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As the third part of this series of conferences questioning Human Rights in times of COVID that took place at the occasion
of the Chaire Francquie organized by the University Saint-Louis of Brussels, we welcome Professor Eva Brems with her
lecture: “Caught between a rock and a hard place: balancing human rights in times of COVID”.
The professor starts out by recalling the different statements that have been established throughout the previous lessons.
One of these statements is that legal scholars are unreliable experts.

THERE IS NOT ONE FINAL ANSWER
Professor Brems explains that in COVID times, we hear experts all the time and people expect to be reassured. But what
would happen if we ask legal experts, fundamental legal questions about COVID as “is it aligned with Human Rights?”.
The truth is that there is not any final answer. Nevertheless, we have agreed to create institutions to whom we have given
authority to formulate final answers. Therefore, we have accepted them as final since there was no further appeal against
the ruling of these institutions.
We have accepted that our final answers depend on the fact that institutions find new solutions or not. If we rephrase the
idea that legal scholars make unreliable experts it says there is an element of unpredictability in any human rights
assessment that we are trying to reduce while accepting inevitability.
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