 128 -



H % R R & AT

TE IS Hf PR R JC 3R] 2 77 A AR A R 4, i S 16 Y S 45 TS 3R B S Y ) AR
— LR LU ETAMEE S SRR AERERE, FEBRESAEHESERZHAGRAE
WU BT SIS o oC B ) RO R A Ry, B R R B 2 A T U e T Ak
LA A SR, TR T WIS s RE ST N B R 0 F T AR BT AT N AR Bt
iR ERE GRS EENIT N, SEIT ARG W5 R I TC K A7 A TCR A X — sk
G T8 BT AT M 1) v L0

(W) MR E R & &AL 19 4 4 B

[ 28 B0 R B I AR 2 0 O 5 R B X7 A T B it &5 R R Z i 2 KA AR g
DI B H B R EE LR ERR P IL T EA S S Z 00 SOl il 1 )5 A~
AR E [F B B B B BGPTSR B0, T BT 5 RO R ROR G Y B S 8 [n] B B A7 76 SR
A Z AL . 5, 7 7 Ia) REAE TR 3 25 v st G D0 3 o [R) 3 380 PG 2 HE B A B B £
AU ER EEHEBRE RN ER B R A M A Z 7 R, A0 IR R & i sl 2 1
B2 5Bk E S R R R BEARE T LA IE2Y [, &0 5T BS B S , 5
1R G B A CEEAE B 2 5 iR R B R o 72 A T B R oy, HEBRAS BB A AR S R S5
S HEBR A M A S AR RR R R WE , BOULH U S A A FEAE X W 2 (AR Xy i R
BLASS) g F A PS5 S0 55 OB TR R 1) R R 5 AE LA b = A TR AR AE S AT
(4, I8 2 %o LA 22 8 6 1 B AR N T T R B AN R 035 T o U B B R B 1R &
A7 [) 81 e A0 DA B A i ) ) B R VBT o

TEAS SCF R B E [R) 38 i AR 28 8 7 BT 4 B0, (R A PR S 1 1 4 B TR 3 0 i
b F AN 2 0,04 TR X LA R 24 7R AN 3 2 TR R A B U2 (R A A R i M B
J2) A4 m 25 HR B E ) B2 — A HEBR AN I 0 = el O X I 5 TE HE R G R R
ARG RSB A A Um0 MR K W9 A 2, A SO ) 8 s AR ) AR R E AL
)R BAER

. BERELTFHRECENE

T R SR () SR B e U, K DX A o HE R A BB A S MR A TT 5 HE B i
P[RR L) XFN X A I b Bk — B AZ B BE . 19 50T S B A 1 2 M BB B 2 S
BYERTZ AL IR R R R E AR R B DI B8 o F4) B B 2 A R 15 A R T R

(59) ZW[HJLHH— (EMOFYFEE & BED LD RE R IO\ T, FCH LU 2 A& b B2
SCHEHS 1 B L 2006 4R 5 279 TILLF

(60) Z L[ H Jilk i (AT DB 7 & BE DR — —[MUERIRGE FHL) , GRIFIE ) AR 49 B2 S5 5 1T
PIF.

[61) Vgl. Scarlett Jansen, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht: Notwendiges Korrektiv oder systemwidriges Institut?
7]S 6/2011, S.482ff.

[62) Vgl. Harro Otto, Grundkurs Strafrecht: Allgemeine Strafrechtslehre, de Gruyter 2004, S.47 ,130ff.

(63) ZWIFEFH UMM M), b E R E LS MU 2005 48 i, 25 502 T2,

(64) ANPZH BB ERAFEESEEERAH)Z4 8 . 2 W Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I; Grund-
lagen - Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H. Beck 2006, S.224

[65) Vgl. Helmut Frister, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil, Verlag C. H. Beck 2011 ,S. 165ff.

- 129 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

[ L, 3 M I )22 A e 2 7 2 R P 14 4 22 1% i 0 R L e 5 I 0 i Ak B i) R LOO) DAk
R0 £ BRI R EAE AL SRR AR R P A E AL, e Ul i SE S AR MELE 35 1 AT B0k
U, R R E X B oAl DAL 23 #9345 45 BURNE BRI B Rk AR B R E &R E XA
LR E LM C 22 & Z AR, RS LA S RS A kT
PRI IR AL, R 25 J8 44 12 1 B J2 BT S Ak R R ) 8L, PR AR R, oGt Y 37 2 A7 ) i
o ESKBEA B % B Xk m] 5B, B A 28 5 0[] 80 L 2% 2 HE BR # 02 1F A7 45 1k
ol p— ol % .

2. BERERTERERER

ARG BT IR, A A8 CE () T AN T T DR 2R S 0B [ 8T ) 0 BT 24 9 B e 2 IO IR AR T
B e PR e A, 3 B bl B S 55 AR B st T LB i 47 Dy 8 n] T [ TSRO 5 16 T AR Z 1)
ABA BT R TOR R Z Y o H, U1K X A0 UL 300 2, 9t & 75 1 ARl i 4
FRXFERNLREAIE TERLME T ALK RSS2k, 85 R U A i A 2
A IS5 AT AN B B S T AR IR A R AR S AT O AR Y X 03 T A AE
BEIX ML AR A Z 2 o SEPR B A R fR AR B2 N B B R B, TR0 1 5 A b
Je LK A 2 VR B0 T A O A (R8RSR B ) A R BE AT A 3 A 4R
PR by S b Ak B AN 4R 5 1 A SRR A R PR SE A, BT Rk R R R E A S T L
e, At PP ARCE [R] AR % B F B E AL WL X 3 TR AN ) B Rt i TR AL T

Aad A ABCE (R T AN & T R 2R 56 2R TR ) L I A — e A, S T i S i W S 55
SRR I i i A L A 2 AR R T A Y AN e X e o 9 i A A AR X R 0L B 3 5K B IR A
T E AT N B AT EIET E o WA P BOE R RS T AR AL IR A R 55 S e E
L5 Z [B1IE AL 75T TR R ORI, A RE e Wl s A7 Y ik ik 1k o T3 WU 52 BRI SR UG, it 47
NN B S5 AT Dk B 2 ia B T I RT Y R B TRk N VR AT A XU X A N
VE AT XU | b 2007 i S 35t W S 55 5 4 i 2 PF 405 2R 22 TB) A7 76 8 LA 52 R R I A4 BB S B
U SRATAEABLE IR, IR 2 AN AT AE Z A BT 5 1R, 5 T & WA 5 .

. BRERBHKRERTE

11 09 N i St WY SC55 B AT AR I T AT D AN ik i B UG S 55 5 4 i 45 SR 2 ) A
TE WA T R R A A R AN o (BOE R REHERR T WE A ANk 2 i B adt B0 [R] 8 AAX
ME T BN ST RHR, N BB HEBR 45 SR AL o dy BB 2R, 08 T Hid B9 A BUE [ A &
TR SR O TR 0] AL ) SO 7 5, A 2R G T b 3R T AR SO bR AR AR, 2 R A EE [
BRHEBR T A RANE AR AT 9 N i SR 55 AT O AN IR TR A REHERR 19 4T
NATEAE T H R R ) L

4 5ERARXEREHXS

o 1B TR T A A PR SR 5 2R TRy DR 2R S A% W o 8 ) 1 2T el A SO M TR L

(66) ZUWFEFHZE  CHIUME D , b B R 35 AL 2005 448, 56 145 1T,
(67) Vgl Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I: Grundlagen - Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.545.

- 130 -



H % R R & AT

N — A WA TE (), AR B — b DR 2R S5 R I R4 P 585 A ] DX 7 % AR 56 &
TR 1] 8 L P B e 1 Al AN SCRT 3R A WL A2

QAT T I X R 2R 5G 28 BB AL P 32 A T, HORs O R S BUE R R RTR Y —
BT, BRAR G Ul A A BE 1Y DR 2R 5% 28 9 A HR B B 52 14 TRLSR SR HR IR8 4 h A 4 Ml TR i g
HEBRWE 7 B A SRR WL A I BEA R B TR T8 0 B B AR 56 2R TS — ol HEBR % 0L U 3¢
KRR o TEMBCE B PR R 80F AR X [H2R 56 R 83l #2521 LA B, 1R
SE Y PR R O 28 3k ) 400 7 440 SR A i 0 A T EL A HIE AR B 552 1) PR 2R S B s {ELAE HEBR % WL U1
DL il b, B A XA RS T DR B RV R RS R L i H X
Fobt 2y B 3t FRCADE T 45 R TEOC , RE A HIERR B WL B2 5GIK o P AT L AR SO CE (] 5 14 B i
55 AR SC AR BT 58 A AN [R] 0 AT 2R 56 28 1) i LR I AN B3 T T AR SCRO LA o

PO {EE [R) 3 A B AR T ] 1) A

(—)REREMNERLHE

s R AE B v 4 FH ok BR il B 97 42 A 52 1 v X6 B AR T S 55 i s 8K, BR b 2
AN WA AR HoAthaz T o 3R 8 5| 2F 0 ik Z Ja W6 S A e 6 o6 7 4 461) oy G335 1Y 5
L 1] 7 15 7 JR) 32k 48K, AR DG SR A, O 22 J2 7 33X A S5 N i R F S AR 1, IR el 7 AR T X A
149 S 71« A (] 25 1) o 9 L 5 PR 1 B o R 3k i 2

BTEARSCE K AR E [ B B S A B AR F BRI7 IR . 7E 0t R A — A il
SR DARTSC MR 3R T ], 9 N BSR52 TR O B 0k, fH R s ¥ 8 38R 2ok XS i
SR A I B s 2 185, 3 Rl 0 BRI 9 TR 3k o A A A T 19 A T X S W
T S L3R J2 A [ B 25 0 A0AH TR) 0% Ah 38, AN T) 1) 5 0 A ) g Ak 18 LO8) g A 1 R 97
TR v Al ) 5 B i as 2 5 B AH [R) i 35 S 6 Al R R, LA AT AR AT ?
SO S A NTEE, MR EET W R W A0 AR BT RNE Y K LR B RN R — Wl
fHJE 07 35 A0SR A PR 37 12 25 02 AN BP R SE Bek  FE v 45 A B b 22 T W0 0 SR B O 4P 1 o
A 52600 A LR IR, 2 T DL B AR L AR 2 e DL B E Y ik
B OO0 B SR v 250 B A A1 5B AT DA B ) R R (D R HERR R W A ) A AT
235 g5 L B ST SRS BRIE B T e R R, ROR BT oK AR A (R A T A O R
A . AEARSCE K 785 BT THE A 6 AH 0L = 52 5E Ak 9 22 1 5l R 1 S A o v,
Al LA adE HBROE [ o

A SRR kA ) 5 i Y
(1) S R S 0 25T 1, 5 W I ] A ) 3
2R PR WE

HREIFAEREREY K, Y K BE —E
Bl 2 AN o IR 4, B 25 O B [R] i B AT

(68) Vgl. Karl Larenz /Claus-Wilhelm Canaris, Methodenlehre der Rechtswissenschaft, Springer Verlag 1995, S.237.
(69)  ZULoKWARS 2 - ORI w2 ), B Hh AUAL 2011 4F i, 25 210 TiT,
(70) () K AN B 5588 XU S i - ARG ) , "R A 43 )R 1983 48 it , 25 134 T,

- 131 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

AT DU LA R ) B B () T8 0 3 FH Y R T o LA A AR A« — ol B TR Y
LR 2o A2 A L RE 0 18 3 i N TR O LAIE AL B AR AR o AR AR R A AL SR i T L
HEBRAE SN, IR D 3¢ N 947 A ml e i o 9 3 A [R) i aE 2 4k o 9 oh  (E AR 2 W AR i 15
2855 AR AR Y LA Z08 % 4 AR IR AR DL R R D 3 BT T AR X RE B LAAL 2 AN E
LRk g B AIR AR AR ME DA S BE AT B A1 O vk i I A B0 T A AN E 2 BN Y
[F) 1 1E 24 7 R O[] R i L P I 2 R L 2 T DG 2 Ak i A0 5B
A o ARk SO AR AR AL LA o, BRI 05 i e 0 AR 1A AT LD A i Ak T EL
BRT S i 8 W A Nkt il FECE [R] R AL SR 25U AR 26 45 A R R A
B, (EE A DR G 3 G T A5 R AR AR . XA — R, Bl A9 AT AR i T ABHE BR AE A,
PRI by 7 2k 6 AU AR v B 2 A0 0B 25 2R 720 B I MBGE TR R 5 A SO Y 5 A R A
GERZINY S5 R R K, RaE T4 R £ B ad (B [R) 3 10 3 T3 11 L 24
o M BB B ORI I3 R CBR T B0 A il W S5 Nk ) B Tk s 04 & m] LU
SCHCHYAE AL o X SRALHR AT LALGEAR b RE A% 3 I 7] 7 A AU AR AR 227

(EASTE R AL, 18 F V0 b ik B 52 — i BR A - 5 BRI 34 8 1R) T 9 S0, DA B 78 [ B
I d o A BE AE R SR AT ZE T FP 0 DL A 1BCE TR) R BRI T T AT D AR T A SEOIE U P 1Y
Yty o NS SOy 20 G R LA 5 7

. EERZAXRABHER

bl T G fkfst T A RBfm N —BRR VS AZ I, DR DA sk BRR A7 5 4 52 B 1 BH DG, 78
TR Z 17 I WA AR AR 1 [ 7 o =I5 R B, A0 o R Sk 3 AR RS o %t 3 T W 9 1E
#1E G LR Aicd

TEX AN A, G 1T B R AR L 1 R SO U W AR (9 M B (E il T RER
FAAEBL S R M AAFAEHEE R, G AT A BB A k. S0P A N2 32 has I EE
R RIS . G B S50 N Al 20 i 00, 13X BUAF 76 3 58 Pk S e A SC55 IS 2 . G
WA T A TR T fE FH A5 R (A ST N AR & AE G 47 NI A A B 1708, DY e A B
L 1) U BRI S 45 R 22 8] AN AE 55 i IR Ik, G AT D 8 % WL 96 M B HERR o

XL A5 A BE AL B o 4% I 3 X B TR T AR R SC, DL R R T R S e v 3 e A
SR RIS Y DL AR B [R) T Al AR, FE AT O IR T A S U B {H K i
Je A BUIERY , B LURTH R BLSE R BR EA ) . TEAR RS G, A A M BERT, AT
TEAT AT TG 1) B R A, G AR B0 45 HE AT AT SN T SR 4 ] ] T B A7 7 ABE [ 6 19
Yo G BRI AT O FPARAS JCIE HEIRT N A B [ B S DR X B AS A7 A AT il B e
Il & o

2. AXEEEA RN LHAERL

AP —Z0F T, BILACETATFNE T HRAELRE L. RFWTZ%H A

(71) ZW[H TP H 2 25 CHAT M B0 ), XU RE iR 0F, OGR4 Akt 2007 4R Ait, 45 138 L,

(72) Vgl. Nike Hengstenberg, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht Zu den “ Risiken und Nebenwirkungen”, S.12.

(73) FXArz¢ | i B Nike Hengstenberg, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht Zu den “ Risiken und Neben-
wirkungen” , S.409,412,

- 132 -



H % R R & AT

FTHHNER,AFET . (B2 T 7250 28580 MR, 76 1 B0 557300 O 7 — 2%
o XA HEBILTFEZ T AWMU . FE LW, A B IEE S0 A, R T 765
T O ) U A S W R

TEARZE T T 50T 3 AUl B, A 3 3 v B 2 A7 BRCE 1Y, Rt A P 30055 A [m] 3 T
o XA IERE R E L, KA T AR ERRIE AT A MBS A AR, Ir L T ¥ bk
MR R AR B NG AR A T B S ST A 28 2 & W B e A
ZERHE Y, PR HE BB O\ A AR B [, T WG BB 19 30 ] A ol 22 1 45 2R Z TR AN A7
TE 55 38 ORHK T 47 R 19 2 W 72 M 3 e 0 HE R o

Y ok, M [F) R 3e I AN Jmy B 7E B2 97 P i I, S P Y [ 58 42 vl DL R 3] A
(1 5 Z A R oL 2 Rl %) 2 0 S RN S A e o BT 3l FRCE TR B = A R
PR T R % 8 W) 2 A A0 JR A0 B T DR 4P ik a8 R IR A il W™= Nikts . 5
I ) B, 0 28 8 2 A 5 P A1 e [) 2 e o 20 DA HE B S 1) () 2, L3 — ) 2 DR A S0 7 0 P
M JCARL R T H2

(Z)BRERZMEEER

L. BERESHTRER KK

TEAERE AT R T BT B ok, HSE A 8 A O, 08 E R BE %, A X Aol sl 2 &
BEEE T o XHBE Pl R IE RS AR, FE TR IR R R R W R e

R e R THERR B A St o #e BGE UL, HEBR B A St th WSS
BB R . A7 I N A HE HEBR i WL M 0 = A AE ud, D o AR AR HERR T
1) % LA, NITTHERR T 45 AL BN RBR BE B AT A A XA BT — B 25 10 P A8 g
B, AR TT DAHEBR BE % (RS SR R B G R i Al Pk o A A Y — 30 22 5 e i id
W AU SIS A TR ) R e v v B AR B A ) B R FHEBR B ik M
B, A 325K I JE T i R R A A AR i i I HERR S 7, X Rl SR A L Y
SR N, 5 FE RN RTC G, XA — R HE R T R 2% 09 n] BB o

WA BE R E 8 T HEBR A B RF S St . o — 3B WA, B Tl T
Y ARG HUE BB B AR SRR R, B I S ud W 55 55 0 R A 4 R 2 )
RN TE 55 38 S O HK , T ik = 45 R 10 57 (B2 36 S ud W S5 AT A B B A1 A A
P RAAE , B UE AR B S, 75 R A7 8 A 3% 1 ] 51 1 L7

2. BERESEMNEE

b€ [l Ak T B 2 B T HEBR 45 R AN 09 2 WL IH 53 Il . A7 o AR 4 Jo Rk
A B S [R) BT S AT AR Bk © & B 1 VR N VR AT RO, , 2 A7 7R B R ), Ui B 55
EHE B 8 SR Z RN A AE VA B2 0GB, DX AT S AR AT Sy i ) 3 1 IXUR: 0 S 0, HE B 45
RN o H R B ULA 53 B8 1Y B V5, B 3 AN V0 AT B XU B9 AT A4S B 8 T S AT AT

(74)  Vgl. Sandra Wiesner, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Medizinstrafrecht, Nomos 2010, S.123.
(75) Vgl Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I: Grundlagen - Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.591f.

- 133 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

O ORI AT AN N REBCHEBR ik 2= AR S B AR B T ORI BT REE

B RAE T, A5 2 AR © RIS 75 5 ML E A9 T BT, 1l 3 N2 TR A 1 B0 2 75 A A
W RIVAT O N2 75 I A7 A M5 ()T A9 15 D0 , B8 X Ay SR 28 77 A 5 e 0 2 AR 8 25 0L
STHNE  TEAT I A HEEAFAE R ARG B0, 45 RANE ol RLBEHERR , (H A% B 917 0 Ak 6
AT 9 N RS RE AL R 28 T 52 A0 51 5 £E AT D9 N RIE A7 A8 R 1 O R ASALEE R AN ikl i
17 R ASEAR AT LLHERR | DR AN 2 AT AT AR 511 o 30 b [ AN 5 8 W1 At 3 B o okl i A 3
e I3 B9 B LR g Al L 4 T U7 TERUE R BRI G AT O N SR BR IR A R BCE A
AR IS AT R TR) AR, AT 0 fi s ) 8 0 A T e LA ity 1) O SR B o o A7 D ARHIRE [R) 2
AOIAIR, AT BEAF7E T OO 20 WL o0 i 4 I 22 v, DR, R S8 RE 6 A 10 e 0 i E B 224 k9
18 DL RERE LEAT 0 A AR A7 AR fBOE R AU /2 08 1 BT =2, 47 O A2 75 T8 77 A2
0 E 7] 5 RE 5 DR € HLAT o J M) B IG AR 3 S R 1%

T3 HNEAT — A [, U0 2R AT O RS R A R B A TR IRGE W) 3, T SE B B IE A AR TR,
IO 24 G ] AR B2 e BEAS SCA UL, ABUE [R) T AL T A 7 =, PR B RE ] T3 8 A TR
DR T BB OR  FERR R . PR, B 2 AT RE L R AU R A i 7Y

(=) MBEF & 8 A4k

1. B 6] S Y 1 oy B o

A T B E 7] 2 7 A7 AR I, S By 1k B A 2 W — s i W e ofe o RO [R) e
Fr NS BCENPITT R R R4, 5850 025 RLWR—J5 75 D I Wy S i We 7 Xof g 77 75 i 7o
AT WA

] ) A ) 5 7 2 DA B [R) T8 B 3 i B T B N B (EDUL, DA R B2 MR
NI N SE 55 e A W i 75 A7 A ABE R) TR, 3K b 0 B 7 — fe N R BIL5 75 9 A B2 i
[7i) Y BT, SR WL R BPRR B A IR o 55— AR 20 2 U T T AR 2 A (B
W 22 AR K — A BEE ) — BN B T80 N S BT A 9 52 3, 7 — e N B R, A
RE AL ABAE [A) 3, 3 UL m APy B ) — e N R ML ™ o 0T AR N8 o 50 50 9 19 J2
PRI BT I 8 F PR E AL, 5L 2 1 B AR A A (B UL 1) i3 08T e 3 AR &
[l 3, DAY O 2 — b B 5 ) T W 5 B g — P N o 1 5 R X T N R A A AR 3
A Je N NA NS 1 K T — A B A — BN 5 8 AN S B, 1 — i AT
B A BEAE BUE [ 3, PR — i 2 UL A 2 S0 i L7

ARSCINTA AN A NS R IR T B T2 3 0L B ) b B A 2 i) — BN
FAEVE N ME, X5 A A BT A RS X L O R R AR I B S AR .
FE (A0 AR ARV UK UK A AR B — i B LT T2 A B S A T AP A AR B (W

(76) S WVFEFEE CHATRM ) , b R 32 20 Ak 2005 47T, 45 444 T2,

[77)  Vgl. Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I. Grundlagen + Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.569ff.

(78] Vgl. Harro Otto, Grundkurs Strafrecht; Allgemeine Strafrechtslehre, de Gruyter 2004, S.232.

(79 Z W[ H BEAR AWEADRENFZIZO W T), (LA k4 )2009 4£5 - 6 5 (327 - 328 5) 4 380 1T
PITF.

- 134 -



H % R R & AT

AT ZT7 0 B AR o BB IR G, A8 I8 A 3 DR R i — e v T 9% mT A DR ik
TAH (HA 5 S B R A RIE M L, 76 AN 77 76 BUSE Y [R) 3, 7 28300 B AR H 5
AT BUE 1 S ARNE RN &, 5 S SRR AR S A ERE N ANR, ZETX
MR = AORBE B A B IFAE 2 . HE R BUE R B NS &, R B0E AL e
W] A O R SRR TG, 2 2R AAR AN ZEUE 1Y, 80 AR N R HE Ui 2 5 LAY &
Mo B, Bl AA NS EUL S 2 2

2. B %E B & B I B 4k 3R

AR 4, FLAR IO 2 MR 37 WA £ [R] 2% o 1 Wi 5 35 A LS SRR 2 A SN D, A 1 5 T £ T
REMITE.

—J7 AT N Y SR AR B . SEBR b, 8 AR TR S B B — i S v
UEAY 2 20 AR T, iy Ak B — M R 2 TR R, 0 AT D N PR A 315 A RS Ao R AR A £ 0 T A
Rl DL o B0, 7 R0 5 A bl o B A, AR SR At 2 268 i ot T I A AN R 0K — 1
0 T i AL R, 2 5 B R AR A A A X — R R A DL 7

AR SCINTA , B [l 25 5k — TR, W 24 S X0 SRR T 5 SR AT o I R AT
W, 38T HEE R M9 & 7E80E N B A R IR O, (B AT 9 NAEAT AN 1 /9 )
B AFF X LB RFERAR O A o PR B il 64 =8 05 R0, 38 T TIRE R 5, 17 8 A
FEAT g I S 75 13 i A 7 1A 25 b A D0 G 5C B8 58 1Y T2 20K R I i A7 2 28 A5 WA A 15
DUAE N WA o (HRE , X S8 PR3l AR AT A AR AE M 1S O o 72 R H FARIR A ME
Ao 53 280, DR Sy o 001 A0 ¢ Dt KT T 415 4 i 0L #9373 45 35 T 19 00 R AS A5 A0 Sy 41 B K 4 50
FCLC T &, 7 B TR O 215 I Fh 5 4 1 09 5% 20, R A XA R BN 5,
TE R R B o AN W I DG 3% AR AR B i [ R 4 &, 3 A TR A 3 B, JOE O AR 3L
fRAM X — HFER S D0 AR D9 B, PRI RE % A X A7 76 HE 72 [ 385 76 (88 ORI &8 L =
A 3 B 8 T IO ] A 3 RO TR R A T B SR RO AR U X — AR L
WO ZFAE D P AR | DR G RE A6 115 E A7 A 1B TR o 31X — M R T 8 1) 325 B A 5 38 A 19 - X
IF 5 1 % Ak LS T R 0 T PR ] AL, £ 5 iR BB 9 2 5 TR Ol AS RE IR 5 A iy B 52 1)
o XU 0 T 4 B N T AN AT g AR BRLY 5 T AE 2 S KR 3 G, O AR R s e
PR E N B[R] AR AE I D A7 D N B R DR T A BT [R] 58, B RUBS: 23 BE 45 47 A
WA LY S8

BTH Z AR BUE R Z M &, O T BB BRILJE 15 7617 I 147 5 M€ B B i B
B N2> [R) T A OO, T B AT D IS A AE Y BE S T X i S N 0 B S T B AT S AR
WA, G5 BT N A A B AE A B A5 L, DN A A A B A 1 T

o — 7 W BL IR ZE 2R o B [R) BN R A, X — S B BE (B X
AW A — B, BRAEFARBTT RN G, FARBA nl e ) Al fE R, 224 2
K B 52 AR 45 2R (L A0 T2 AR B S sl ) 1 DA 5 i 1 W 114 25 i — g 7

5

=

(80) Vgl. Lothar Kuhlen, Hypothetische Einwilligung und “Erfolgsrechtfertigung” , JZ 14,2005, S.713ff.
(81) Z W[ H Jili RS ORIk 4 (5 2 B ), 55304 2007 4,5 169 5,

- 135 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

RIRKM + K& Hf2 (Wolfgang Mitsch) SR 45 R IR YL, T 5K 0 245 X0 ¢ F N U0 2 AE
BLSE S A A A SR N 2 AN 23 [A) 3 HEAT U, o st S UL, XoF A A ) B S 45 SR Ak [l ) )
B8, U0 SRAT D I B N B R 3 X — 4 R B a7 BE [ TR, AN 2 52 R E AL BUE )
SR AR B I, B 45 A A fBE (A B — R bR &R T2, B AR R bR B
SR, X R B A RNTE FARZER W5 B0 R, a0 2R A1 W ) Ul B R 7 2 ) =T AT A
Wi fE BRI AT AT S b e, B IE SR 6, B A A T BE AR B EHR R IAE AT
TEABRE R B o 49K, 7 BT AT i 5 3 AR XU ™ B R 5 19 3 &, AT DL AF TR RCE
IF] 2 L5

AR SCINTY KA B i 25 R G HR U B 2l 7 BUE [A) 8 iV 1], 7 AN ot b s —Fh
FRIEIN o QHTFTA , B IR BT R R 5 A B S 3R GBI A R — [ EE . FEBUE A
B Bt AT i AT R R T A I B AR S R E R FE I
SR 1R W, B S 45 RAEAT Dy I B R e A T — MR R I AN B E 2R, L2 AR s
ot SR PR IBT O ARG, B 5 22 2 U5 R (R R R B = BT ARG, R T PR 7 AT
O IE 2 5 AR oE AR R R AR BE S YA A B C AN ROk IR . SR K AT B
(8 L B0 2R A 3, AR AL R E NG R B AT LW Y By AT o B B A A i S R Y
PORFEMEMAT o, HBOA @ T A 00, JL-P AR REAS B B & RO TR & o 18 ME ] 5 5% i
G275 A RATBALEE T AR 16 A — TR R TR Tk O AR AT TR S,
DA SR ARt R 5 AT AR R TR, i DA S A B B A O Bt RE AT B IE Y Ak . Boad
KUt , FARA B BA KR M, AREH IR 100% 1B, 7E TR KM &, & e FH 5 A1
SN TR B, A U AE TR A 1 By ORI R B TR ST do xR A . AR
W XA ZE I8 2 A 2 2 1. P, oK Ar 08 1 W R AN BE BT, AR HB i L AR R IE
B

(W) “ LA AL 89 9] AL

WA T I, X ECE [ B0 1 W 2 — o = 05 9 i R R D T, i AR M R R R AN E L TE
BEAEA AR 5EA M B " I iz o 40 SR AN RE A S AT o A 75 RE A6 3R A5 IR] =, 4% e 41
5 U UL E s 2T BT AN o X — Mk 2 B TARZ BRE . W ARG B A
PR B )R, AN A 56, T TR SO ) S i D e S AN Al R 1Y, R R 32 3 48
PR SIS, T2 —Fh S NP E Y B iR B o A2 TG 3R W A0 G 7 rp AN A7 72 X 20 7 e
IBATIX — R 5 o DI, R el sk S /Y Tl EAS AT RE A 21 8 SCRY [l 25, “ SR BEA
AP IR0 LA A5 s T o FRATTAS BB HEBR 8 3 AN o il 2 Bl 15 R ) = i 1 O, M
(7] T AN I — ol 5 TS SR — A, PRI A 36 T SR B A R it O PR SRy 6 TR TR Y

(82)] Vgl. Wolfgang Mitsch, Die hypothetisch Einwilligung im Atztstrafrecht, JZ 2005, S.279ff.

(83) Vgl. Lothar Kuhlen, Hypothetische Einwilligung und “Erfolgsrechtfertigung” , JZ 14,2005, S.713{f.

(84) ZW[HEAB(PHEADBEN R EIZD W T), (L i i557)2009 45 - 6 5 (327 - 328 5 ) 58 380 It
PIFo

(85) Vgl. Ingeborg Puppe, Die strafrechtliche Verantwortlichkeit des Arztes bei mangelnder Aufklarung uber eine Behandlung-
salternative-Zugleich Besprechung von BGH, Urteile vom 3.3.1994 und 29.6.1995, GA 2003 ,S. 764ff.



H % R R & AT

MBEsi A4 RS T B o 59 81, B P R 7 8 0 3 RO A, B4 L 1]
EAE DA A A A 2ot R0 R ke, 5 1 8 B ) ™ B A 45 5
XI5 718 0 R 6 0 ) T B 2 06 7 0 T B 0 R 2 £ B 47 09
U A 0 D7 S8 0 8 500 Rk, M 0 0 o 22
BfL.

A SORR IR OHET AT RE % K T SR BEA P 5™ 00 LB 94301 BB 10t 37
AT T K8 3 B 02T o, 75 2 PR B B 125 o 5 0 ) A
A PG ™ AT A 05 B 0 0 R 0 0 5 ™ 06 1267 T,
V2 S R0 OO UE A 90190, T EL R 5 1 A3 P02 . 53— 7 T, 40
B A A T2 9 51 A L 5 BN AR A R B A MR 0. B L3 10 B B
ARGy, BT 70 (29 1007 5 T B RE T B BRI 6 50 BRI , 10 45 G B
ST UVBLE R W17 0 o P9 75 17 16 51 BCBE T B9 XF 1) 25 40 1 0 1 40 2 S T i
B0 0L SCBR 1,0 RS 7 B0 5 75 69 VW (2 B 9T i, 6.9 9 ot 2
STATI) . A IIH I 5 0 B 1 K O 7 A7 A LS — SR A o 15
BLRC™ 5 HR T AR o AR R BB A T E LB 7 A ML I 9 0
DB 30PRSI 2 A PR
PR A B, 6457 1 2 9 ) TR L)

AL, P 1 CER WMV J 52 2 WA B L0, A5 SO 9 8 0 R TR T 7 T 0
7 T B A7 57 W9 £ 94 7 X503 5 95— 7 T, %4 8 B8 41
e R L2435 B 40 0 £ B 00 B ot 2 R 5L (A T — 4 1
AL 35 R O A2 L £ ] 500 50 25 M 7 2 8 10 45
R 3 3 LR 7 A0 A SE U AT A, 7 R I S BT
B

&

B 8 T o 9 B 12 T 5 0 0 7 B 5 A0 s T
TR AR T A0 I . (B L, A0 B R 9 S5 W FE R 00—, f
BEVR BT 09— o B 136 A TP L 38 o 0 A £ 1 512 0 R 0
ISR B 24 A S 5 S A 2 L 7 € O ST 170 10265 R 2%
WUBCHE IR LT 40 A7 55V B e, DA L 5 B 20 1 0 O 59 5 ) 00
R 0 1 28 0 20 5 0 S O T EL R 405 2 W B0 9 o 75 1 A0 2

(86) Vgl. Ingeborg Puppe, Anm. zu BGH, Urteil vom 3.3.1994 -1 StR 319/03, JR2004, S.470ff.

(87) Vgl. Claus Roxin, Strafrecht Allgemeiner Teil Band I. Grundlagen + Der Aufbau der Verbrechenslehre, Verlag C. H.
Beck 2006, S.595.

(88) Vgl. Nike Hengstenberg, Die hypothetische Einwilligung im Strafrecht Zu den “Risiken und Nebenwirkungen” , S.360ff.

(89) Vgl. Thomas Rénnau, Anm.zu BGH, Urteil vom 15.10.2003 — 1 StR 300/03, JZ 2004, S.799ff.

- 137 -



(ko EIFiL) 2016 £% 2 8]

ABRE [7) 6 14 A T R il 17 2 LA T AR N D o, 7 40 T Bk 7 22005 47 S I A A 9 45 80 Y
FLOE A i R0 B N5 A A BE AT S AR W o BOE [R) AT AE 5 7R B IE ] 3¢
RN AT A AN GAH . 55— D5 T, e 18 H] AR BE A A RO, AN BE AU O BUAE /Y
BEH N ) T 0 n] REAE HEAT W, 3 Wb Z0UAT A SR AIE S o AR, [ 83X 2L (R REAT) SR AT ARV 2
8, R TR BUE [R5 A b B, A e S v 10 1A 28 07 25 05 T e A AN D it 5
JSE, A SCHY BRI — K ZF L HE I AR AR ZEZ Tk 22 T i 45 2 B
oo fBUE R RAEIE =2 U R i 2 v, A 3R B 8 s T — A ] AL, A X 3 — ) A A
FE 5310 IR A IE ST Z IS DA 1]k R AR 4 AR n] fE 2 8 AR R IE A B BOA B R
A JLPE AR AE AR, DN A 2 B 5 — [ R R AT 1 — 28 BB IR R

[ Abstract] Hypothetical consent originated from medical liability for tort in German civ-
il law and was later introduced into the criminal law by the Supreme Federal Court of Germany,
generating heated discussion in the criminal law circle. Hypothetical consent can eliminate the
discrepancy between criminal responsibility and civil liability, thereby promoting the unification
of legal order. In criminal dogmatics, hypothetical consent eliminates the objective imputation
at the stage of constitutive elements. Namely it eliminates the illegality of result but not the ille-
gality of behavior, so that the actor may be punished for attempt. Its scope of application is lim-
ited to the criminal constitutive elements the illegality of which could be eliminated by consent
and the protected legal interests of which are personal legal interests such as body, freedom and
property. The judgmental basis of hypothetical consent should be the victim, the judgment
should be ex post and take into consideration all the materials relating to the true thought of vic-
tim at the time of occurrence of the behavior. Its burden of proof should be on the actor. When
applying the principle of “in dubio pro reo” , the judge’s decision should not be based solely on

imaginative possibility of hypothetical consent, but must be bolstered by reinforcing evidence.

(WHESRH . T 5H)

- 138 -



