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EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF INTERNATSONAL INSTRUMENTS ON HUMAN
RIGHTS, INCLUDING REPORTING OBLIGATIONS UNDER INTERNATIONAL

INSTRUMENTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS

1. In paragraph 15 (a) of resolution 431115 of 8 December 1988, the General
Assembly requested the Secretary-General “to consider entrusting, within existing
rdsourcet3, an i-dependent expert with the task of preparing a study on porsibl?,
long-term approaches to the supervision ot new inetruments  on human rightr,  taking
into account the conclusions and recommendation8 of the meeting of peraons  chairing
the treaty bodies, the deliberations of the Commi6rion on Human Rights and other
relevant materialcd, to be submitted to the General Aarembly at its forty-fourth
sesuion”~

2. Pureuant to that resolution, the Commislrion  on Human Rights adopted resolution
i989147,  paragraph 5 of width requested  the Secretary-General “to entrust an
independent expert with the task of preparing a study, within exirting resources,
on possible long-term approaches to enhancing the effective operation of existing
and prospective bodies established under United Nations human rights instruments
taking into account the conclusions and recommendations of the meeting of persons
chairing the human rights treaty bodice”, and requested that the report be placed
before the General Assembly at ita forty-fourth buasion and ihe Commission on Human
Rights  at  i te  forty-s ixth session.

3. In accordance with the foregoing resolutions, the Secretary-General appointed
Mr, Philip Alaton, Professor of International Law and Director of the Centre for
Advanced Legal Studies at the Australian Nationai University, and Rapporteur of the
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, to carry out the study in
question, which is transmitted herewith to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth
session and will be made available to the Commiaaion  on Human Rights at its
forty-s ixth session.

8 9 - 2 7 8 3 4  1263-m4e (E) / a*.
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. This study deals with a wide range of issues relating to the effective
operation of both existing and prospective United Nations human rights treaty
bodies. In general terms, it is based on the following premise :I

(a) The adoption and widespread (ideally, universal) ratification of a range
of treaty instruments is an essential component of United Nations action in the
field of human rights.

(b) The implementation provisions contained in the relevant treaties must be
respected by States parties to them and the latter’s compliance must be monitored
effect ively  and ef f ic iently  by the appropriate  international  bodies .

(c) The treaty regime (along with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights)
constitutes the cornerstone of international human rights endeavours. Thus the
individual treaty bodies should not be viewed in isolation either from one another
or from a wide variety of other United Nations bodies concerned with human rights
ns broadly def ined (pares .  26-30).

Id) The overall environment hRs r!hanrJeA  dramatically in the two decades since
the first of the major treaty bodies was established. These changes have been both
quantitative (in the sense oL a major expansion in the number of treaty and other
United Nations and regional bodies involved and the scope of the activities being
pursued) and qualitative (in the sense of the increasing sophistication and
complexity of those activities and the extent of their ramifications)
(paras. lo-25),

(e) As a result of such changes a major and continuing effort is required to
ensure and promote the integrity of the existing treaty system and to accommodate
new standards and a limited number of new monitoring arrangements (paras.  7 and 8).

2. Reporting procedures are of central importance to the international human
r ights  rigime. Reporting should be viewed as a multi-faceted undertaking that
serves a  variety of  object ives  both domestical ly  and international ly  (paras. 31-31),

:I I In seeking to reduce the overall burden of reporting by States, the
policy -making organs should bear in mind the desirability of reducing or
rationalixing  the number and scope of non- treaty-based requests for reporting
(pn!-A.  38).

4. The policy of extending reporting periodicity has already resulted in A bet!:tlr
co--ordinated  and less burdensome system, the advantages  of which will begin to he
fe Lt in the near future. In drAEting future treaties consideration should be given
to vesting A  degree of discretion in the treaty body as to the periodicity of
report.inq (parAS.  39 A n d  40).

5. The consolidation of reporting guidelines with respect to R country profile is
A valuable initiative but serves to address unly A part of the much larger problem
of overlapping reporting requirements (para.  43).
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6 . As a result  o f  extensive (and potential ly  increasing)  overlapping in the
competence6 of different treaty bodies, States may be required to report on
virtually the same issue to several different bodies. In an ef fort  to  rec¶uce  such
duplication each State party should be encouraged to identify for its own purposes
the instances in which cross-referencing can be used effectively and appropriately
in preparing its reports. I f  n e c e s s a r y , and i f  resources ale avai lable ,  interested
States should be assisted in that task through the Advisory Services Programme.
Each of the treaty bodies might also consider providing some guidance to States
part ies  in  this  respect  (paras. 43-52) .

7 . Consideration should be given to requesting the International Labour
Organisation (ILO) to consider updating and expanding for informational purposes
the analysis it prepared in 1969, which compares the provisions of relevant IL0
Conventions with the standards contained in the United Nations human rights
treat ies  (pare .  53) .

6. In terms of the principle involved, a variety of reasons would seem to argue
strongly against State party financing arrangements for human rights treaties.
They include, .iatar&t (a) the international community as a whole is the
principal  benef ic iary for  an ef fect ive treaty rigime (paras.  66 and 67))  (b) the
treaty rigimb is an important and even indispensable means of promoting the human
rights-related objectives of the Charter of the United Nations (par-a. 66)~ (c) the
trnaty  bodies are performing a function in respect.  of reporting that. was previously
funded entirely from the regular budget (pars, 69)) (d) the goal of enhancing
universal ratification is undermined by providing a financial disincentive to
tatif  ication (para. 70): and (e) human rights treaty bodies should not be able to
be rendered inoperative by the non-performance of finarxinl  obligations on the part
of n limited number of S ate8 parties (paras.  71 and 72).

0 . Voluntary funding of tr?nt:p  bodies is, both in principle and in practice,
undesirable as a general rule (para. 77).

10. IF State party financing is applied to treaty bodies to be established !n the
future, there is every reason to assume that the problems currently facing certain
exist ing bodies  wil l  be  repl icated before  long (para, 80).

1 1. I In seeking solutions to the immediate problems affecting the Committee on the
Elimination of Racial Discrimination  and potentially the Committee against Torture,
avery effort must be made to balance two considerations, Treaty obligations must
1~” upheld and respected and the effact.ivs  functioning of the treaty bodies must. be
a:;sured ( p a r e s .  82-85). In the long-term, treaty amendmnn should be contemplated
(pare. 84). In the short term, voluntary funding in *Inlikely  to  be  e f fect ive
unless coupled with other initiatives (paras,  86-PI3  and 97).

1 2 . Consideration of proposals to suspend the voting tnd/or  nominating privileges
of States parties that are substantially in default on their assessed contributions
should be based not on an analogy with Article 19 of the Charter but on general
principles  of  treaty law as ref lected in the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties (par-as. 89 and 90). While such an option should be contemplated, it would
require unanimous agreement (paras. 91 and 92).

/ . . .
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13. The provision in article 11 of the Vienna Convention for inter-State
communications could probably be invoked against defaulting States parties but its
ultimate effectiveness is unclear (para.  93). The same applies to proposals to
refer the matter to the International Court of Justice. Reservations in that
regard by a considerable number of States parties would pose an additional problem
(paras. 94-96).

14. The most appropriate short-term solution would seem to be the authorization of
temporary regular budget funding to be provided while other short-term and
long-term options are vigorously pursued (paras.  98 and 99).

15. The meeting time available to some of the treaty bodies is clearly inadequate
and in the longer term appropriate solutions will need to be explored I
(paras.  100-103). Other measures are also appropriate in the short-term espgcially
in the case of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Womeh
(paras.  104 and 105).

16. In the longer term, adequate honoraria for committes members should be
considered (para.  106). Secretariat staffing levels are also clearly inadequate to
the tasks at hand. In the short-term the Secretary-General should promote
initiatives with limited financial implications (paras.  107-109).

17. The practice of providing the representative of a State party in advance with
a list of principal issues of concern to the Committee has significant advantages
for both the treaty body and the State party and should be encouraged
(paras.  110-113).

18. The treaty bodies should continue to explore all available avenues for
enhancing their access to reliable sources of information including, where
appropriate, information from other human rights bodies, the specialized  agencies,
individual experts and non-governmental organizations (paras.  114-122).

19. Within the framework of a constructive dialogue, the committees should
consider encouraging the recording of more clearly focused concluding observations
by individual experts, particularly in situations where the responses provided are
seen to be less than satisfactory. Each treaty body should consider whether its
procedures for the consideration of supplementary information are adequate
(paras.  123-125).

20. Every effort should be made to maximise normative consistency. As standards
proliferate and new treaty bodies are created the risks of inconsistency will
continue to grow. Confusion and diminished credibility could result. In the
longer term the implications of creating additional treaty bodies need to be very
carefully weighed. In the short term, the desirability of seeking normative
consistency should be reiterated and every effort made to ensure that any potential
inconsistency is brought to the attention of the body concerned by the secretariat
(paras.  126-129).

21. The Secretary-General might consider revising or supplementing grnited Nations
Action in the Field of Human Riahts so as to provide a more accessible record of

/ ..*
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t..ho jurisprudence emerging under t.he various bodies. The development of more
~~~cializod  expertise within the secretariat should also be considered (paras. 130
Rllcl 131) ,

22. The key to better public information on the work of the treaty bodies is to
make the annual reports more accesslblo. Their existing format and presentation
should be reviewed. An effort should also be made to produce readable syntheses of
their *rork from time to time. Pubiic information activities should be encouraged
nt. the national  and local  levels  (pares.  132-136).

2.7. The overall number of human rights standards beiirg set and the manner in which
they are drafted are issues of major relevance to the treaty bodies. The
suggestion that too many international standards are being drawn up is not confined
to the human rights arear although there is currently much activity in thet area
(yarao. 137-145) .

24. An active pace of standard-setting, whatever its merits, may also ilnpose heavy
costs on the secretariat, on diplomattic  representatives, on the domestic
bureaucracy and on a State’s judicial and administrative machinery. In the United
Nations context more resources devoted to standard-setting might also mean less
resources available for other activities,  including implementation. These factors
should be part of the overall equation when new exercises are being considered
(pares. 146-149).

25. Various proposals have been made t-o ensure that priority will in future be
given to implementation rather than standard-setting activities, in accordance with
General Assembly resolution 411120 of 4 December 1986, A moratorium on new
standards is undesirable and unworkable, The establishment of a specialist
standard-setting body also seems inappropriate. Setting priorities may be good in
theory but seems not to work in practice (paras.  150-159).

26. An inventory of all international human rights standard-setting activities
should be prepared and updated regularly in order to facilitate better informed
decision-making (para. 160).

27 I While recognising that standard-setting procedures must remain flexible,
consideration should be given to procedural reforms that could enhance their
f!fI’ect.iveness. Those proposing new standards should take full account of the
fnctors enumerated in resolution 41/120. A  pre-ini t ia t i on  o r  f eas ib i l i ty  s tudy
sl~oulcl generally be undertaken before any formal decision to initiate the drafting
process is made. Responsibility for that decis.lon could perhaps be vested in the
Commission on Humsn. Rights. .A comprehensive analytical compilation of all relevant
existing standards should always be made availrlble to standard-setting bodies
(pat-as. 161-167).

28. Whenever possible and appropriate, preference should be given to the drafting
of non-binding standards rather than new treaties, Care should be taken in
adopting new instruments not to make undue use of the terms “universal declaration”
r+nd “ d e c l a r a t i o n ”  (paras. 168-170).

/ . * .
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2 !I . A technical review should be undertaken a6 a matter of course before tbe
Cinalization of new instrwnents. The vital role of ncn-governmental organisations
in standard-setting should be formally acknowledged, Travm should
be prepared with special care and annotated guides encouraged where possible
(paras. 171-175).

30. Discussions should begin as soon as possible on long-term means by which to
rationalise the treaty rigime, The eventual need for such a rationalization  would
seem to be an inevitable result of the relatively ed fashion in which the
rigime has evolved. A moratoriwn on the creation of new treaty bodies is neithar
desirable  nor  feasible . A long-term consolidation of the treaty bodies into one or
two bodies is an option that may deserve Consideration but would also seem to have
many potential drawbacks (paras.  174-182).

31. In principle it may be possible for existing treaty bodies to be entrusted
with new functions under new treaties but amendments to existing treaties would be
required. The exception in thi6 regard is the Committee on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights, which could be given authorization by the Economic and Social
Council to assume additional functionc  (par&q.  183-188).

32. There are strong arguments in favour of adopting protocols to existing
treaties wherever appropriate, Certain drawbacks should however be noted
(pnrRt-4. 189-192).

33. Amending some of the existing treaties may be necessary. The procedure6 to be
followed are not unduly onerous but the process is inevitably time-consuming
( par as. 193-197).
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I . INTRODUCTION

1. The focus of the present study is on long-term approaches to enhancing the
effective operation of existing and prospective bodies established under United
Nations human rights instruments. Its preparation was  entrusted by the
Secretary-General to an independent expert in accordance with paragraph 15 (a) of
General Assembly resolution 431115 of 8 December 1988, which requested a study on
Possible long-term approaches to the supervision of new instruments on human
rights, and paragraph 5 of Commission on Human Right6 resolution 1989147,  which
requested a study on possible long-term approaches to enhancing the effectiva
operation of existing and prospective bodies established under United Nation6 human
rights instruments. In accordance with those resolutions, the present study is
being submitted to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth session and the
Commission on Human Right6 at its forty-sixth session.

1. The immediate impetus for the study was a recommendation made to the General
A66embly  by the meeting of persons chairing the human rights treaty bodies, which
took place at Geneva from 10 to 14 October 1988 (A/44/98, para. 84). In preparing
the study the expert was requested to take into account the conclusions and
recommendations  of that meeting. In addition account has been taken of recent
discussions held under relevant agenda items in the General Assembly, the Economic
and Social Council, the Commission on Human Rights and the Sub-Commission on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities. Extensive reference has
also been made to the reports of the various United Nations human righLs treaty
bodies and to a range of other relevant literature,

3. It may rea6onably be assumed that the present study has been entrusted to an
independent expert in order to facilitate the task of addressing some of the more
difficult and tar-reaching issues raised by the problems currently facing the human
right6 troaty bodies as well a6 some of those which rnny reasonably be expected to
arise over the next decade or so. Moreover, the quest for enhanced effectiveness
inevitably  requires consideration of issues on which no consensus may immediately
be discernible , An expert study ia thus a useful mean6 by which to shed further
light on issues that require continuing reflection and debate. It may also be an
‘1Pl~ropri1te  mechanism for dealing with issues relating to the functioning of a
diverse and somewhat disk.arate  range of bodies that are not subject to the overall
ilut.hority  of any one body and that do not fit easily into any particular
orgnbizational  structure or hierarchy.

4, The present study deals with a variety of issues raised in discussions within
the relevant United Nations organs and in the deliberation6 of the treaty bodies
Lhemselves. It doe6 not, however, purport to be comprehensive or to deal with each
01 the issues exhaustively.

/ . I .
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5. In preparirq  thci study, the author kept two rather different objectives in
mind, The first was to place the issues in their wider context and to stimulate
reflection on approaches that, in the short term, may seem impracticable or even
unnecessary but, in the long term, may be unavoidable. Given the centrality of the
treaty bodies within the global human rights regime and the speed at which the
environment in which they are operating is changing, it is essential to undertake
such long-term analysis at some point and it is clear that the General Assembly and
thl: Commission on Human Rights are the bodies best situated to do so. Thus, while
some of the issues raised here may not be of immediate and pressing concern, they
must nevertheless be factored into any overall analysis today if the human rights
rhgime i3 to be made bot’l more effective and more efficient tomorrow.

6. The second objective of the study is to present an overview and analysis of a
nunber of issues that are of very immediate concern and have a direct bearing on
t!lt effectjve  functioning of  the exist ing t rea ty  bodies . An indication o: Lose
I,r;c:en emerges very clearly from recent resolutions adopted by the General Assembly
and the Commission on Human Rights as well as from the problems identified by the
1988  meeting of persons chairing the human rights treaty bodies (see A/44/98).
They include th:> following,

( a )  Tb. ~ .:rsfstence  of finJncia1 arrangements that do not gUarant0e  that
treaty bodies can meet regularly and as schedu3ed;

(b) The arowing burden imposed on many States by the Expansion and
overlapping of reporting obligations;

(c) Excessive delays by some Sta’-.es  parties in the submission of their
reports:

(d) The di f f icult ies  confrc,.rtdd by the treaty bodies  in  seeking to  induce the
relevant States to submit their overdue reports;

(e) The problem of inadequate reportsr

( f) lnsuff icient  resources to enable the treaty bodies to function
ef fectivelyt

(g )  The  inab i l i ty  o f  the  sec re tar ia t , f o r  r easons  o f  illadequate  s ta f f ing
LtI?~~@lS, to provide the treaty bodies i &.h the administrative and technical 6upport
they require t

(h) The need for more innovative procedures if the less well endowed treaty
hr>r\ie:; in  particular  arc  to  function ef fect ively ;

(i) Concern that the creation of additional treaty bodies will exacerbate
ex.isting  problems,

‘I , It has been suggested that all of this adds tip to a crisis situation and that
there is an “impending deadlock affecting international procedures for monitoring
compli?..ce  with United Nations human rights conventions” (A/C.3/43/5,  p0 6). Other
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commentators have conceded that United Nations “bodies dealing with human
rights ,. , need to be reorganised on the basis of ,,. new thinking”. 11 Similarly,
a member of the Human Rights Committee has recently warned that “there comes a
critical moment in the life of successful international institutions, a moment at
which they can go forward or begin to disintegrate. And among all the generous
words [praising the achievements of the Human Rights Cnmmittee]  T see dangers for
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Right.;“. 21

8. Whatever terms may be used to characterise the preser;t situation, however, it
is generally agreed that the United Nations human rights treaty monitoring system
has reached a critical crossroads, Its successful future evolution demands that
the gravity of existing problems be recognised, that the vital importance of the
treaty regime as r, whole be reaffirmed and that the quest for creative and
effective solut.ions  be pursued with energy and commitment. By the seme token, that
quest must not be embarked upon without acknowledging the very considerable
achievements to date and the importance of proceeding with sensitivity and
sophistication in order to ensure that the fundamental integrity of the system, and
pnrticularly  its abiiity  to safeguard human rights, are not  sacri f iced to  i l lusory
Ilotions o f  streamlinina and  e f f i c i ency . In other words, a  t ime oi cr is is  or
challenge should also be seen as R time of opport,\\city  for constructive reform and
improvement.

I I . OVERVIEW OF THE R\PIDLY  CEANGINC~  ENVIRONMENT WITHIN
WHICH THE TREATY D\‘)IES  ARE FUNCTIONING

9 . One of the enduring paradoxes of t2.d United Nations human rights treaty system
is that while each treaty regime must be considered on its own merits and in the
light of its own specific nom.;  and procedures, for some purposes the vario,  .s
rigimes cannot realistically be viewed in isolation either from one another or lrom
the broader human rights programme of which they are but a part. Indeed, one of
the problems with some of the analyses that have been undertaken i n  the past is a
tendency to compartmentalize each of  the treaty bodies as though they existed
solely  within entirely  sel f -contained rhgimes. Th:@, in  o rder  t o  ident i f y
potential ly  ef fect ive , acceptable and enduring solutions to some of the challenges
curreni;ly  facing the treaty system, it  is  necessary to  consider  (brief ly)  the
c!volutidn of that system over time and to situate it in relation to the development
of the hurqan  rights programme as a whole,

10. By most standards, the existing human rights treaty system is a remarkably
recsnt  creation, A mere 20 years ago not a single treaty body was functioning.
Since that time the system has mushroomed and its rapid growth has brought with it
F\ range of problems that could perhaps have 5een foreseen without great
d i f f i c u l t y . The process of evolution and growth is perhaps best illustrated by
comparing the broad contours of today’s situation with that which prevailed one and
two decades ago.

/ . , .
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11. In 1970, less than two decades ago, there was only one United Nations human
rights  treaty boc¶y  in existbnce, the Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discrimination. It m C. for the. first time in January 1970, The Committee’s first
annual report to the General Assembly was less than 40 pages in length and related
largely to procedural matters, 31 The Convention under which ths Committee had
been established, the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination, adopted by the General Assembly in resolution 2106 A (XX) OF
21 December 1965, had attracted only 41 States parties and the optional petition
system that it established would not receive sufficient declarations to enter int.0
force for another 13 years (on 3 December 1982). There wmre, at the time, no other
treaty-based communications procec?ures in the human rights field. The
International Covenants on Human Rights had been adopted by the General Assembly in
its resolution 2200 A (XXI) of 16 December 1966 but would not enter into force
unti l  a decade later ,

12. Lezs than a decade later, four different treaty bodies were in existence.
They were, in addition to the Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discrimination! the Group of Three established under the Convention on the
Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of m (resolution 3068 (XXVIII),
annex) t the Sessional Working Group on the Implementation of the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights] and the Human Rights Committee.
The Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination produced a 135 page
report 41 relating to a Convention that by then had 104 States parties, The Group
of Three was concerned with a Convention that had 49 States parties but only five
reports were before it at its 1979 session. It submitted a six-page report to the
Commission on Human Rights (E/CN.4/1328). The Sessional Working Group, which was
assisting the Economic and Social Council to monitor a Covenant that then had
56 States  part ies , met for the first time in 1979 and presented the Council with a
six-page report (E/1979/64),

13. In 1979, the Human Rights Committee was barely three years old and was
mouitoring  a Covenant that then had 58 States parties, almost a quartor  of which
hntl only ratified the Covenant in the preceding two years. Only 21 of them had
r-nt.if  iecl the Optional Protocol and 10 had made the declaration under article 41
(concerning inter-State communications), The latter procedure nad only just
errterecl  into force (in March 1979),  and the Committee had only registered q total
OC 53 communications (relating to 9 States])  under the Optional Protocol. More than
four fifths (a total of 43) of those communications related to only 2 States. By
t.tif! end of 1979 the Committee had adopted only one set of final views under
H r t. i. c 1 e 5 (4) of the Optional Protocol. The adoption of General Comments (under
krt-t.icle  4 0  (4)), an activity which is now regular and of major importance, had not
yet:. begun and there was not even any agreement  as to the method that might be
followed in doing so. The report of the Committee for 1979 was 130 pages in
Length. 5/
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14. *;hus by 1979 the General Assembly was receiving annual reports directly from
only two treaty bodies (the two Committees), although it was also taking note in
its resolutions of the work of the other two bodies (the Group of Three and the
Sessional Working Group). It thus had a total of 276 pages of reports to
consider. Those reports contained no General Comments (adopted by the Human Rights
Committee), no decisions or general recommendations on matters other than
procedural ones (adopted by the Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discriminetion), and only one set of final view3 in response to communications by
individuals. There were a total of 267 States parties to the 4 treaties, making an
ilverage  of 67 per instrument.

IS. By 1989 the human rights treaty system had undergone a major transformation In
comparison with the situation a decade ago. Since al l  o f  the relevant
documentation of current interest is befora th\s General Assembly  and the Commission
on Human Hights at the same time as the present study, it is unnecessary to
describe the s ituation in detai l . Brief ly  stated, there are now six treaty bodies
(with the addition, since 1979, of the Committee on the Elimination of
Discrimination against Women (1982) and the Committee against Torture (19881, as
well as the replacement of the Sessional Working Group by the Committee on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1987). There are a total of 533 States
parties to the 6 instruments (at an average of almost 90 per treaty). The Optional
Protocol has been ratified by double the number of States that had accepted it a
clecade  e a r l i e r , In so far as delegates to the General Assembly or the Commission
endeavour to read the annual reports of all 6 treaty bodies they will be coni’ronted
(on the basis of 1988 figures) with a total of 614 pages.

16. Thus, in quantitative terms, the General Assembly at its forty-fourth session
it;, by comparison with its work-load a decade earlier, expected to consider the
reports of 50 per cent more treaty bodies (from 4 to 6), to deal with instruments
that have double the number of States parties (from 267 to 533) and to read well
ovnr double the amount of documentation (from 276 to 614 pages).

1.7 . It is in the qualitative rather than the quantitative realm, howwver, that the
greatest  change has taken place. By comparison with a decade ago the annual
reports are generally less procedurally oriented and contain far more information
of substantive relevance beyond the confines of the treaty rigime itself. In 1979
none of the treaty bodies had adopted any general. comments. A decade later, the
Hwnnn Rights Committee has adopted 17 such comments, the Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights Committee has adopted one and foreshadowed others, the Committee
ngainst  Torture is empowered by the relevant Convention to adopt General Comments,
t.ha Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women has adopted 13
gonernl recommendations and 2 suggestions, and the Committee on the Elimination of
Rncial Discrimination has adopted 7 general recommendations and a significant
number of decisions, It is not so much the overall number of these types of
st;\tementr;  nor their length that are most significant. Their true relevance lies
in the importance that the respective committees attach to them and the extent to
which they assume that States parties and other interested observers will take

/’ . . .
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account of their conttint  and implications in interpreting or applying the relevant
treaty provisions, They are therefore of cumulative relevance, in the sense that a
full appreciation of the work of a particular Committee in 1989 might require an
understanding of a range of General Comments it has adopted in previous years but
which are not reprinted in its current annual report.

18. In addition to General Comments and other similar statements, the bulk of the
treaty bodies annual reports are taken up by summaries of the consideration of
individual State party reports. As the transition has been made from the
consideration of initial reports to that of periodic reports and a8 the Committees
have become more specific and more sophisticated in their requests for detailed
information, these summaries have also become more complex. In addit ion,  their
relevance is increasingly perceived not to be reetricted  solely to the State party
concerned. They too must thus be taken into account by observers wishing to obtain
a ful l  understanding oC the.Committees’ approach in matters of both normative
(substantive) and procedural import.

19. Finally, the situation in 1989 differs dramatically from t:at of a decade ago
in terms firstly of the sheer volume of individual commun!cations being received by
the Human Rights Committee in particular and 6econdly  of the jurisprudential
siqnificance and complexity of many of the relevant decisions. In its 1988 report,
the Committee noted that. there had been “an exponential growth in the number of
communications submitted to it” and observed that while it had had 33 pending cases
beCore it at the end of 1986, the figures fur the following two years were 49 and
lid respectively. 61 Moreover, in its early years, many of the Committee’6
decisions on the merita dealt with cases of physical and psychological abuse where
the fact6 rather than the law were principally in dispute. Procedural rather than
substantive n,atters  were also often the major focus. In recent years, the range of
i6sues dealt with has increased considerably and the jurisprudential
interpretations adopted by the Committee have sometimes had a significance ranging
Ear beyond the immediate case in hand. In the Committee's 1908 report, for
example, important decisions in response to communications dealt with matters such
R R  the r ights  of  alien6 (or  non-cit izens) ,  the double  jeopardy rule ,  equal ity
before th6 law and the principle of non-discrimination, protection of the family
and of children at the dissolution of marriage and the protection of per6ons
belonging to minorities. Each of these decision6 is therefore of direct importance
t.r) Rpocific activities currently being undertaken in other United Nations human
Lights  forwn6,

20 . A few bare fact6 must suffice to provide an indication of the likely shape of
t-.hf? treaty system five years from now. In the f irst  place, current proposals for
tht?  creation of at least  two more treaty bodies (dealing with the rights of the
child and of migrant workers, respectively)  are likely to have reached fruition by
thilt.  t i m e , bk inging the total to eight. Secondly, tha number of States parties is
likely  to have grown at a steady pace and the extent of reporting obligation6 will
have been extended by the entry into force of the two new treaties. The number of
communications being processed will probably have risen dramatically as the Human

/ . . .
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Rights Committee’s work becomes even better known, as the procedure of the
Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination outlinecl in article 14 of the
relevant Convention moves well beyond its current rather embryonic stage and as the
Committee against Torture begin6 to attract a siaeable number of communications.
There is also good reeson to expect that the rate of acceptance by States of the
special procedures relating to communications will accelerate in the years ahead
compared to the rate achieved over the past decade, Final ly ,  i t  seems hiqhly
likely that the various treaty bodies will be making increasing use of the
technique of adopting General Comments and similar statements. If a l l  o f  these
trends are confirmed, it seems reasonable to predict that the total volume of the
5 annual reports could easily reach 1,000 pages at some point during the 1990s.

21. The past two decades have witnessed a msjor expcrnaion not only in the human
rights treaty system but also in the United Nations human rights proyremme  as a
whole. A similar expansion has also occurred within the framework of other
multilateral groupings. While thnlae  developments are clearly to be welcomed, it is
alao necessary to acknowledge thdt they h6ve helped to render the challenges facing
the treaty bodies considerably more complex than they might otherwise have been.
In the present context it must suffice to note four areas in which particular
expansion has taken place,

22. The first area is human rights standard-setting, which is generally recognised
a6 one of the moat impressive achievements of the United Nations human rights
proyrumme. This activity has yielded not only the treaties on the basis of which
the various treaty supervisory bodies have been established but also a wide range
of other international standards, Thus for example the United Nation6 Quq&&&w
of ..I.n.t6~&~al-~  2.1 contains the texts of 65 different instruments
adopted between 1948 a:d 1986 (as well as 2 others adopted in 1926 and 1930,
respect ively) . While the average rate of adoption of new standards has remained
relat ively  constant  over  this  period, the result  o f  40 years  of  consistent  act ivity
ir; 611 extensive accumulation of standards, which are, in moat cases, of direct
relevance to the work of one or more of the treaty bodies. Although the treaty
hofliea are not called upon to apply, and much less to interpret, any standards
other than those contained in their respective conatitutive instruments, a
familiarity on the part of members of the Committees with all relevant
international standards is  c learly  desirable  in order  to  avoid potential
i.nconfiis  tency and confusion. As the total number of instruments continues to grow,
the c l i f f  iculty of  mastering the relevant.  body of  internationel  legal provisions
i.\.)  I;O increases ,

23 . The second area of expansion of direct relevance to the work of the treaty
bodies concerns the range of activities undertaken by the principal Charter-based
organs and in particular the Commission on Human Rights and the Sub-Commiasion on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities. Over the past decade,
there ha6 been a major expansion in the work of these bodies, particularly in the
context of thematic procedures (dealing with summary or arbitrary executions,

/ . . .
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torture, disappearances and religious intolerance), country-specific procedures,
advisory service activities and atudiesl and standard-eettinq activities  of general
relevance, In monitoring States parties compliance with their treaty obliqationa
it is clearly desirable that each Committee be adequately informed of relevant
developments in these other contexts. This entails, however, the continuing review
of an increasingly voluminous documentation. In addition, there is a growing
tendency for the Commission, the Sub-Commission and the Commiesion on the Status of
Women, as well as various other bodies (in addition, of course, to the General
Assembly and the Rconomic and Social Council), to  address  the act ivit ies  o f  the
treaty bodies  direct ly  in  their  respect ive  resolutions. Whatever the formal status
of such resolutions vhrh-vF6. the individual treaty bodies, the more or lelra
explicit policy auqgeationa they contain clearly need to be taken into account.

24. The third area of expansion concerns the broad range of United Nations
activities about which the treaty bodies Should be reasonably well informed if they
are to be fully effective in their own work, Obvious examples include the
desirability of an awareness on the part of the members of the treaty bodies of the
current position in relation to the drafting of new treaties in the field of human
r iqhts, such as those dealing with the right; of children and migrant workers.
The leas obvious examples include the relevance to the work of the Committee on the
Elimination of Discrimination against Women, for instance, of the activities of a
vast nrray of United Nation6 bodies dealing with women’s issues. Thus, a recent
“cross-organisational  programme analysis of the activities of the United listions
system for the advancement of women” prepared by the Secretary-General identified
over 500 “legis lat ive instruments” (resolutions and decisions, etc.) adopted
primarily during the period 1975 to 1988 (E/198Y/19,  para, 17).  While Committee
members clearly do not require a detailed knowledge of all of these instruments (or
of the programmes to which they have given rise) in order to carry out the tasks
entrusted to them by the Convention, a certain level of awareness is obviously
desirable .

25. The final area of expansion concerns human rights activities being undertaken
in other multilaterel contexts, and particularly by the principal regional
organisations. The General Assembly has consistently emphaairced  the importance
that it 6ttaches to regional human rights initiative6 aa a complement to United
Nations act ivit ies , and the Commission on Human Rights has regularly receivecl
information from, and heard intervention6 by, representatives of the Council of
Europe, the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) and the Orqanization of American
St.at.os  (OAS) . Over the past decade, in particular, both the Inter-American
Commission und Court of Human Right6 and the European Commission and Court of Human
Rights have built up an impressive human rights jurisprudence in interpreting
instruments that contain many provisions similar to those contained in United
Nations human rights treaties. The recent establishment of the African Commission
on Human and Peoples’ Rights will contribute further to building up this body of
jurisprudence. While it must be emphasiaed that it would be entirely inappropriate
to assume that the approach adopted by a regional organ on the basis of a regional
treaty could simply be transposed automatically to the international level (Or ViCa
versa), it is nevertheless appropriate and useful for the different bodies to be
kept reasonably well informed of one another’s activities. In addition to the
principal  regio:lal  b o d i e s , reference can also be ma& to the relevance of the work

/ . I .
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of the committees of experts of the International Labour Orqaniastion (ILO) and the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Giqaniaation  (UNESCO) that are
responsible  for  monitoring States  part ies ’ compliance with a range of relevant
human rights-related treaty obl igations.

C, m.treatvsYstemas-acclrnetstoneofthe
hwnanr.i.~nroarMlme

26. As noted earlier, i t  it; true in a str ict  legal  sense  that  the output  of  each
trnnty body is  of  direct  applicabi l i ty  only in connection ith the performance of
the speci f ic  tasks accorded to  i t  in  the relevant  treaty. Thus, it can be argued
that the approaches that it adopts end the jurisprudtnce  ‘-.hat emerges from its
various activities are of direct relevance only to those States which have ratified
the treaty and then only in situations in which the treaty riqime is clearly
applicable. However , such a narrow, l ega l i s t i c  characterization  o f  the  r o l e  o f  the
treaty bodies is artificial at best, and misleading at worst. Taken to  i ts  logical
extreme it could, for example, be used to  just i fy  the conclusion that  the ef fect ive
Eunct.ioninq  of a given treaty body is of no particular concern to tha policy-making
organs or that the interpretation accorded to a particular norm by the appropriate
treaty body should not necessarily affect, in any way, the approach to an identical
or very similar norm by another body (whether a policy-making organ or another
treaty body). However, propositions such as these have been consistently
contradicted by the policy and practice of virtually all of the relevant bodies,

27, Several examples are sufficient to demonstrate the extent to which the treaty
bodies have come to be seen as an indispensable cornerstone  for the activities of
the United Nations human rights programme as a whole. In the case of the Human
Rights Committee, the Secretary-General noted in his i986 address to the General
Asslsmbly  on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary cf the adoption of the
Covenants that the Committee had contributed significantly to the further
elaboration of international human rights law in key areas (A1411PV.54, p, 5).
Similarly, the Committee itself has defined the prospective audience of its
decisions under the Optional Protocol broadly by notlnq that their ready
i~v~~ilahility had been of great value to government departments, researchers and the
general  public .  J/ The assumption that the work OK the Committee is of major and
direct relevance to the United Nations programme as a whole is perhaps most clearly
c+xprassed  in Economic and Social Council resolution 198714, in which, inte--aJJ.a,
it: welcomed the continuing efforts of the Human Rights Committee to strive for
uniI:orm standards in the implementation of the Covenant and appealed to other
hodies dealing with similar questions of human rights to respect those uniform
:i t.P\ndnrds  , as expressed in the General Comments of the &man Rights Committee.
Given the Council ’s specific co-ordinction mandate in the field of human rights,
r;uch an expression 0E pol icy is  of  particular s ignif icance,

20. The woe-k  of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women
hat; also assumed major significance far beyond the immediate confines of the
re Levant  treaty rbgime, in the context of a broad range of international activities
touching on the issue of non-discrimination against women. As the Director of the
Division for the Advancement oE Women noted at trle opening of the Committee’s

/ . . .



A/44 /660
Lnglish
Page 18

eighth aeaaion, the Committea’s work has come to have an extremely important
mul t ip l i er  ef fec t  in  the  de f in i t ion  of  g loba l  policiua. p/ S imi lar ly ,  the
important relationship between the work of the Canmittee  and that of other relevant
bodies har been noted by the Cammiasion  on the Status of Women, which haa  indicated
in itr resolution 33/3 that it rharee the concern exprerrred  by the Committee that
itr recommendations be contbi,*tunt  with recommendations adopted by intergovernmental
bodier  dealing with the advancement of women or human righta issues.

29. Two final examplea  of interaction between the treaty and policy-making organs
may be noted. The f irst  concsrns the overlap between the act ivit ies  of the
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the study on the right to
adequate food aa a human right prepared by Mr. Asbjorn Rio@, Special Rapporteur of
the Sub-Commiraion on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities
(E/CN.4/Sub.2/1987/23). That study was specifically drawn to the attention cf the
Committee by the Economic end Social  Council, which i n  i t s  r e s o l u t i o n  1988133
invited the Committee to submit its observation6 therecn to the Council. In or&w
to rerpond to the Council ’s request, the Committee invited the Special Rapporteur
to make a presentation and to engage in a dialogue with it on the study J,Q/.
Similarly the Committee decided at its third session to invite the Sub-Commission’s
Special Rapporteur on the reba3leation  of economic, racial  and cultural  r ights to
address the Committee at an ,,ppropriate  time. U/ The second  example concerna the
overlap between the activities of the Committee against Torture and those of the
Special Rapporteur of the Commirrion  on Human Right6 on questiona relating to
torture, Mr. Kook jmans. At its second session, the Committee held an exchange of
views with Mr. Kooijmans during which it was noted that their respective functions
and mandatea were different.. but complementary in some respects. Members of the
Committee concluded that it waa important to maintain contact in order to find the
best means of achieving en-ordination and complemrntarity. A21

30. The conclusion to be drawn from this review of current practice is that the
work of the treaty bodies Is inevitably becoming increasingly intertwined with the
overall human rights programme of the United Nations. This  f a c t  i s  a l so  c l ear ly
acknowledged in the report cf the second meeting of parsons chairing the treaty
bodies  (A/44/98) . This phenomenon has a number of important consequences which are
considered in the remainder of the present study.

111. REPORTING BY STATE6 PARTIES

31. The development of reporting systems lies at the very heart of the
international system for the promotion and protsction  of respect for human rights.
The establishment of such a system, related to the prtivisions of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, was proposed within the United Nations as early as
1951 (see  E/CN.4/517,  p .  2 ) . A comprehensive periodic reporting system was
subsequently established withiu the framework of the Commission on Human Rights in
1956 by its resolution 1 (XIf). The objectives sought to be achieved by this
system were not narrowly conceived. On the contrary, they included, in addition to
establishing an embryonic form of accountability by StAtea in connection with their

/ . . .



A/44/668
English
Page 19

responsibilities  under Articles 55 and 56 of the Charter of the United Nations the
gosls of providing an incentive to Governments’ effortal  constituting a source of
itrformation  for United Nations human rights activities in general) helping States
to identify areas in which they might benefit from the provision of advisory
services by the Secretary-Generals  and facilitating an exchange of information and
ideas in the human rights area.

32 * Nevertheless despite thG widespread support in principle for the ad
reporting system, it  did not  function especial ly  wel l  irr pract ice . As a
consequence, the former Director of the United Nations Division of Human Rights
concluded with deep regret in the early 1970s that the reporting system had “been
alItowed  to wither away without having been given a fair chance”. U/ In effect,
however, that system he6 subsequently been replaced by the various reporting
procedures established within the context of the treaties that have entered into
force beginning in the late 1960s. The central importance of the new procedures
has frequently been affirmed by the General Assembly including most recently in its
resolution 431115, in the preamble of which it recognised thatt

“The effective implementation of instruments on human rights, involving
periodic reporting by States parties to the relevant treaty bodies and the
efficient functioning of the treaty bodies themselves, not only enhances
international accountability in relation to the protection and promotion of
human rights but also provides States parties with a valuable opportunity to
review policies and programmes affecting the protection and promotion of human
rights and to make any appropriate adjustments”.

It is noteworthy that even Siates parties that have experienced difficulties in
complying with their reporting obligations have acknowledged the value of the
procedure, Thus, as one such Government (told the Human Rights Committee in 1988,
the system has the merit of encouraging the carrying out of “a kind of examination
of conscience demanded by the international community". ;hB/

33. In an attempt to shed additional light on the various functions performed by
reporting systems, the first General Comment adopted by the Committee on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights sets out a variety of objectives, which, in the view ot
the Committee, should be served by reporting. fi/ To a large extent these
objec:tives  would seem to be applicable to all of the reporting systems covered by
t:.hs  present study. The following excerpts from the General Comment provide an
i ndicat.ion  of its content:

"2 * A fi.rsf_..aki_e..cti.~e.,  which is  of  part icular  relevance to  the init ial  report
required to be submitted within two years of the Covenant’s entry into force
for the State party concerned, is to ensure that a comprehensive review
undertaken with respect to national legislation, administrative rules and
procedures, and pract ices  in an ef fort  to  ensure the ful lest  possible
conformity with the Convenant . . .

"3 , A ~p~&~&&.~v_e.  is to ensure that the State party monitors the actual
situation with respect to each of the rights on a regular basis and is thus
aware of the extent to which the various rights are, or are not, being enjoyed
by al l  i tdividuals  within i ts  territory or  under i ts  jurisdict ion .  .  .
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"4. While monitoring is designed to give a detailed overview of the existing
situation, the principal value of such an overview is to provide the basis for
the elaboration of clearly stated and carefully targeted policies, including
the establishment of priorities which reflect the provisions of the Covenant.
Therefore, a third obiective of the reporting process is to enable the
Government to demonstrate that such principled policy-making has in fact been
undertaken . . .

"5. A fourth obiective of the reporting process is to facilitate public
scrutiny of government policies with respect to economic, social and cultural
rights and to encourage the involvement of the various economic, social and
cultural sectors of society in the formulation, implementation and review of
the relevant policies . . . 1

"6. A fifth objective is to provide a basis on which the State party itself,
as well as the Committee, can effectively evaluate the extent to which
progress has been made towards the realization of the obligations contained in
the Covenant . . .

"8. A sixth obiective is to enable the State party itself to develop a better
understanding of the problems and shortcomings encountered in efforts to
realize progressively the full range of economic, social and cultural
rights . . .

"9. A seventh objective is to enable the Committee, and the States parties as
a whole, to facilitate the exchange of information among States and to develop
a better understanding of the common problems faced by States and a fuller
appreciation of the type of measures which might be taken to promote effective
realixation of each of the rights contained in the Covenant . ..'I

B. Current oroblems of reoortina Drocedures

34. As noted in the introduction to the present study, a variety of problems have
been encountered in recent years in the operation of the various reporting
procedures. Since these have been described in some detail in the report of the
second meeting of the persons chairLAg the human rights treaty bodies and in the
reports of each of the relevant Committees, it is unnecessary to cover the same
ground here. It must suffice to note that the principal manifestations of the
problems are inadequate or unsatisfactory reports and the non-submission of
reports. While the former problem has been the subject of frequent comments in the
various committees, its magnitude cannot readily be measured. The latter problem,
however, can be quantified. Thus, as at 1 June 1988, when 146 States were parties
to one or more of 6 treaties covered by the present study, the number of overdue
reports totalled 626 (leaving aside zhe Convention against Torture, under which
reports were not yet due as at that date). This compared to a total of 460 overdue
reports 2 years earlier (when only 3 less States were involved). u/ As at
September 1989, there were 195 reports overdue from 87 States parties to the
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination.
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At the same time, 44 rrportls  w e r e  overdue from 37 State8  parties to tha
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

35. In the following review of some of the dimenaiona of tha current problema  it
would seem appropriate to bear in mind two factors. The f irst  ir that  the
r e p o r t i n g  sylrtem, for  all  it8 shortcominga or  weaknearea,  haa developed very
rapidly in leaa than two decades and that it haa, in a number of respecta,
eurpalrred  the expectation6 that might reaaonably have been held out for it
o r ig ina l ly , Thus, the principles underlying the ayatem  remain valid. What ia
required is not a sweeping overhaul but a ryrtematic endeavour to respond to
changing circumatancea. The second factor is that there is evidence to support the
exi6tsnce  of a poritive  correlation between the efficiency and effectivenear  of
reporting rystema  and the extent to which State8 parties take their reporting
obl igationa seriously. The moat important implicationa of this propoaition nre
that the treaty bodierr themrelver can play an important part in resolving  aome  of
the existing problema and that one of the best ways of doing IIO ir to demonrtratr
that the rerults  achieve& by the procerrs  justify the efforts made by Stateo  partierr
to comply fully with their obligations. Seen from a different angle, thin alao
implies that any measurea designed to make the system more effective by being leas
demanding may well be counterproductive.

c. Thr o f  co- aver

36. It haa been ruggested  with increasing frequency in recent year8  that one of
the moat rignificant problema  facing States partiea is the cumulative impact of the
demand6  placed upon them for reporting on human right8 matterr. while the focur of
the prerent study irr limited in acope, it should be noted that such problema of
proliferation a r e  by no means limited to the human rights field. u/

37. The problem of proliferating requests for human rights report8  ia a
multifaceted one. Viewed from the perspective of a specific State, requeate  may
emanate from any or all of the following aource8: (a) United Nation6 treaty
bodieot (b) United Nations policy-making organ8 and moat notably the Commission on
Human Rights and the Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection
of Minorities and their respective subsidiary bodies; (c) specialised agsncier  and
in particular IL0 and UNESCOz  (d) regional human rights treaty bodieot  and
(e) regional human rights policy-making organs. A variety of other, lerr formally
inatitutionaliaed  8ourcea  of  requests  for  information could alao be  c i ted.  Some of
the non-treaty-based procedures are in effect quite formal. An example is the
procedures for the effective implementation of the Standard Minimum Rule6 for the
Treatment of Priaonera, adopted by the Economic and Social Council in its
resolution 1984/47  and endorsed by the General Aaeembly in re8olution  391118 of
14 December 1984. Under those procedures, Governments are requested, titer ti,
to respond to the Secretary-General’s periodic inquiries o n  the implementation of
the Rules and on difficulties encountered. In addition, new proporrals  for similar
procedure8 relating to non-binding standards continue to be made in various
contexts. An example is the drafting of a declaration on the rights of indigenous
populationa in connection with which the need for an effective implementation
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mechanism has frequently been stressed in the Working Group on Indigenous
Populations.

38. The cwnulative  burden of these various procedure8 (each of which is no doubt
easi ly  justi f iable  in i ts  own right)  is  also  greatly  exacerbated by the fact  that
States which have ratified the International Covenant8 on Human Rights also tend t>
have a significantly higher rate of adherence to human rights treaties generally
than do those which have not. In the present context, it need hardly be said that
there is a fundamental difference between reporting obligations undertaken by
.virtue of treaty ratification (or accession) and request8 for report8 that emanate
from other source8. Nevertheless, this difference might not always be uppermost in
the minds of those national off i vials who are inundated with requests for
iniarmation. Thus, one means by which to reduce the overall pressure  placed upon
1bc! re8pOnBible authorities at the national level would to be seek to reduce or
rationalize  the number of &_hpc;  requects  for information generated by the
policy-making organs. In that regard, it may be that greater u8e should be made by
the latter of information provided to the treaty bodies (assuming, of cour8e, that
States which are not parties to the relevant treaties would still  bo asked to
provide the inEormation  requ:recl) .

.lcJ  . In general terms, three metisures have been identified with a view to reducing
the considerable reporting burden already borne by many Stetes. The  f i r s t  i s  t o
extend the periodicitp of reporting. This has been done directly by the Committee
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, which h3s moved from a three-year to a
five-year cycle (although the five-yearly reports are to be comprehensive, wnereas
each of the three-yearly reports dealt only with dne third of the substantive
articles in Part III of the Covenant). In addition, the Committee on the
Elimination of Racial Discrimination has also eased the burden on States parties by
introducing, in August 1988, a revised system providing for the submission of
c!omprehensive  reports every four years (instead of two years) with brief update
report8 t@ be submitted in the interv31. Furtherr..ore, a t  i t s  f o r ty - f i f th  sess i on ,
the Commission on Human Right6 approved a recommendation made by the Group of Three
requesting the States parties to the Convention against u-.&J to submit their
periodic  report8 at  four-year intervals , on the understanding that they may submit
3clditional  information to the Group at any time in the intervening period. As 3
result: of these changes the periodicity under all of the instrwljents  has become
c:.losely co-ordinated. Reporting under the two Covenants is now required at
five-year  interval8 and under each of t.he othe. four conventions at four-ye3r
i.nt,ervaXs.

40. In time, considerable advantages may be expected to flow from this less
dt!m~r~tl.ing  and more closely co-ordinated periodicfty. In draftilly  future treat ies ,
however, consideration should be given to vesting a degree of. discretion in the
treaty body as to the periodicity of reporting. ;LB/ This would ensure that the
system has a built-in element of flexibility- while at the sane time not simply
permitting the meetit:ys  of States parties to determine for themselves how
frequently (or infrequently) they might wish to report.

4 1. The second meascrre  designed to reduce the burden on States, or at least to
spread it more evenly over time, is to seek to ensure that the due date for a given

/ . . .
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State party’8 reports  under the different treaties is staggered a8 far 88
possible . Once the treaty system ha8 begun to make effective use of
computerisation  it should be relatively easy to work out a co-ordinate8  schedule
for each State.

42. The third measure is to seek to reduce the extent of overlapping reporting
requirements, an issue to which we now turn.

43 I Perhaps the most important, but also the most difficult, way of reducing the
overall  reporting burden on States is to encourage the respective treaty bodies as
well as the States parties themselves to adopt measures designed to reduce the
overlapping of existing reporting demands, The easiest way of doing this is
through the harmonisation and consolidation of the reporting guidelines. Thia is
only feasible, however, with respect  to what may be termed the “country profile” or
the initial part of each State party’s report. That approach ha8 been endoreed  in
principle by the two meetings of the persons chairing the treaty bodies (see
A/39/404, par-a.  29, and A/44/90, para. 79) and ha6 been considered in detail by
each of the Committees during the course of 1989. The adoption of such an approach
can be expected to save time for the reporti.ng State and to ensure that each
(lommittee is presented with a reasonably comprehensive general profile of the State
party. It does not go very far, however, in tackliny the larger problem of
cluplicatlon,

44. The problem of overlapping competence8 among the various treaty bodies is an
inevitable consequence of the approach adopted by the United Nations compared to
that of,  for example, the Council of Europe, While the latter started with a
6ir.gle care treaty (the European Convention on Human Rights) and has subsequently
expanded its scope by adding concentric circle8 around the core, the United Nations
chose instead to supplement its two principal Covenants with a series of
independent and increasingly narrowly focused inst.ruments dealing in more detail,
or  with greater  speci f ic i ty ,  with issues that ,  to  a  s ignif icant  extentr  are  also
dealt with in the Covenants. Moreover, since each instrument 4.8 deeigned  80 that a
State could become a party to it without necessarily being a party to any of the
ot.her treaties and since each treaty body is entirely separate from the others,
overiapping  competences  are  ef fect ively  ensured.

45. The nature and extent of the problem are best illustrated by taking an
excunple. Many different right6 could be used for the purpose but the right to
Freedom of association is probably as good as any. The right ie recognised in f ive
of the six treaties covered by the present study. It  ie also  contained in each of
the draft convention8 dealing with the right8 of the child and of migrant workers
respect ively . Moreover, the two principal IL0 Convention8 dealing wit-h that right
have (as at 1 January 1989) been ratified by 99 Gtates  (in the case of Convention
No. R7 of 1948 on Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise)
and 115 St.ates (in the case of Convention No. 98 of 1.949 on the Right to Organise
and Collective Bargaining), ;L9/ Thus any State that is a party to all or most of
t.hese  treaties is obligated to submit periodic reports under each and every one of
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them detailing the eituation  with reapei!t  to,  3nt9r-&Lia, the right to freedom oE
associat ion,

4G. The principle of non-discrimination is dealt with b:- an even larger number of
treaties and gives rise to even more complex questions relating to the overlapping
competence6 of different treaty bodies. Some inz’ication  of the overall extent of
overlapping among the six United Nations treaty bodies is provided by an analysis
undertaken by the Secretary-General (E/C,12/1989/3)  in response to a request by the
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, endorsed hv the Economic and
Social  Counci l  in  i ts  resolution 198814,  that  a  report  be  prepared “showing clearly
the extent and nature of any overlapping  of issues dealt with in the principal
human r iqhts treaties, with a view to reducing, as appropriate, duplication in the
different supervisory bodies of issues raised with respect to any given State
par ;y” ,

4’1. Tackling the problem of overlapping competences  ie however far more difficult
than ascertaining its extent. The principal  di f f iculty is  that ,  in  formal  terms,
each treaty const itutes  n seydrate  legal  regime with i ts  own precise  obl igations,
Ltri own specific normative formulations, its own set of States parties and its own
morrItorJ.ng  body. Thus, for example., in response to a suggest.ion that it shoul:l  not
be necessary to provide information to the Human Rights Committee on matters on
which a report will be made to another treaty body, a member of the Committee ha6
rl~c:antly written:

“How can it be right, as a matter of law or otherwise, that States enter into
an obligation to provide information and submit to examination under Treaty A,
but declare that unnecessary in part because of new arrangemen,  entered in:o
with certain other States under Treaty El7 Even were the monitoring and
compliance provisions in the later treaty equally effective (which is not
generally the case) the suggestion is unacceptable. States will find a rather
firm response from the Committee on Human Rights to this proposal as to how
future reporting s;lould be handled: the integrity of the Covenant
implementing procedure6 would seem to be at stake.” ZQ/

48, Yet this response would 6eem to be baaed upon A misunderstanding of the
proposals that have been made and that do, in  fact ,  appear to  o f fer  the best
mr!cli\un-term  eolution to the problem. The proposal is not tilat.  State6 parties
!;hr)ulrl  be exempted from their reporting obligations under one treaty because they
tlilve  i:\l.ready  reported under a different treaty. Rather it is that where a State
~RZ; already provided information in a report to one treaty body that it.  believes
!;houlcI  also be taken into account by another treaty body, the relevant information
nuod not be submitted and reproduced twice (or oven several times). Instead a
reference to the other report should suffice. Such a procedure in no way
trhnllenges or undermines the authority of a treaty body to request whatever
additional information it requires and nor does the consideration of the
information by one treaty body in any way prejudice the approach that another
t.r-enty  body might adopt towards the same information. It is thus fully compatible
wit.h t.he preservation of the autonomy of each treaty body, 211

/ . . .
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49. A comparable cross-referencing procedure is even expressly provided for in
article 1’1 (3) of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights (see General Assembly resolution 2200 (XXI), annex), which states that1

“Where relevant information has previously been furnished to the United
Nations or to any specialised agency by any State Party to the present
Covenant, it will not be necessary to reproduce that information, but a
precise  reference to  the information so  furnishod wil l  suf f ice . ”

The nppropriatenesfi  of moving towards a more concerted crosd-referencing system may
be i l lustrated by the case of  chi ldren ’s  r ights . Once the draft convention on the
rights of the child (E/CN.4/1989/29)  has been adopted and has entered into force,
States parties to that convention which are also parties to the two Covenants will
be axpected  to report to three different treaty bodies on vary similar issues.
Indeed, the Human Rights Committee’s recently adopted General Comment No. 17 (35)
on article 24 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights raises
many of the same issues that are specifically addressed in the draft convention
(nee CCPR/C/21/Add.7). Under the circumstances, it would seem unnecessary, having
first required a State to report in great detail to the proposed committee on the
rights of  the chi ld , to then require that it reproduce much the same information in
a different report to the Human Rights Committee. Moreover, similar information
could also be roquested by the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
under article 10 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights 8

50. The same issue of duplication also arises in connection with some of the human
rights treaties adopted under the auspicss of ILO, A good example is the recent
general recommendation No. 13 (eighth session 1989) by the Committee on the
Elimination of Discrimination against Women, in which it recommended in paragraph 1
that:

“In order to implement fully the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Discrimination against Women, those States parties that have not yet ratified
IL0 Convention No. 100 should be encouraged to do so”, 221

Having thus encouraged ratification of IL0 Convention No. 100 (which concerns Equal
Remuneration for Men and Women Workers for Work of Equal Value), the Committee
could reasonably be expected to consider permitting States parties that have
ratified both Conventions to refer to the information already provided to IL0 in
t:ho~e  parts of their reports to the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination
r-\clirinst  Women that deal with equal remuneration for work of equal value. A similar
c\pproach  might also L\ considered by the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights in connection with IL0 Conventions that are of direct relevance to the
rights contained in articles 6 to 9 of the Covenant (dealing with the rights to
work, to just and reasonable conditions of work and to social security, as well as
w.Lth  t.rade  un ion  r ights ) .

51. The difficult part of this proposal to encourage cross--referencing is how best
to  faci l i tate  i ts  implementation. Appropriate efforts can be made at three
d i f f e rent  l eve l s . Probably the most important level ie that of the States parties

/ . . .
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thamsslves, Each State should, on the basis of the instruments that it has
ri-rt.iCiecl or proposes to ratify in the near future, seek to identify the instances
in which cross-referancing can be used effectively and appropriately and draw up
i t.s reports accordingly. 23/ While some States have already begun to do this it is
inevitably going to be difficult to achieve for those States which have very
limited resources available to devote to reporting. This might therefore be an
i\lnn in which advisory services provided by the Centre for Human Rights could be of
pai-titular  relevance. In broad terms the principle that “the specific takes
priority  ovor  the general”  (AIC.314315,  annex,  p, 12) is an appropriate rule of
thumb to guide efforts to reduce duplication. Care must nevertheless be taken to
clvoicl elovating such a rule of thumb to the status of a hard and fast rule.
Mo reeve r , as noted above, the use of cross-referencing must not be interpreted as
H 1 iminatinq  the need (i .e, the obligation) to report to a particular body but
simply as providing a less burdensome means of doing so,

!i2 . The second level at which action may be taken is that of the treaty bodies.
F:i\ch  Committee could be asked to consider providing some guidance to States parties
with respect to appropriate instances of cross-referencing that might be taken into
nccount . In this respect the possible computerisation of the work of the treaty
bodies  would obviously  greatly  faci l i tate  any ef forts  in this  direct ion,

!):I I The third level  is  that  of  the special ised agencies  and,  in particular ,  ILO.
In 1969 the International Labour Office undertook a detailed and precise
“(.:omp~+rat.ivs  Analysjs of the International Covenants on Human Rights and
1 ht.crnntional  Labour Conventions and Recommendations”. a/ That analysis  could be
of qreat  assistance in guiding the approach adopted by each of the treaty bodies tv
t.Iir!  use of IL0 standards and information provided by States parties thereto, The
office should therefore be encouraged to consider the preparation of an updated and
excpnnded  analysis that would take account of all of the six United Nations treaties
c:ovt>I*ecl  by the present study, Other relevant agencies could undertake similar
nni\lyses to  the extent  that  i t  is  fe lt  that  dupl icat ion in report ing could
1I.I  timntoly  be reduced as a result,

IV. FUNCTIONING OF TREATY BODIES: FINANCIAL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

A, Fin.anc.ial..  .ax.rangemaa.ts_.f  m. .bp.th enis ting .md
yrosps.ctive  traaty  -hodiQs

1, A tywlogy  c& .u.mngenmt s

‘I4 * The methods appliad  under different human rights instruments for financing the
,\(‘t  ivi t ies of the relevant treatlr bodies have been described in detail in a note by
t t1t1  Secretnry-General to the Economic and Social Council (E/1989/85). In essence,
t hI rfa tli ffersnt t.ypss of arrangements have bean adoptsdr

(n) Funding ent.irely  from the regular budget of the United Nations. This is
t tlta ctlse for the Human Rights Committee (with a very minor exception), 251 the
I.:~~owJmlc, Social and Cultural Rights Committee, the Committee on the Eliminat:..  : of
Ili:;c:r imiscltion nyainst  Women, and thu Group of Three. 261
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(h) Funding partly from the regular budget and partly from States parties.
This is the case for the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination,
although States parties are required to cover only the trnvel  and subsistence
expenses of Committee members, which amount to roughly 10 per cent of the total
tests.

(c) Funding entirely  from States  part ies . This is the case for the Committee
,ygninst  Torture and is also one of the two options that remain in square brackets
in both of the draft conventions dealing respectively with the rights of the chilcl
i\IlCl  of migrant workers. Also in this category is the Commission against &&&h&i%
in Sports, which will soon be established pursuant to article 11 of the
Intarnational  Convention against &~arfhald  in Sports (resolution 40164 C, annex, of
10 December 1985),  which entered into force on 3 April 1988. That future treaty
body was not included in the terms of reference for the present study and is thus
not. specifically dealt with herein.

2 .  msncountersdin

‘j!i I Three separate factors have contributed to the finance-related problems
experienced by the treaty bodies in recent years. The f irst  is  the general
financial crisis of the United Nations, which has led to a major reduction in the
level of available funding and has necessitated cuts affecting, inter-,  the
treaty bodies. The second is the failure of some Statea parties to pay their
assessed contrih  kions due in accordance with the relevant treaty obligations. The
th i rd  fa c to r ,  WI .h is closely related to the other two, concerns the expanding
needs of the tr lty bodies to enable them to deal with an ever-growing work-load.
As I\ result  of these factors most of the treaty bodies have been significantly
krffectud in one way or another.

5G. Thus, the Human Rights Committee had its scheduled autumn session cancelled in
1966  and was only able to convene one of its two pre-sessional working groups prior
to its twenty-ninth, thirt ieth and thirty- f irst  sessions. It noted in its 1988
report that “one working group could not cope adequately with the large volume of
pre -sessional preparatory work”. a/

57 . The Economic, Social and Cultural Rights Committee has not suffered any
cutbacks but its requests for a longer session or an additional extraordinary
session have not been endorsed, because of  f inancial  constraints . Similarly,  the
(:ommitt.ee  on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women has been unable to
mer+t for as long as it would have wished. Thus, for example, no action was taken
in response to its request for eight additional meetings (four days) for its 1909
!;~~t;t;~OIl. I ts  problems with staf f ing also  led i t  at  i ts  e ighth session to  give
!;t.rong support to the proposal that financial arrangements be made that would
cni\bln  i t  t o  opera te  e f f e c t i ve ly . The Group of Three has not been directly
;:\rI:ac:t.ed  by  the  f inanc ia l  c r i s i s .

!ifi , The Commit.tee  against Torture was prevented from holding a second session in
L!)IIH and its first session was of only one week’s duration. As a result, reports
:.iubmit:ted  by States parties in June 1988 could not be considered by the Committee
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until April 1989. The Chairman of the Committee has already observed that, without
the co-operation of States parties “in faithfully discharging their  f inancial
obl igations the long-term viabi l i ty  of  all  the act ivit ies  envisaged under the
Convention, including its reporting procedures, could not be guaranteed” (A/44/98,
pare .  45). Given the severe and persistent difficulties experienced by the
Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination in this regard, it would be
surprising i f  such problems did not arise within the foreseeable future.

59. The Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination has long suffered
from financial uncertainties caused by the non-payment of contributions by States
parties, but problems were avoided until the end of 1985 through the practice of
funds being advanced from the United Nations General Fund pending receipt of
outstanding contributions. The financial crisis put an end to that practice and,
as a result, the Committee’s 1986 summer session had to be cancelled. I t  way
therefore unable to report to the General Assembly on its activities for the year,
as required under the Convention. Urgent appeals launched by the meeting of States
parties to the Convention as well as by the General Assembly succeeded i n  reducing
the arrears from $262,611 (as at 16 June 1986) to $159,319 (as at 31 July 1987).
Despite that reduction, the Secretary-General announced that, as at the end of June
1987, the funds available fell drastically short of the funds required to convene
the Committee’s next session. Nevertheless, following consultations and in view of
some promises of early payment, the Secretary-General authorized a reduced session
of one week in August 1987 to enable the Committee to adopt its 1986-1987
r e p o r t .  281

60. At that session, the Committee also adopted a decision in which it expressed
grave concern at the fact that, “in spite of all the urgent appeals made by the
General Assembly, the meetings of States parties, the Secretary-General and the
Committeo itself f o r  payment of assessed contributions under the Convention, the
situation impeding the proper functioning of the Committee continues to
deter iorate” . 2.91  It accordingly recommended to the General Assembly tnat,
“pending a ful ly  sat isfactory solution to  the present  di f f icult ies ,  i t  consider
authorising  the Secretary-General to continue advancing the expenses of the members
of the Committee, as was done in the past”. a/ The Assembly did not endorse that
recommendation and, as at 1 September 1988, outstanding assessments stood at
$149,328. During that year, the Committee was able to hold only one Lc:duced
session of two weeks’ duration. The Secretary-General informed it at the time that
thereafter the actual convening and duration of the sessions scheduled for the
C uture “would depend on the receipt and availability of sufficient contributions
from States parties”. aQ/ In its 1988 report the Committee reiterated its appeal
to the General Assembly to authorise the Secretary-General to ensure its financing
on a temporary basis until a more permanent solution could be found. 3U
Subsequently, the twelfth meeting of States parties to the Convention decided that,
as nn exceptional measure, the Committee should if possible hold one extended
session in 1989. 221 This approach was reiterated by the General Assembly in
paragraph 8 of its resolution 43196 of 8 December  1988. Accordingly, a four-week
session was held despite the fact that, as at 14 August 1989, total arrears had
increased beyond the level of the previous year to $172,560.

/ . *.
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61. The Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination has thus been hit
harder than any of the other treaty bodies, as a result of the financing system
established by the Ccnvention and the failure of a sieeabla number of States
parties to pay their assessed contributions. The consequences have not been
infiignif icant. The entire supervisory system provided for in the Convention has
been placed in a limbo of uncertainty with neither States parties nor Committee
members knowing exactly whether scheduled sessions would actually take place, and
Lf s o , for how lcng. By the end of 1988 the Committee had accumulated a backlog of
04 reports (from 54 States parties) and the representatives of many States had to
postpone the presentation of reports before the Committee, In addition, the
Committee was forced to devote considerable time to matters of financing at the
expense of substantive discussions, and the consideration of its report by the
General Assembly was dominated by the same issrle.

62 . It seems clear after several successive years in which appeals have been
launched, both directly and through various intermediaries, without success, that
the existing system is unlikely to be workable in the years ahead. The reasons for
non-payment by the States parties concerned are unclear although various theories
have been put forward. The suggestion that there is a significant correlation
between the States parties that have not paid their assessed contributions and
those which have failed to Submit reports is only partially borne out by a careful
comparison of the relevant lists. There is, however, a clear preponderance of
Aeveloping  countries on the financial arrears list and this might suggest that
general  international  f inancial  condit ions,  including the debt  cr is is ,  are an
important factor, But that explanation is also only partly satisfactory given the
very small amounts (well under a few hundred dollars annually) involved in the vast
majority  of  case6. Whatever combination of reasons may be identified, however, the
fact. remains that existing avenues of recourse have failed and the Committee
remsins in an extromely precarious situation,

G3. The most constructive approach therefore would seem to be to explore
alternative legal and administrative measures, as the General Assembly acknowledged
in paragraph 10 of its resolution 43/96, But such an exploration will only be
useful if undertaken as part of an overall set of solutions to the closely
interrelated problems confronting the treaty monitoring system as a whole.

firl I Before examining the various options that might be available in that regard,
it is appropriate to complete the broader picture by noting that the General
Ast;smbly  is already being asked at its forty-fourth session to determine whether a
tl~w trenty body (the committee on the rights of the child) should be created and,
ilI s o , on the basis of what financial arrangements. The two alternatives contained
in the draft convention reflect respectively t.he model of the Human Rights
Committee  (entire regular budget funding) or that of the Committee against Torture
(entire State party funding). Moreover, the same alternatives seem likely to
emerge from the drafting of the international convention on the protection of the
rights of all migrant workers and their families, the final versjon of which could
porllaps be before the General Assembly at its forty-fifth session. Any solution to
the financial problems of the existing treaty bodies would thus need to take these
factors into account as well.

/ 0 , .
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65. Leaving aside for the moment the specific characteristics of the present
situation, it would seem useful to review some of the main arguments that have been
put forward in favour of the two principal alternative approaches to financing. In
general terms, at least three types of reason have been adduced in favour of State
party funding. They aret (a)  that ,  as  a  matter  of princi-le,  only the
bene f i c iar i es  o f  a  t rea ty  rigime (i.e. the parties) should pay for its
implementation; (b) that qoais  of cosi-cutting and efficiency are better served by
State party rather than regular budget funding; and (c) that regular budget funding
constitutes an open-ended budqetary commitment and sets a precedent that ensures
that each and every future treaty body will be financed by the United Nations,

66. The first of these arguments is, at least in part, an unsurprising reflection
of the view increasingly widely shared among economists that the user should pay
the cost of any given service or activity in order to ensure that appropriate
incentives to efficiency are not undermined. In the human rights treaty area the
assumption is that those States which voluntarily become parties to a particular
treaty should automatically expect to assume the burden involved in financing the
costs of the relevant treaty body. It must be observed, however, that any attempt
to draw direct analogies between the field of human rights and fields such as
pol lution, communications, trade, agriculture and so on is fraught with danger.
The political dynamics are very different, for reasons that require no elaboration,
and the element of individual self-interest on the part of any given State is
dramatically less important.

61. Nevertheless, provided that  the principle  is  stated suff ic iently  broadly,  i t
is indeed applicable in the human rights field. The indispensable element,
however , is to recognise  that the principal beneficiaries of a human rights treaty
r6gime are , first and foremost, the international community as a whole and secondly
those individuals and groups whose human rights are promoted and protected as a
result . I t  is  therefore the principal  benef ic iary - the international community -
that. should bear the cost involved. This proposition may be substantiated by
rslerence  to  several  l ines  of  reasoning. The first is that, as noted above, the
principal treaties and the treaty bodies are, when taken together, the cornerstone
of the international human rights system. The work of the treaty bodies is of
direct and continuous benefit to the policy-making organs of the United Nations and
t.o every State that is seriously striving to ensure respect for human rights
!whet.her  or not it has opted to ratify, or accede to, the relevant instruments).

68. The second, and equally important, line of reasoning is that the Charter of
t.he United Nations (and especinlly  Articles 1, 55 and 56) mandates the development
of: an effective and comprehensive approach to human rights as one of the principal
purposes of the Organization. The Charter itself (Article 13) makes clear that the
progressive development of international law and its codification are wrong the
must appropriate means by which to pursue that goal. ;La/ T h u s  s p e c i f i c  t r e a t i e s
(nlong with appropriate institutional arrangements, such as treaty bodies, to
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promote compliance with them) should be considered to be an integral and
inseparable part of the overall United Nations human rights system. This
expectation was frequently expressed at San Francisco in 1945 when the Charter was
approved and in Paris three years later when the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights was adopted. Since that time a comparable vision has repeatedly and
consistently been reiterated by the relevant United Nations policy-making organs.

69. In addition, as the 1988 meeting of persons chairing human rights treaty
bodies underlined, the General Assembly bears a very special responsibility for the
proper functioning of those bodies because they were established to monitor the
implementation of instruments adopted by the Assembly itself (see A/44/98,
paras. 70 and 83). It could also be argued that the treaty bodies are performing
one important function that was previously undertaken by the Commission on Human
Rights and the Economic and Social Council, which, for almost a quarter of a
century, reviewed periodic reports submitted by Member States on human rights
matters. 941 This arrangement was eventually discontinued not long after the
Covenants had entered into force and the relevant bodies had begun to receive
reports from States parties to them. While it was in operation, the full cost of
the examination of the periodic reports by the Commission was borne by the regular
budget . Although the system was considered by the Economic and Social Council in
its resolution 1074 C (xXx1X) to have provided both an important “source of
information” and “a valuable incentive to Governments’ efforts to protect human
rights and fundamental freedoms”, it eventually became clear that expert treaty
bodies could perform the same, as well as additional, functions much more
effectively and systematically than could the Commission. ti/ In that respect, the
establishment of the treaty bodies can be seen to have ensured the carrying out of
tasks that the Council and the Commission considered to be very important, end to
have resulted in savings for the regular budget of the amount previously spent on
the implementation cf the pre-existing periodic reporting system.

70 I Another important line of  reasoning favouring reguiar budget funding is that
any arrangement that imposes significant costs on States that become parties to a
human rights treaty results in the creation of a disincentive to ratificatioa and
thus conf l icts  direct ly  with the oft -stated goal  of achieving universal
rntification  of  the principal  treaties . The incongruous results of State party
L’uncling arrangements are that those States which strengthen the overall system by
ratifying are penalised financially while those States which do not participate are
in effect rewarded, Moreover, the latter can use the cost argument in support of
non-rnti f ication. There is also a “free-rider” element involved since the
nntionals of non-ratifying States can, at no cost to their own State, enjoy the
protection offered by the various treaties whenever they are present in the
territory of a State that is a party. Given the importance that the General
Assembly and the Commission on Human Rights have consistently attached to the goal
of  universal  rat i f icat ion i t  would seem entirely  inconsistent  to  establ ish
financial  arrangements for new and existing treaty bodies that will clearly not
contribute to that goal and may In fact directly undermine its realisation.

7 1 . A  final point in this context is that the acceptance of regular budget funding
COI.  some treaty bodies combined with an insistence upon State party funding for
others has the presumably unintended consequence of establishing invidious

/ . . .



distinctions among the different bodies and thus implicitly reflecting a priority
for certain issues at the expense of others. For example, it is difficult to
understand, in terms of the principles involved, why the general budget should be
used so as to enable the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to meet
regularly and function effectively but not to contribute in any way to the efforts
of the Committee against Torture or the Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discrimination. It might in theory be possible to conceive of treaties that deal
with issues of patently secondary importance and are drawn up essentially for the
benefit of a limited number of States that can reasonably be expected to foot the
r-:sulting  bill. But it is clear that torture and racial discrimination could not
bz fitted into such a category. The vulnerability of a few specific treaty bodies
to the :qn-performance  of their financial obligations by a limited number of States
parties i.; thus extremely difficult to defend as a matter of principle,
particularly at a time when the General Assembly continues to attach major
importance to the functions they serve in the context of the overall United Nations
human rights progranme.

(b) The efficiencv  arqumeut_A.

72. The second argument that is often used is that State party funding is
preferable in the interests of eFficieney and as part of the overall cost-cutting
effort. The argument appears to be premised on the assumptions that:
(a) permitting the natural laws of supply and demand to operate is the most
effective means by which to ensure efficiency: and (b) that the States parties to a
treaty are better equipped than the General Assembly to ensure that the relevant
treaty body operates efficiently. The first of these assumptiuns rests on the
belief that if States parties value the product in question (the treaty body) they
will pay for its functioning. If they do not pay, then the product must be
defective in some way. But this reasoning is disingenuous because it not only
overlooks the many reasons why a given State party mignt be unable to pay or might
fail to pay in error but, more importantly, it ignores the reality that a de facto
veto is vested in a small group of States parties that might have a strong
perceived self-interest in preventing the operation (or at least the effective
operation) of the relevant treaty body. In short, the laws of supply and demand
tend to operate inversely (or even perversely) in the case of human rights treaty
bodies. If the supply side is strong (i.e. if the Committee is performing
effectively) the demand may well be weak (i.e. some States parties might not be
appreciative of the Committee's efforts). Conversely, if the demand by States is
strong, there is at least a chance that it is because the Committee is perceived to
be innocuous and ineffectual. The important point, however, is simply that a body
responsible for monitoring States' compliance with human rights obligations cannot
maintain its independence and impartiality if it is subject to direct, immediate
and exclusive financial control by those States whose compliance it seeks to
monitor. (Indeed, even the present degree of dependence of the treaty bodies upon
funding decisions by the General Assembly has in the past been challenged by the
Committees on the grounds that the arrangement is not readily compatible with their
independent status.)

73. The second assumption in support of the efficiency argument is that the States
parties are better placed than the General Assembly to promote efficiency, The
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experience of recent years does not bear out this assumption, however. On the one
hand, the States parties have only an extremely blunt weapon at their disposal in
the form of non-payment or withholding of assessed dues. Apart from the fact that
that weapon can only be used as a result of non-compliance with the treaty-based
obligation to pay, it does not enable States to promote or encourage specific
procedural innovetioibs designed to ensure the most efficient use of the available
resources. On the other hand, the Committees themselves, partly at the urging of
the General Assembly and tho Economic and Social Council have, in recent years,
already introduced a wide range of measures  designed to promote efficiency while at
the same time maintaining or even increasing effectiveness, In this regard, it may
be noted that i f  the meeting of persons chairing the treaty bodies is to become a
regular event, it can become an important vehicle for Sustained reflection and the
promotion of appropriate me?sures and innovations.

74, In situations where there appears to be no alternative to the imposition of
budgetary restrictions, the General Assembly is the organ that is best placed to
ensure that the measures taken are principled and of general applicability. The
alternative, which is to leave the fate of each treaty body to chance, is arguably
the least efficient means of promoting independence, predictability and even value
for money.

(c) -about a n  open--d ce

75. A recurring argument used against regular budget funding for human rights
treaty bodies is that such a policy implies an open-ended commitment by the General
Assembly to fund an unlimited number of new bodies in the future. While this fear
can easily be exaggerated, it would nevertheless seem to have some validity. The
expense of providing regular budget funding for what could, in around five years’
time, be as many as eight separate treaty bodies constitutes a considerable
budgetary burden, Moreover, unless the assumptions that have tended to operate up
until now are substantially modified, there is every reason to expect that various
new treaty bodies will be proposed (and perhaps created) over the next decade or
two. Concern about overall expenses thus serves to reinforce the suggestions put
forward elsewhere in the present study to the effect that considerations of
e f f i c i ency , consistency, manageability and transparency all militate in fa. ur of
seeking to encourage restraint in the creation of new treaty bodies. Given that
the total United Nations human rights budget i:; limited, the addition of new bodies
is almost certain to diminish the financial and staff resources available to all of
the Committees, including the *rxisting ones.

76. If the validity of this line of reasoning is accepted, it might be appropriate
for the General Assembly to begin to consider means by which restraints, or perhaps
more accurately, inhibitions can be placed upon the creation of new bodies, apart
cram those which are already in t.he pipeline. The present study suggests some
means by tihich that objective could be achieved without limiting the effectiveness
of the existing system. What is required is an approach that would both assure the
effective f*rnctioning  of the exfsting bodies (as well as those dealing with the
rights of the child and of migrant workers) and encourage restraint in the creation
of new treaty bodies for which regular budget funding would be sought. Such an
approach offers the potential both to control the overall amount of resources
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expended and to address existing problems more directly and openly. The existing
approach, in contrast, by permitting continuing uncertainty to shroud the
activities of some of the Committees, by allowing others to operate at levels that
make effective functioning difficult and by creating new committees whose financial
foundations are inherently unstable, does nothing to rr*solve the fundamental
underlying problems. A comprehensive solution  is therefore required in order to
ensure the evolution of an enduring, stable, independent and effective human rights
InonitOring  8ySt6mr in accordance with the United Nations long-standing and
frequently affirmed com:ni tment .

'17 I It has sometimes been suggested that a third alternative to either State party
or regular budget funding should b.. explored. It  would consist  essential ly  of
voluntary contributions either by States (whether parties or not to the treaty in
question) or by international agencies with a special interest in an issue (such RS
the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) in the case of the proposed committee
OIL the rights of the child, or even IL0 in the case of the committee proposed to be
eetablished  under the draft convention dealing with migrant workers). But this
solution does not stand up to serious scrutiny and has little to recommend it. In
the  f i r s t  plats, the money required is highly unlikely to be forthcoming, for a
variety of reasons that require :?o elaboration here. Secondly, such an approach
would leave the Committee(o) concerned entirely vulnerable to the vagaries of
domestic political and budgetary considerations in the donor State(s) or agencies.
Thirdly, such dependence on the generosity of individual States or agencies would
be patently incompatible with the notion of an independent  and impartial treaty
body that transcends specific national interest8, In essence, then, the voluntary
contribution option would amount to M negation of the basic principles underlying
the creation of expert monitoring bodies and would? amount to an abdication of its
responsibilities on the part of the General Assembly  (as the body responsible for
drafting the arrangements contained in the relevant treaty).

‘IO I The General Assembly  has, on a number of occasions, expressed  i t s  ccllcern  o v e r
t-he precarious and unsatisfactory nature of the financial situation of some of the
t.reety  hodie6, The analysis contained in the preceding section has suggested that
reqular budget funding for all of the treaty bodies is, a6 a matter of principle,
the most desirable  mean6 by which to avoid or resolve such problems in the future.
In practice, however, the situation is somewhat more complicated and any analysis
requires that account be taken of the different status of the various treaty
bodies. For this  purpo6e, three categories can be identified! (a )  ex i s t ing  t*rf3ot.y
bodies Funded wholly from the reqular budget] (b) existing treaty bodies funded at.
least in part by States parties; and (c) new treaty bodies.

‘I !I . The first category presents no problems of principle with respect to funding,
at: least as long as the General Assembly continues to en6ure that adequate funding
i s  a*.railable. This category include6 the Human Rights Committee, the Committee on

/ . . .
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l.~canomic, Social and Cultural Rights, the Committee on the Elimination of
biscrimination  against Women and the Group of Three under the Apar- Convention.

no . The third category also presents no problems of a legal nature at this point
in time. 11. the General Aasemhly  wishes to  endorl:e the principle  of  regular budget
funding when it considers the draft conventions dealing with the rights of the
c:hilcl  and of migrant. workers, there is  no obstacle  in  i ts  way. The subsequent
chnllenge, which will be to secure the necessary funds from within the confines of
nn already tight budget is beyond the scope of the present study. It may also be
observed that if the State party financing method is chosen for these new
instruments the chances would appear to be very high that, within a few years, tho
General Assembly will again be confronted with financing problems such as those
which hsve already featured prominently on its agenda for the past several years,

n-t * With respect to the second category, there are already signif icant problems
implicit in any suggestion that regular budget funding should, in principle, be
provided. Two treaty bodies belong in this category. They are the Committee
against Torture and the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination.
While the problems of the former have not yet manifested themselves in any acute
term, those of the latter are immediate and urgent. Thus, in paragraph 10 of its
Losolution 43/96, the General Assembly expressly acknowledged the need to explore
“poezible administrative and legal measures for improving the situation facing the
(.lownittee”  ,

02. If one can accept in general terms the conclusions reached in the preceding
part of the present study, which point to the strong desirability of regular budget
luncling for  the principal  treaty bodies , then these two Committees should clearly
he supported by such arrangements. Each deals with an issue (torture and racial
discrimination, respectively)  that  is  c lassi f ied by virtual ly  al l  authorit ies  as  a
rule of gensral international law binding upon all States. 361 Indeed most
nuthorit.ies  go even further and characterice the prohibitions against both torture
nnd racial discrimination as peremptory norms (mm) from which no derogation
it: permissible. In addition, in a frequently quoted opinion, the International
Court of Justice in the Barcelona Traction Case (Second Phsse) characterized
certain human rights obligations as being of such fundamental importance that “all
Sti3t.e!; can be held to have a legal interest in their protection] they are
chliqutions e.rga_.mnBS”. 371 While  the Court  referred speci f ical ly  to  racial
c:li~i(:~ilninat.ion  and slavery there is little if any doubt that torture would today be
1l.l i-\C:Lp 111 the same category. Thus the generally recognizod international legal
int.l?rost  that all States have in prohibit ing torture and racial  discrimination
loi\rlS  to a very strong argument in favour of the proposition that all States also
IIF\V~ i’\n interest  in  snsuring  the ef fect ive  funct ioning of  the respect ive  treaty
hl~tl.i  es,

II 3 , tloweve r , the funding provisions contained in the respective treaties
~:ollstitute a major obstacle to the implementaticn oE such a policy. The basic
i.utornational  l ega l  pr inc ip le  o f ssuntw, 38/ which  i s  re f l e c ted  in  the
!ormulotion contained in article 26 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties
1:~ 1 he effect that “every treaty in force is binding uoon the parties to it and
musk  be performed by them in good Paith”, is  of  equal  a;>plicability  to  the
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implementation provisions of a treaty as it is to the substantive or normative
pr-- :risions, States can therefore not be absolved of their financial obligations
under the relevant treaties either through unilateral action or through action by
the General Assembly,

84. The long-term solution would therefore seem to be to invoke the amendment
provisiona contained in the two treaties in order to provide that responsibility
for funding be veated in the United Nations. The step6  required to propose and
adopt such amendments are dealt with in the final section of the prevent study.

65. Any appropriate short-term solution to the present problems would need to
balance two equally important coneideration6. The f irst , to which we shall return
later , ie to  ensure the ef fect ive functioning of the relevant  treaty bodies .  The
aeconcl  ie to ensure that every effort is made to promote respect for the principle
of pact.a~JdnL.aaJrvan&  by insisting that States parties honour all of their
exist ing treaty obl igations, including those re la t ing to f inancing.  The General
Assembly and other relevant bodies (including the meetings of State6 parties to the
various treatier)  should continue to emphasize the importance of prompt payment of
assessed dues and should note that failure to do eo constitutes non-compliance with
the relevant t reaty obl igations. Howevor , in view of the very limited success of
the specific measures  of this nature that have 80 far been taken to encourage
payment, it may be necessary to explore additional avenuetz.

86. One positive measure that has been suggested is to solicit voluntary
contribution6 to make up for the outetanding asseussd  contributions, This would
probably be financially feasible in the case of the International Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination becauze the cost involved in
eliminating all of the current arrears would be less than $200,000, It would be
considerably less feasible in the case of the Convention against Torture if a
significant number of defaulting States were to be involved. Thus, for example,
the proposed programme budget for the biennium 1990-1991 estimates that $3,500,000
will be required to fund the activities of the Committee against Torture for the
two-year .period,  U/

67. The most obvious objection to voluntary contributions in this context is that
they would not constitute payment of the arrears owed by the defaulting States
parties themselves. But this legal formality could readily be overcome by donor
States providing earmarked funds to the defaulting States on the condition that the
funds be ueed specifically to pay the relevant arrears to the United NatiOnBe
Another objection is that the principle of voluntary contributions is, as argued
nhove, not readily compatible with the independence and impartiality of the
relevant treaty body. Even thiz objection could be partly overcome if the fund6
were contributed by a 6ignificant  number of States (thereby diminishing the risk
that. the Committee might be seen to be indebted t.o a particular State) and if the
exercise were undertaken on a once only basis so that no .qwro au could
potisibly  be implied,

t.1n I There remain two compelling objections, however. In the first place such an
tic!t:ion  would set an unfort-unate precedent by which defaulting States would in
affect be financially rewarded and it would probably create the expectation that
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the exercise could easily be repeated wherever necessary. Secondly,  and o f  the
greatest practical importance, is the fact that euch an approach would be no more
than a temporary palliative, which would fall very far short of providing any
long-term solution. There would DB nothing whatsoever to prevent the defaulting
States from bsheving  in an identical fashion the very next year, thus creating
exactly the same dilemma within a year or two,

89. It is probably for these reasons that various negative measures have also been
suggested. The most important of theue is the proposal that the meeting of Status
parties to the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination should consider suspending the voting privileges of those States
which have failed to pay their outstanding arrearn, In this connection, an analogy
is sometimes drawn with the provision in Article 19 of the Charter of the United
Nations, which states that 1

“A Member of the United Nations which is in arrears in the payment of its
financial contributions to the Organieation  shall have no vote in the Qeneral
Assembly if the amount of its arrears equals or exceeds the amount of the
contributions due from it for the preceding two full years. The Qsneral
Assembly may, nevertheless, permit such a Member to vote i f  it is satisfied
that the failure to pay is due to conditions beyond the control of the Member.”

On the face of it,  however, such an analogy would appear to be less than entirely
convincing. Thus, for example, it is questionable whether a specifically focused
human rights treaty with a limited range of objectives can be readily analogised to
a treaty of such fundamental and enduring importance as the Charter, one of the
main purposes of which in to create an international organisation. But, be t.hat as
it may, the principal problem is that whereas the suspension of voting privileges
under the Charter is based directly on an explicit provision of that treaty, no
such proviej.on exists in the case of the Convention, The invocation of such a
sanction would thus have to be based on the law of treaties rather than on a simple
analogy with the Charter.

90. Although a ful l - f ledged legal  analytis of  this  issue is  beyond the  scope of
the present study, a preliminary assessment may be appropriate. In general  terms,
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties of 1969, 4Q/ can be used as a
reference point although, as a matter of law, it  is not  formally  applicable  to  the
frrternational Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination,
which was adopted well before the Vienna Convention entered into force on
27 January 1980. 41/ Nevertheless, i t  fs today widely  regarded aa a ref lect ion of
cut;tomary international law rules that can be considered to be appl!,cable  to the
treat ies  in question.  Q/

91. In essence, the claim to be made against the non-paying or defaulting State8
parties that have accumulated substantial arrears would be that a material  breach
of the relevant treaty has occurred, In other wards, in the case of the
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forma of Racial Dircriminbtion,
artic le  G (61, which provides that “States  parties  shall  be responsible  for  the
HxPenses  of the members of the Committee while they are in performance of Corranittoo
clut,J.es”, has been breached. In such a case, the provioionr of art&la 60 of  the
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Vienna Convention would appear to be applicable. 1431 The relevant part of
paragraph 2 (a) of article 60 provides that!

4, 2. A material breech of a multilateral treaty by one of the parties entitles;

“(a) the other parties by unanimous agreement to suspend the operation of
the treaty in w’nole  or  in part  ,..I

“(i) in t.he relat ions between th@mb@lVQS  and the default ing State” .

The meeting of States parties to the International Convention could thus choose to
apply such a procedure in order to suspend the operation of the relevant parts of
article 8 (1), which provides that the members of the Committee shall be “electad
by States parties from among their nationals” and  of  ar t i c l e  8 (4), c o n c e r n i n g
voting at the meeting of States parties, with respect to those States which have
fai led to  pay their  asoessed  contributions. (The meeting could decide for itself
whether to apply such a rule equally to all States in arrears regardless of the
amount or time involved or to establish some criteria such as, for example, $1,000
or more over a period to two years or more.) The main legal objection to this
procedure might be based on article 60 (5) of the Vienna Convention, which provides
that  ar t i c l e  60  (2), intar..-.tiia,  d o e s “not apply to provisions relating to the
protection of the human person contained in treaties of a humanitarian character,
in particular to provisions prohibiting any form of reprisals against’persons
protected by such treaties”. However, there would be strong grounds on which to
argue, in response, that this provision would only apply if an attempt were msde to
suspend one of the eubctantive provisions of the Convention designed to promote
respect  for  humen r ights , It would not apply in the case of a purely procedural
provision.

92. The principal practical problem raised by the proposal is that the suspension
of one Statu’s voting privileges (along perhaps with suspension of the right to
nominate a candidate for the Committee) would require unanimous agreement by all of
the other States parties. Another difficulty is that the imposition of such a
penalty might not naceasarily  be sufficient to persuade a defaulting State to pay
its  arrears . On the other hand, it may be that the very threat of such action
would serve to underline the seriousness of the situation and would thus be
r;uC ficient to provoke compliance,

!).I  l Another negative sanction that has been mentioned is to invoke article 11 of
t.ht? Convention, which provides that “if a State Party considers that another State
Pill t.y iI; not giving effect to the provisions of this Convnntion, it mey bring the
tni-\t.Iler  to the attention of the Committee”. While  this procedure was probably not
oxpectect  by its drafters to be invoked in such a situation, there does not appear
to be any compelling reason why it could not be, provided that an individual State
pcrt’ty  wore prspared to make the required formal communication. The principal
consideration favouring this procedure would seem to be the embarrassment factor.
On t.tre  other side of the balance sheet, account would need to be taken of the
unlikel.ihood of complaints being brought against a whole range of defaulting States
pi\r ties ; the fact that the two States involved in each dispute would be liable for
,111 of the expenses involved (which, under article 12 (6), would be likely to be

/ . * .
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considerably  maze :hun the arrears  themselves)l  and the fact  that  it might st i l l
prove difficult to induce the State concerned, even at the conclusion of the
relevant proceducy, to comply with a recommendation to pay its arrears along with
the expenses incurred,

94 I Many of the considerations noted in the preceding paragraph would also apply
in connection with the proposed application of article 22 of the International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forma  of Racial Discrimination, which provides
thnt t

“Any dispute between two or more States Parties with respect to the
interpretation or application of this Convention, which is not settled  by
negotiation or by the procedures expressly provided for in thie Convention,
shall,  at the request of any of the parties to the dispute, be referred to the
International Court of Justice for denision, unless the disputants agree to
another mode of settlement. ”

Article 30 (1) of the Convention against Torture contain6 a similar, but by no
means identical, provision to the effect that a dispute concerning the
interpretation or application of the Convention that cannot be settled through
negotiation or arbitration may be referred to the International Court of Justice in
conformity with the latter’s Statute.

95, The principal problem involved in invoking this provision is that, as at
1 September 1987, 29 States parties to the International Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination had made a declaration or
reservation indicating either non-acceptance of article 22 or acceptance only in
caeea where all of the parties concerned are amenable to its application.
Similarly, in the case of the Convention against Torture, 13 States had a.8 at the
same date already made similar statements either upon signature or ratification of
the Convention,

96, It is noteworthy in this context, however, that the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics notified the Secretary-General, in a letter dated 28 February 1969
(A/44/171, annex), that it proposed to accept the compulsory jurisdiction of the
International Court of Justice in respect of any future cases that might arise
under a total of six United Nations human rights conventions, including the two
t.hat  are the focus of the present analysis, While  this  noti f icat ion does not
change the overall situation, it represents a welcome confirmation of the principle
thnt.  disputes arising under these Conventions should be settled, as far as possible
iuid appropriate, through available legal procedures. In the same spir it  the
Gsnernl Assembly might wish to give further consider&tion to the possibility of
referring future disputes over the non-payment of arrears to the Court. In
nddition, it might explore the possibility of appealing to the States parties
concerned to reconsider the relevant reservations they have lodged with respect to
Mrticle 22 of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination and article 30 (1) of the Convention against Torture. Any
such reconsideration could, if necessary, be confined to disputes concerning, for
l?xnmpla, the ful f i lment of  f inancial  obl igations.

/ . I .



A / 4 4 / 6 6 0
English
?age 40

9 7  I In concluding the analysis of this issue, it should first be noted that the
situation under the Convention against Torture differs in several important
respects from that under the International Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Rac?al Discrimination so that possible measure6 that might be available
under the provision6 of the latter might not be available under the former. With
respect to the latter there would seem to be several option6 open to the General
Assembly, in addition to those considered above. One option would be to seek an
amendment to the treaty 60 aa to provide for the euspension of  nominating, lyoting
and/or other privileges in the event of non-payment of arrears, Another,
considerably less complex, option would be to devise new means of applying pressure
on States parties th t are currently in default to pay their outstanding
contributions, One such possibility would be to set criteria (in terms of  amount
owed and period involved) on the basis of which State6 parties that satisfy the
criteria  for  default  would be speci f ical ly  identi f ied as  such in a resolution by
the General Assembly. Another option is to pursue a combination of measurea, which
might involve,  f o r  example, an appeal for voluntary contribution6 on a once only
basis combined with an understanding or agreement by the meeting of States parties
that, in future, any default beyond a fixed amount would be deemed unanimously to
be a material breach of the Convention and would result in the suspension of voting
privilege6 for the State concerned,

98. The various option6 considered in the preceding analysis would all be
appropriate measures in furtherance of the second  consideration noted.in
paragraph 85 above. However , measures should also at the 6ame time b e  taken in
pursuance of the first consideration involved in finding a workable and appropriate
short-term solution. It is thus necessary that measure6 also be adopted to enslire
the effective functioning of the treaty bodies in the short term, until the curl*ent
cr i s i s  is r e so lved , The most appropriate such measure would seem to be the
authorization  by the General Assembly of temporary regular budget funding to make
up the shortfal l  required to  enable  the treaty bbdies  to  continue to  ful f i l  their
Eunctions. Such temporary support would be provided on the assumption that efforts
would be undertaken concurrently to addreos both the short-term problem of
discouraging default and the long-term challenge of ensuring the viability of the
f inoncing arrangements.

99. Any objection that such temporary funding is not specifically envisagecl  in the
treaties themselves would seam to be undercut by the fact that, at least i n  the
cta6e of the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, all Member
St.ata6  acquiesced in the comparable pract.ice followed by the Secretary-General up
until 1986 when the current financial crisis aro6e. Similarly, it would seem
dlC1:icult  in good faith to u6e as an argument against such temporary measures the
suggestion that the letter of the treaty must be upheld when the assured
c*onfiequence  of  such a formalist ic  posit ion is  the de6truction of  the integrity  of
the treaty  rigime iteelf. I”When issues as fundamental to the r&i- d et= of the
United Nations as the elimination of racial discrimination and torture are at
stake, taking a stand on hollow principle would seem inappropriate at best.

/ . . .
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B. Lenathand-

100. An issue to which considerable attention was devoted by the second meeting of
persons chairing the treaty bodies concerns the adequacy or otherwise of existing
arrangements with respect to the length and frequency of the erssions of the
various bodies. At present, there is substantial variation from one body to
ano the r . Thus, for example, while the Human Rights Committee meets for nine weeks
a ye&r  with an additional three weeks for working groups, the Committee on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights meets for exactly one third of that time (i.e.
three weeks plus one week for a single working group). Ths Committee on the
Elimination of Discrimination against Women, in accordance with article 20 of the
relevant Convention “shall normally meet for a period of not more than two weeks
annual 1~“. Au an exceptional measure, the General Assembly has on one occasion
authorized an additional eight meetings (four days) for the Committee,

101.  The principal  result  of  th is  discrepancy is  that  the t ime avai lab le  for  the
examination of each State party report varies significantly according to the ,..ddy
concerned. Thus, the Human Rights Committee generally devotes four meetings ::two
days) to one report while the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination
against Women, the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the
Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination can generally spend little
more than a s!.ngle meeting (i.e. three hours) on each report, For example, at its
thirty- fourth session, the latter Committee created a record by examining 26
reports in the space of 14 working days. fi/ The time available to the Human
Rights Committee inevitably enables a much more detailed and thorough examination
to be undertaken. A member of that Committee has recently written that “while
wordiness is no guarantee of worth, a serious report must necessarily be of a
certain length; as must a se,.ious  examination. Ten page reports and two hour
examinations are simply pointless”. fi/ Similarly ,  at  the second meeting of
chairpersons, it was noted that “a thorough examination of a report and a genuinely
constructive dialogue with a State party required at least two meetings” (A/44/98,
para, 4 0 ) . But while the difficulties of conducting a comprehensive examination in
the space of three hours are not to be underestimated, the present  real i ty  is t.hat
several of the treaty bodies prezently have no choice but to try. Each of them
hne, at one time or another, expressed the view that more time would be desirable
but, for a variety of reasons, principally financial (and in the case of the
Comwittee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, legal) it has not
beon forthcoming,

102. In recent years the Committees concerned have recognfzed the problems and have
sought to deal with them through procedural innovations designed to maximize  the
ef fect ive  use of  avai lable  t ime. ‘Ihe General Assambly, in paragraph 4 of its
resolution 431115, has welcomed these efforts “to streamline and rationalize
reporting procedures, part icularly  by extending the periodic ity  of  report ing,
improving the efficiency of work methods and harmonising and simplifying reporting
guide1 ines” . There is, however, a limit to the amount of streamlining and
simplification that can be undertaken without at the same time damaging or even
destroying the effectiveness of the reporting system.

/ l . .



A/44/660
English
Pnge  4 2

103, In the medium term, and especially once streamlining efforts have come to
f ru i t i on , it will be necessary to devote more systematic attention to the need for
extended, or more frequent, sessions (or both) for some of the existing treaty
bodies I As more and more States become parties to the relevant instruments, as
reporting guidelines become more precise and sophisticated (and probably more
clnma~~cling)  and as the quality of reports improves, the need for more time will
become too pressing to igrlore. That is not to suggest that all treaty bodies
should seek to emulate the Human Rights Committee in every way or that they should
be given exactly the same meeting time as it has. In fact there is, and should be,
considerable room for variations in procedure and emphasis from one treaty body to
nno the r . An attempt to achieve complete uniformity would undermine the ability of
each body to develop in a mennor that adequately reflects the unique context in
which it is functioning,

104, By the same token, however, it seems reasonable to suggest that short-term
measures might also be in order. This  is  particularly true of  the s ituation in
which the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women finds
i t s e l f . Given the constraints imposed by article 20 of the Convention, there are
three pos6ible and mutually reinforcing solutions. These may also be applicable,
in varying degrees, to some of the other Committees. The f irst , as  spec i f i ca l ly
anc\orsed  by the second meeting of chairpersons, is to encourage “each treaty body
[t.o] consider how best to make use of the expertise of its members during the
periods be tween  ses6ions”  ( A / 4 4 / 9 8 ,  para 100). This technique is particularly
pt’rtinent  to the preparation of General Comments or comparable analyses and the
analysis of issue6 that are of general concern to the committee. The second is to
determine that the “normal” meeting period for the Committee shall not apply when
an abnormal number of reports is awaiting examination. Thus,  i f  a  speci f ic
t.hror;holcl  number is exceeded the General Assembly could, as a matter of cour68,
t\ut.horize  an extraordinary session in an attempt to return the situation to
normal. The third is to provide the resources to enable a working group or groups
of the Committee to meet either on an inter-sessional or pre-sessional basis.

1.0 !i . These techniques are alreAdy  being used to varying degrees by different treaty
boct les . Thus, for example, the Committee on the Elimination of Racial
I!i:;c!rimination  has noted in its most recent annual report that it has begun “using
c!oulit.ry  rapporteur6 to  prepare  analyse6” of State party report6 and believes that
kllC? r:yst.am hA6 contributed to the reduction of time required for the consideration
II~ t?;rc:h report and has strengthened the dialogue with representatives of States
pr\rt ies. 4.41 It is important, however, that the l imited f inancial  resources
ncc!t!6:;i\ry  to facilitate the u6o of these techniques be assured.

c. Conditions .of service. fw. .axge.rts

I Of, . At: a time of financial stringency  for tho entire United Nations system it may
wt! I1 Ilot.  1~ the ideal  t ime to  raise isfiues concerning the condit ions of  service  for
oxpcrt  member6 of the various treaty bodies, Nevertheless, the present study would
!.M? inconiplets  i f  it did  r iot  rai6e  several  relevant questions,  at  least  in  passing.
‘I’ho first concerns the payment oE honoraria. The 1A members of the Human Right6
Committee have received such payments ($5,000 to the Chairman and $3,000 to the
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other members per year) since 1981. 471 When the payment was originally proposed,
an analogy was made to the International Law Commi6sion whose members also receive
6n honorarium. The practice raises two queetions. The first is why the members of
the other human rights treaty bodies do not receive any such sum. Ono answer is
thnt article 35 of the Covenant expressly allows for honoraria, so too does
article 17 (8) of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
againfit  Women. However, it is unclear why a distinction should be made between the
various Committees charged with comparable tasks. The second is why the honorarium
is so small, given that each member of the Committee spends about two and a half
month6 a year in Committee meetings while the amount received is less than a
month’6 selary  for a relatively junior-level Professional Officer in the United
Nation6 sys tern. The easy answer is that most if not all of the members are already
receiving an annual salary from their regular employers, But this takes for
granted a problem that is built into the present system, which is that few experts
other than government officials, university professors or retired persons could
afford to devote so much time to the work of a treaty body without receiving any
s ign i f i cant  remunsration. The situation would become especially problematic if the
mandate  of the members of the Human Rights Committee were to be further expanded or
if its sessions were to be extended, It may be noted that the expert members of
the European Commission on Human Rights (who currently meet for 14 weeks a year,
only 2 more than most of their Human Rights Committee counterparts) will, in the
near future, be “appointed in the service of the Council of Europe for two thirds
of their working time”. 4,&/  Another, far more minor, but none the less relevant
issue concerns the desirability of ensuring that each expert member of each of the
treaty bodies is offered the opportunity of taking accident insurance coverage that
would apply whenever the individual was engaged in United Nations-related matters.

107. A consistent theme that ha6 emerged from recent reports of the various treaty
bodies is the need for more significant and sustained secretariat servicing. The
meeting of chairpersons noted that the level and amount of such services is “an
important determinant of how efficiently and effectively” the various Committees
were able  to  function (A/44/98,  para.  72) . In recent years, however, the situation
hiA6 been less than satisfactory. Thus in its report on its eighth session, the
Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, which had had to
adopt. the report of its seventh session by correspondence because of inadequate
secretariat  services , requested the immediate provision of more adequate staffing
reoourc66, 4.9.1 The Committee indicated that staff were needed to draft reports, to
p~ov.ide adequate translation services and to enable basic preparatory research to
be carried out at the Committee’s request. Equally noteworthy is the fact that the
Human Right6 Committee, which currently receives the highest level of service of
any ot the treaty bodies, observed in its 1988 report that its secretariat would
need to be strengthened if it was to be able to cope adequately with an ever
increasing work-load. 501 The level of assistance currently provided to most of
t.110 other bodies, including for example, the Committee on Economic, Social and
Cul t.ural Right6, include6 virtually no research or other analytical work relating
to the reporting process. This situation is in direct contrast with the view
expre66ed  in 6 report submitted to the General Assembly’6 Third Committee to the
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effect that "the composition of lists of issues and the compilation of other
background documentation by a compsten t and adequately staffed secretariat [is]
essential if the committees are to function optimally". 511

108. Although comparisons can be used only with great caution (given the different
mandates and structures involved), the same report notes that the IL0 Committee of
Experts on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations, which monitors
compliance with IL0 Conventions, is assisted by a secretariat with a staff of 20-25
legally trained persons. Similarly, the European Commission and the European Court
of Human Rights have 32 and 10 lawyers at their disposal respectively. 511 By
comparison, the International Instruments Section of the Centre for Human Rights
consists of only six staff members to deal with all of the reporting %unr;tions
under the two International Covenants, the Convention against Torture, the
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination
and the Convention against Aoartheid. The number has actually diminished
significantly in recent years at precisely the same time as the work-load has
expanded dramatically.

109. In view of the fact that the current financial situation of the United Nations
probably precludes a significant increase in available staffing resources, every
effort should be made in the mean time to explore other initiatives that might at
least mitigate the adverse consequences of inadequate staffing. In that regard the
creation of a task force to examine the potential uses of computerisation in
facilitating the work of the treaty bodies is to be welcomed. Priority attention
should also be given by the Secretary-General to the proposal noted in the report
of the second meeting of chairpersons that a "committee resource room" be
established at Geneva in order to provide Committee members with access to
essential documentation that is currently largely inaccessible.

v. FUNCTIONING OF TREYJX BODIES: SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

A. Towards more effective monitorina of ComDliance

110. It has been correctly observed in a speech to the General Assembly that
"setting standards cannot protect human rights if the standards laid down are then
blatantly disregarded . . . Ratification is not enough. Implementation is the
essential task before us" (A1411PV.54,  p. 11). In that regard, action at the
national level is clearly of pre-eminent importance. At the same time, however,
the various treaty bodies also have a vital role to play in giving substance to the
concept of international accountability, the importance of which was specifically
noted by the General Assembly in the preamble to its resolution 431115, by which
resolution the preparation of the present study was requested. The key to ensuring
such accountability is the development and application of effective procedures for
monitoring the extent of States parties' compliance with their treaty obligations.
The present study would therefore be incomplete if it focused only on the means by
which to enable the system to continue 'unctioning without also addressing the
issue of how to make it function effectively.
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111. The task of establishing an effective monitoring system, and of seeking to
identify any improvements that may be necessary, belongs essentially to each of the
respective treaty bodies. Nevertheless, the policy-making organs have a central
role in monitoring the overall development of the human rights programme and they
have, in that Gontext,  demonstrated a consistent interest in issues touching upon
the effectiveness of the treaty bodies. In the present study attention will be
paid only to a limited number of issues of particular current relevance.

1 .  Assistincl__thetaskpf--es

112. Each of the six treaty bodies has evolved a system, modelled largely on that
pioneered by the Committee on ‘she Elimination of Racial Discrimination in the early
19706, by which one or more representatives of the reporting State are invited to
present the report orally to the Committee and to engage in a constructive dialogue
by responding to questions posed by individual members of it, This system has
generally worked well but there would seem to be room for improvement in the actual
practice of some of the treaty bodies, One means by which this can be done is
already applied by some of the Committees and was endorsed by the second meeting of
chtiirpersonsj  i t  involves making ef fect ive “use of  individuai rapporteurs  or
co-ordinators and working groups, in order to expedite the timely and effective
consideration of  periodic  reports”  (A/44/98,  pare.  91) . From the perspective of
the State party, the potential advantage involved in receiving (preferably well in
advance) a list of some of the key issues that the members of the Committee are
l ikely  to  raise  faci l i tates  the preparation of  precise  and accurate responses.  It
thus reduces the frequency of the situation that sometimes still  arises in which
the representative is confronted with a barrage of lengthy and complex requests for
information and is expected to respond within a matter of hours or, at best, within
a day or two, Such an overly compressed process makes it impossible for justice to
be done either to the questions posed or in terms of the responses that should
ideal ly  be e l ic i ted. From the treaty body’s perspective the advance preparation of
a list of principal questions enables the questions to be expressed succinctly and
precisely , assists other Committee members to avoid replication when formulating
additional direct questions to the representatives and greatly enhances the
likelihood of a thoughtful and adequate response.

113. It may be noted that such a procedure does not in any way limit the ability of
any expert to pose additional questions or raise different issues. Moreover, it
may be assumed that the rapporteur or working group will endeavour to include
quest ions that  ref lect ,  as  far  as  possible , some of the Committee’s more general
concerns as they apply to the report in question and to avoid questions that would
seem likely to be of interest to only one expert.

2. l?l-m.inO_-imvrnvedecces.sto

114. In the early days of the United Nations human rights programme it was
sometimes argued that the only information that should be taken into account was
that which emanated directly (and even officially) from the Government concerned.
However, this proposition has been so consistently rejected in practice by each and
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every one of the human rights bodies that it is now rarely, if ever, suggested, let
alone pursued. Nevertheless, it does not seem unreasonable to suggest that a
certain reticence or timidity has sometimes characterised the approach of some of
the treaty bodies when it comes to the sources of information to which referQnce is
mati-. Such an approc.ch  would seem to be entirely out of step with the evolution of
international practice gonerally and t;, result in an unnecessarily self-denying
policy, which deprives the treaty body of information that is indispensable to its
efforts to obtain a balanced and comprehens.!.ve  picture of situation prevailing in
the tetritor,?  of any given State party. As a matter  of  principle ,  e f forts  by the
treaty bodies to undertake effective monitoring can thus be facilitated by the
adoption of procedures that help to provide each body with access to diverso  but
none the less well-informed sources of informatiou.

115. An important step in this regard, which has been endorsed by both the General
Assembly, in paragraph 7 of its resolution 431115, and the second meeting of
chairpersons,  is  to  ensure  the avai labi l i ty  of  statist ical  information thak is
“relevant to the consideration ~)y the treaty bodies of the reports of States
part ies” . Xn this regard, the meeting oi chairperscns  specifically suggested that
“Committee members should have access to at least a copy of the V
u&r,&& of the United Nations and the annual statistical report. of the
International Monstary  Fund .,. and should each receive annually a copy of the
statis*ical  tables appended to the HQJLUJJ.UX@~w of the World Back and
T’hQ..State Wor?d’s SRepprt  by UNICEF” (A/44/98, pare. 66).
Similarly, the Comrittee on the Elimination of Disorimin3tion  against Women hds
recently noted “that statisticsi  information is absolutely necessary in order to
understand the real situation of women in each of the States parties to the
Convention”, u/ Accordingly it has requested that States parties themselves mi.ke
every effort to collect and provide appropriate disaggregated data 5.21 and has also
requested the Secretarint “to prepare a summary of statistics and to provide other
information drawn from ‘:78kited  Nations sources relevant to the work of the
Committee" for each re:;:,rr:ing  Citete  party. %I

1lG. While statistics may indeed be of enormous value to the work of at least some
of the treaty bodies thQrQ is  a lso a need for  systemat ic  consideration to  be given
to the type of statistics that may be most useful, to the way in which they can be
used most accurately and to ths form in which such information can best be made
available to thQ Committees. Otherwise  there is a risk that the Committees will be
bul-ied In an al. tanche of  stat ist ics  of  questionable  uti l i ty  or  present-C”  with raw
Cl i\ 1.. i4 , the significance of which is not readily explained. Consideration Jhould
thus be giv63 to request.ing  thb pieperation of an expert report outlining the mean6
hy which the relevant Committees can make opt3mal  use of statistical data.

117. Another important and relrable source of information of which rather
surprisingly littlc use tend6 to have bee;1  mlrde  in tht, past if, the United Nations
syecialiactd agencies, These agencies  possess  a  wealt:  OF both issue-speci f ic  and
country-n;>ecific  information that would often be of considerable direct relevance
to the work of various Committees. Yet for a varirty of mainly historical reasons
the treaty bodies hHVQ not made entensive use of such information. However, this
trend now seems to be znanging,  albeit gradua’lly. Thus, for example, the second
mwting of chairpersons recommended that “requests for information directed to the
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specialized agencies by the treaty bodies should be as precise as possible" and
that "efforts should also be made to develop direct dialogue with competent
officials from the agencies concerned" (A/44/98, para. 96). The Committee on the
Elimination of Racial Discrimination, in its 1988 report, “took note with
appreciation of the report" of the IL0 Committee of Experts on the Application of
Conventions and Recommendations. %/ The Committee on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights decided at its third session to invite representatives of the
specialised agencies to engage in a dialogue with it on several different issues.
Similarly, the draft convention on the rights of the child provides that the
relevant treaty body may invite specialieed agencies, UNICEF and other competent
bodies to provide expert advice and reports to it as appropriate. s/ In general,
therefore, it would see-m appropriate for each of the treaty bodies to keep
prominently in mind the possibility of seeking specific advice or information from
appropriate agencies.

118. A closely related issue concerns the ability of the treaty bodies to seek
advice (which they are, of course, free to reject) from gualified experts in a
field of particular relevance. Thus, for example, in the preparation of a General
Comment there would seem no good reason why a committee should not invite technical
advice on specific issues if it feels that such inputs might be helpful to it. It
is increasingly likely, as the work of the treaty bodies becomes more precisely
focused and complex, that issues will arise with respect to which the relevant
expertise is not represented on the Committee and might sot be available in the
secretariat. In such instances outside experts might usefully be consulted.

119. Another vitally important source of information that is potentially available
to the treaty bodies is non-governmental organizations. The use of information
from such sources is not specifically addressed in most of the treaties under
review and in their early years most of the treaty bodies displayed a distinct
ambivalence towards such information. However, as we enter the 1990s the
importance of non-governmental organizations across a wide range of national and
international activities can be seen to have grown enormously in recent years.
Thus, the 1989 Report on the World Social F&uatiQg notes that:

"The proliferation and momentum of voluntary organizations have been important
forces in changing the social landscape in the 1980s. Participation in such
organizations has been a spontaneous phenomenon in many countries but is also
promoted by Governments. It has at the same time found greater prominence in
international instruments and plans of action adopted under United Nations
auspices." 561

As a result of these developments it is now widely recognized,  as the
Under-Secretary-General for International Economic and Social Affairs noted in an
address to the Economic and Social Council's Committee on Non-Governmental
Organizations, that "current forms of co-operation between United ‘Nations bodies
and non-governmental organizations had gone beyond those envisaged by the Council
in its resolution 1296 (XLIV)" (E/1989/40, para. 36). *

120. In many respects these developments have been reflected in the work of the
various treaty bodies, whose members: acting in their individual capacities, have
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long been in regular receipt of, and have often made use of, reliable information
emanating from non-governmental zources. These arrangements have, however,
remained largely informal and thr, resulting status of the information as well as
the procedures for conveying it have remained vague at best. It would now appear
however that, at least in the longer term, it would be appropriate to encourage n
more systematic consideration of the issue by the various treaty bodies. Thus, for
example, a member of the Human Rights Committee has recently stressed “the growing
importance of non-governmental organizationz in the lawmaking processes of the
international arena”)  in his view “thee8  organizations often express values and
interests common to mankind as a whole”. XL/

121. Some of the treaty bodies have already begun to evolve a constructive
relationship with non-governmental organisations. Thus, for example, the Committee
on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women has suggested that, in the
preparation of a detailed reporting manual to assist States parties in the
ful f i lment of  their  report ing obl igations,  atcount  should be  taken of ,  inter aliar
a guide published by the International Women’s Righte Action Watch. EL&/ The
Committee against Torture has made provision for non-governinental organizatione to
supply rolevant information under all of its procedures, %!/ although a proposal
that would ht\ve  permitted those organieations  to address the Committee in public
session subject to its approval was not adopted by the Committee when it drew up
its rules of procedure, pP/ Similarly,  provision has also been made by t;ir
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to receive written statements
submitted directly to it by non-governmental organisations, 4;L/

122. In view of the important role played by those organizations in national and
international affairs generally and of the accezs they already enjoy to the vast
majority of international human rights bodies, it would seem desirable for each of
the treaty bodies to consider how best to develop its own relationship with those
organizations. Experience to date has shown that non-governmental  organizations
are capable of playing an importarlt, constructive and responsible role in
facilitating the work of the treaty bodies, thereby contributing to their more
effect ive functioning. Moreover, i t  is  in  the interests  of  the treaty bodies as
well as of the States parties that the information provided by such organizations
not be confined to u twilight zone in which its formal status is unclear but itt;
pote qtial impact is, for all practical purposes, unimpaired. I t  i s  sure ly
yrsferable  for such information to be dealt with as openly as possible and for any
State party concerned to have the opportunity to respond in an appropriate
Enshiun. It goes without sayjng that none of thi-. is to suggest that limitations
or some sort ought not to be applied or that each treaty body’s approach should be
iclRntical,

3, T-a-sffactive.outnpme
tiwt.uLa

123. All of the treaty bodies have emphasised that the process of examining reports
by States parties must be based on a constructive dialogue between the monitoring
body and the State party. To the extr_,lt  that a constructive dialogue might nrl be
caneidered  an appropriate ,  or  the most e f fect ive , way of addressing a specific
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situation, the United Nations human rights policy-making organs would generally be
assumed to provide a more appropriate forum than the treaty bodies. This informal
and far from clear-cut division of labour serves to insulate the treaty bodies from
some of the political factors that inevitably surround some of the more
contrc  ‘orsial  matters that may arise, In order to maintain an emphasis on the
constructive nature of the work of the Committees and in order to facilitate a
consensus-based approach, the treaty bodies have (correctly, in my view) sought to
avoid any inference that they are passing judgement on the performance of a given
State party on the basis of an examination of its report.

124. In the longer term, however, i t  is  di f f icult  to  see how the t rea ty  bodies  can
avoid seeking to develop more effective means by which to indicate, at the
conclusion of the dialogue, that certain issues remain with respect to which at
least some members of the Committee are not entirely satisfiod. In situations
where none of the questions on a given issue are answered despite strong
expressions of concern by Committee members, or where the explanations provided are
patently inadequate, the quest to ensure that the Committees function effectively
woulcl seem to require some specific follow-up action. In this  spir it ,  several  of
the Committees are developing procedures under which individual expert members are
able to make concluding observations in the course of which any persisting concerns
might be noted. One of the important challenges for the future would seem to be to
seek to arrive at a clearer indication on the part of individual experts of the
conclusions that they believe can appropriately be drawn from the dialogue that ha6
taken place.

125. In addition, several of the Committees have yet to devise specific procedures
by which to take account of supplementary information provided by States parties in
response to specific requests by the Committee during the examination of the
report. As the average reporting cycle (or periodicity) moves to four to five
years, the importance of such supplementary reports is further increased. (It w i l l
often make little sense for a State party to respond to pressing concerns only five
years later in the context of the next required periodic report.)  To date so1 3
Committees have received 1 relatively low response rate to such requests despite
the assurances of States partias’ representatjves  that supplementary information
will be forthcoming. To a small extent, at least, this might be attributable to
the absence of appropriate prccedures for the consideration of such reports, Since
requests for further information constitute an important and time-honoured
practice, it would seem dey!rable for consideration to be given to the best
procedures to be followed in cases where they do not already exist.

126. In addressing the General Assembly on the occasion of the twentieth
I\nniversary  of the adoption of the International Covenants, the Secretary-Generel
noted that “we must be constantly vigilant that nothing is dcne to detract from
t.hr!.ir  p r o v i s i o n s ”  (A/41/PV.54,  p. 6 ) . Yet the introductory part of the present
study (paras. Y-30) provides a clear illustration of the extent to which factors
such as the recent proliferation of standards (both bin4ing and non-binding), the
increasing range and depth of the activities tf the policy-making organs and the
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expanding number of treaty bodies can combine in such a way as to render ever more
dil’ficult the maintenance of a reasonable degree of normative consistency. A
recent manifestation of concern over this problem is reflected in the Economic and
Social Council ’s appeal in paragraph 8 of its resolution 1987/4  to bodies dealing
with similar question6 of human rights to respect the Human Rights Committee’s
uniform standards,

127. Because of the uniqueness of each of the different treaty rigimes, the quest
to achieve normative consistency is subject to certain clear limitations. It i s
generally accepted, however, that the interpretation accorded to a given norm by
one United Nations human rights body should, as far as possible, be consistent with
that adopted by another body. In so far as complete consistency is neither
Possible nor appropriate for reasons inherent in the relevant treaty provisions, w
principled explanation for the resulting difference6 should be available. But
although these principles are unproblematic, at least in the abstract, the
existence of a significant range of different treaty bodies, and the proposed
creation of several new ones, inevitably gives rise to certain problems. They have
recently been formulated in the following terms by a member of the Human Rights
Committee!

“Does the interpretation under the prior or later treaty prevaiI7 Doe6
interpretation given under a one topic treaty have greater authbrity than
interpretatron given of a specific right under a more general treaty? I s  the
intoyrity  of each treaty to be protected by each body carefully not looking
beyond its own jurisprudence in any given subject area? Is the authority and
standing of any one interpreting body to be weighted against the authority and
standing of any other interpreting body7” 621

The problems that have already arisen in this domain a/ can be expected to become
even more frequent and troublesome as a phenomenon that has been called
“permeability” becomes more widespread, M/ Permeabi l i ty  refers  to  the process  by
which the norms contained in one instrument are used in connection with the
interpretoti  II of norms contained in another instrument. Thus, for example,
economic r.:ghts contained in the International Ctlvenant  on Economic, Social and
Cultural Riqhts might be taken into account by the Human Rights Committee,
~specinlly  when deciding case6 brought to it under the Optional Protocol to the
lnt.~rnationnl  Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. This  s ituation actually
i\l-O!>C>  in snveral  recent cases in which the Human Rights Committee held that
;\rt icla Lh of the ;.atter  Covenant, which provides for equal protection of the law,
wi-\S  aPplicable  to  social  security  legis lat ion (an is6ue dealt  with under art ic le  q
IJC t-he other  Covenant) .  6Ei/

I).ll. In the longer  term,  i t  seGms inevitable  that  in6tancas  of  normati’re
inconsistency will multiply and that significant problems will result. Among the
Po:isible  worst-case consequences, mention may be made of the emergence of
!‘i iqnif icant cone usion a6 to the “correct” interpretation of  a  given r ight ,  the
unt\ermining  of the cre’iibility  of one or more of the treaty bodies and eventually a
t.!lreat:  to the integrity of the treaty system. While it is to be hoped that none of
t.hese  scenarios will eventuate, the possibility exists that they might be
sufficient  to cause the international community to hesitate before creating new
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t.reaty bodies  beyond those already in the pipeline. It is also an important reason
to consider long-term measures towards the rationalization  of the present system
(wre chap. VI below).

120. In the Short term questions of credibility and integrity will also probably
nriue, In addition, the transparency of the overall system (i.e. the ea.88 with
which Government6 and their citizens can comprehend both the normative and
institutional dimensions of the system) may well be threatened. The principal
6hox’t-term SOlUtiOnS  are  twofold . The first is the recognition of the problem and
of its potential seriousness by both the treaty bodies and the policy-making
C) rqens  I Unless the problem is clearly recognised its solution will not be found.
‘I’hn second solution is to develop procedures designed to ensure that aa much
relevant information as possible is brought to the attention of any United Nation6
human rights body in connection with its consideration of a specific issue. In
particular, the secretariat should be mandated to draw the attention of the body in
que6tion  (whether a treaty body or a policy-making organ) to any proposal it
believes involves or might involve normative inconsistency. The decision-making
rs~;pont;ibility,  o f  c ourse , rests with the body concerned but its deliberations
should at least be based on full information, and efforts to avoid inconsistency
should be faci l i tated as  far  as  pO66ible.

130. The principal  practical  di f f iculty with this  solutian io the burden it  imposes
upon nn already under -staffed secretariat. While that problem is beyond the
confines of the present study, two suggestions may be offered. The f irst  is  that
consideration be given to re-conceptualizing or eupplementing  the publication
IJnited flat,iQXS.  &Li.QLi&.Lth~t&, &&/ which has retained
essentially thrj same format since it was first produced in preparation for the
Intarncltional  Conference on Human Rights held at Tehran in 1968. It  currently
c:onfiti.tutes an extremely valuable record of institutional development6 and
pruvides, i n  e f f e c t ,  a n  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  institu’cional  memory.  Neverthelees,  i t  d o e s
not provide any sort of integrated or synthetic overview of the approaches or
interpretation adopted by the various treaty bodies with respect to specific
uot.ms, For example, if information were to be sought as to the normative content
OL kho prohibit ion of  discrimination on the grounds of  status or  social  or igin,  the
I~ub.lication wou ld  o f f e r  l i t t l e ,  i f  any, d i re c t  ass i s tance , An alternative course
III’ Ilct.ion would be 1.0 begin work on an entirely new publication (perhaps in
I ooHt*.  le6f format) , which would seek to provide the sort of information that States
partier;, tho human rights organs and expert members of the treaty bodies could
t!ou:;ult:  as required,

I 11 I . Another suggestion is that consideration be given by the secretariat. to trying
t.o huitcl up a greater  degree of  special ist  expert ise  on the basia of  di f ferent
t:opic!r: or subject areas rather than allocating all human resources on a functional
01 i nstitutionnl  basis, As long as the latter approach is applied almost
*!xc:lusively  there is  l i t t le  l ikel ihood of  any of f ic ials  developing a detai led
ktlowleclge  of  al l  of the act ivit ies  relevant  to  speci f ic  Subject6  whet.her  undertaken
by i\ treaty body, a policy-making organ, a specialized  or other agency or a
r:cg.i.C)nal  human right6 organization.

/ . .
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132. It has by now become almost a tradition for the annual report of each of the
treaty bodies to call for greater publicity to be accorded to their work. The
General Assembly (along with other concerned bodies) generally responds as it did
a t  its f o r ty - th i rd  sess i on , in paragraph 20 of its resolution 431114 of
8 December 1980, by urging “the Secretary-General ,.. to tako determined steps,
within existing resources, to give more publicity to the work” of the Human Rights
Committee and the Cfirnmittee  on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Similarly,
having considered the report of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination
against Women, the General Assembly, in  paragra:>h 16  o f  i t s  r e s o l u t i o n  43/1.00 o f
8 December 1900, requested the Secretary-General “to provide, facilitate and
encourage public information activities relating to the Committee and the
Convent ion”.

133. There is no doubt that the traditional means of ptnmoting  public information
relating to the work of the treaty bodies should be promoted to the greatest extent
possible . Nevertheless, it would also seem essential, especially in the longer
term, to evaluato the obstacles that seem to stand in the way of greater public
awareness of the work being undertaken. Given that tLd treaty bodies constitute
the cornerstone of the overall United Nations human rights programme there can be
no doubt that a greater effort needs to be made to disseminate at least the
information contained in the annual reports of each treaty body. But the challenge
of making such information accessible to a broadly defined public audience is not
going to be met simply by printing more copies and circulating them more widely, as
would sometimes seem to be assumed,

134. A meaningful effort  to make the relevant information accessible requires that
it be made available in a form that is able to be located and understood by
individuals and groups outside the immediate circle. of the “initiated” (i .e. thGse
who are directly involved either through participation in, or attendance at, the
sessions of either the treaty bodies themselves or the other hwian rights organs of
the United Nations). It can be assumed that the annual report is the only
Committee document (leaving aside for the moment the reports of States parties)
that is ever likely to be of any potential informational value to anyone without a
degree of expertise in relation to the work of international organisations, But
the problem is that the annual reports would be almost certain, if entered into an
appropriate competition, to win the first prize for incomprehensibility to an
average concerned reader. The presentation is not especially clear, the writing
st.yle is  dreadful ly  dull , the phraseology is intentionally circumlocutoty  and the
layout  is  sopori f ic . There are,  of  course, good reasons that can be offered to
jrrr;t.i.Ey  (or excuse) many of these features, but the bottom line is that, when taken
t.ocJather, they ensure that the reports are neither accessible nor interesting
Rxcept to  the select  group of initiatss.

135. Two steps should be taken to improve the situation. The present format and
presentation of the reports should be systematically reviewed by a small expert
group composed of a Committ.ee  member or two, a public information expert and an
interested outsider. The aim should be to suggest various alternatives to the
Committees by which their reports could, without af fect ing signif icantly the
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existing substance, be presented in a more readable, accessible and attractive
manner . The second step would involve a different exercise designed to consider
how the information contained in the reports can be distilled and presented in an
interesting fashion to lay readers. While  i t  is  clear  that  the of f ic ial  output  of
the Committee6 needs to be presented in it.6 proper form and to maintain the
carefully negotiated and nuanced formulations adopted by con6en6usr it is equally
clear that such material is, by its very nature, not in a form that is conducive  to
attract ing public ity , let alone widespread dissemination. Until such an approach
it; tried, there is little likelihood that the work of the Committees will ever be
of real interest to anyone other than the specialists in the field.

136. A final suggestion is one that was made by the second meeting of chairpersons
and warran.ts reiteration. It is that whenever the report of a State party is under
consideration, the text of the report and a summary of the committee proceedings
should be disseminated as widely as possible by the United Nations information
contra, i f  a n y ,  l o ca ted  i n  the  S ta te  concerned  ( A / 4 4 / 9 8 ,  pata.  75!. When all is
said and done, it may well be that the most effective public information activities
are these which are undertaken at the national and local level and which reflect a
conscious effort to tailor the relevant materials to local circumstances and
interests ,

VI * A LONG-TERM PERSPECTIVE ON STANDARD-SETTING

A* Definincr

137.  At  i ts  forty- f irst  session, the General Assembly addressed itself specifically
to the question of setting international standards in the field of human rights.
In p ..,graph 4 of its resolution 41/120 of 4 December 1986, it invited!

“Member States and United Nations bodies to bear in mind the following
guidelines in developing intrrnational  instruments in the field of human
rights1  such instruments should.. ualial

“(a) Be consistent with the existing body of international human rights
lawt

“lb) Be of fundamental character and derive from the inherent dignity
and worth of the numan person)

l’(c) Be  su f f i c i ent ly  preciee to  g ive  r i se  t o  ident i f i ab le  and
practicable rights and obligations!

“(d) P r o v i d e , where appropriate, real ist ic  rend  e f fect ive  implementation
machinery, including reporting systemsr

“(e)  Attrsct broad international  support” .

The Commission on Human Rights, in paragraph 3 of it6 resolution 1987124 of
10 March 1957, subsequently requested the Secretary-General to bring General
Assambly reso lu t i on  41/120 “to the attention of all bodies of the United Nations
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system engaged in international standard-setting in the field of human rights”.
The preamble as well as the other ogarative  paragraphs of that resolution would
seem to  ref lect  two dist inct ,  but  c losely  related,  concerns. The first concern is
that there may be an excess of new human rights standards either already being
drafted or being proposed for future consideration. Thus, for example, it has been
suggested in this  vein  that recent  act ivit ies  have led to  “an inf lat ionary increase
in huma.r  rights tents” which threatens “to devalue the already existing” standards
(A/C.3/42/SR.46,  par? .  11 ) . Partly in response to such concerns, the General
Assembly, in paragraph 1 of its resolution 411120, called upon “Member States and
United Nation6 bodies to accord priority to the implementation of exii,ting
interaational  standards.  Nevertheless , there may be compelling reasons militating
in favour of the adoption of new standards in certain areas, It  is  therefore
appropriate to consider not only whether an excess of standards exists but also
whether viable altarnative approaches exist.

138. The second concern explicitly reflected in General Assembly resolution 411120
is to ensure that United Natims human rights standard-setting activities should be
“as ef fect ive  and ef f ic ient  aa possible”  (s ixth preambulara paragraph) .  Each of
these concerns ie examined in some detail below. In the present context, it mai he
noted that these issues are integrally related to the effective long-term
functioning of the treaty bodies for a variety of reasons. F i r s t ly , ;1s noted in
chapter II, just as what happens in the treaty bodies is of rslevance to the rest
1.f t.he United Nations human rights programme, so too do the shape, direction and
extent of the latter influence the work of the fo :mer. Secondly, the content OF
all new standards should be taken into account by the relevant treaty bodies.
Where thr- new standards appear to be entirely compatible with the relevant treaty
provisions, they may provide a usefIll  guide to interpretation. Where they appear
to  be less  than ful ly  compatible , the resulting confusion may need to be resolved
or somehow minimised. Thirdly ,  to  the extent  that  Lormal  or  informal  report ing
procedures are envisaged, even non-binding standards may add directly to some of
the problems dealt with elsewhere in the present study. Finally, the development
of new standards may well lead eventually to the creation of new treaty bodies, a
development that inevitably has major implications in terms of some of the issues
de&lt with here.

lR?. Before reviewing the range of standard-setting activities currently being
undert.aken  or con:,idered  it is important to situate any problems that might be
considered to exist in Lie human rights area in relation to the broader context of
int.ornation~l  standard-setting as a whole. 5 recent review of the multilateral
treaty--making process (covering all fields, not only human rights) dir/ elicited a
s lgni C ic:aut number of trdponses  from s broad range of States to the effect that the
inte;natlonel  community’s overall level of treaty-making is excessive. Thus, for
t3XklmlJlB, one Government reply spoke of “ international  hyperactivity”  leading to  en
“exorbitant increase” in the number of drafting exercises, 68.1  while another
alluded disparagingly to “the international communit.y’s unrestrained appetite for
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new international instruments, which it  then has di f f icult ies  in digesting
nnt.ionally”  ,  49.1 Indeed, it has been estimated that i n  the course of any given
year, Member States will be expected to participate in the preparation of one stage
or another of at least a score of treaties, 1p/ If we extend our purview to take
account not only of treaties but of the drafting of non-binding instruments as
WSll, the burden is certainly more than doubled, In the review compiled by the
Secretary-General differeni;  States drew attention to different  a d v e r s e  consequences
that they felt flowed from this collective exercise in normative “gluttony”. These
consequences are analysed in subsection 3 below.

140. In addition to this broad spectrum of United Nations standard-setting
ac t iv i ty , account must also be taken of the extent of related activities being
undertaken within the framework of the United Nations specialised agencies and the
regional organisations. For example with respect to the latter, OAS has in recent
years adopted an Inter-American Conventlirn  to Prevent and Punish Torture and an
Additional Protocol to the American Convention on Human Rights in the Area of
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. u/ Similarly, the Council of Europe
continues to be active in the adoption of new standards, including the European
convention for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment. 121 Of  the special ised agencies , IL0 has been the most active
standard-setter, having adopted 168 Convel.tions  and 176 Recommendations as at
1 January 1989. In this regard, a 1987 r,jport of an IL0 Working PP ty on
International Labour Standards noted thdt “most Governments” favoured reducing the
pace at which new standards are adopted in the future, n/ The reaeons  put  forward
in support of that approach by the Governments of two developing countries are
revealing:

“It would facilitate the work of national administrations having only limited
means, and would make it possible to examine situations more closely and reach
more accurate conclusions with a view to the submission of legislative texts,
to  rev.;ew prospects  of  rat i f icat ion at  shorter  intervals ,  to  make greater
effortcr to bring national legislation and practice into line with Conventions,
and to improve interaction between the legislature and the executive
authorit ies , More general ly ,  i t  would broaden partic ipation i n  technical
committees, and would improve the quality of standards and *‘le operation oi
machinery for the supervision and promotion of standards”. u/

141. In brief, there may be grounds for concluding that many States are beginning
1:~)  suffer what may be termed international norm fatigue. The question that remains
is whether such a conclusion is applicable in the context of the human rights
rlc:t..ivities  of the United Nations.

142. Since the beginning of 1980, United Nations organs have finalised and adopted
one Convention, three Declarations and two sets of Principles, all of which have
emerged from t.he work of the human rights organs. In addition a wide range of new
inri1-.ruments  is currently being considered by various organs. They include:
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(a) Draft convention on the rights of the child, the consideration oE which
began in 19781

(b) Draft convention on the protection of the rights of all migrant workers
and their families, the drafting of which began Jn 19801

(c) Draft second optional protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, aiming at the abolition of the death penalty, consideration of
which began in 19001

(d) Draft declaration on the rights of persons belonging to national, ethnic,
religious and linguistic minorities, the drafting of which began in 19821

(e) Draft body of guidelines, principles and guarantees for persons detained
on the grounds of mental ill-health or suffering from mentrl disorder, the drafting
OC which Llegan  in 1982;

(f) Draft universal declaration on indigenous rights, the drafting of which
began in 1982;

(9) Draft declaration on the right and responsibility of individuals, groups
and organs of society to promote and protect universally recogniead human rights
rend fundamental f reudoms, the drafting of which began in 19871

(h) Draft declaration on freedom and non-discrimination in respect of the
riyht of everyone to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his own
country, transmitted in 1988 to States for their comments;

(i) Draft declaration on the independence and impartiality of the judiciary,
jurors and assessors and the independence of lawyers, under consideration since
IOH5:

(j) draft declaration on the protection of all persons from enforced or
involuntary disappearance, under consideration since 1988;

(k) Draft declaration against unacknowledged detention of persons, under
c:c~nsicleration  since 1987,

143. It must he emphasised,  however, that. such a listing provides only a partial
ovorvlew  of the present situation, One element to be included in order to arrive
i\t i\ more  complete  picture is the range of activities recently completed or
cllrrently  under way in connection with the United Nations programme on crime
prevention  and control, the great majority oE which are of direct relevance to the
work oC the human rights bodies, including the treaty bodies. For example, in the
report  on the tenth session of the Committee on Crime Prevention and Control 21
reference is made to the following instruments that are among those presently being
cl r ,I f 1: e d I draft Rtandard  minimum rules f:or non-custodial measures (the “Tokyo
R1rles”)  ; a draft model agreement on transfer of supervision of offenders who have
heor conditionally sentenced or conditionally released; a draft model agreement or
tI.i-\Ilsfer  oE proceedings in criminal matters; clraft guidelines for the prevention of
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juvenile delinquency (“Guidelines of Riyadh”)t drstt rulee for the protection of
juveniles deprived of their liberty) draft internationsl  standards designed to
ensure effective clomestic legislation or other domestic measures so that proper
investigation, including provisions for an adequate autopsy, are conducted by
appropriate authorities into all cases of suspicious deathr  draft basic principles
on the use of force and firearms by law enforcement officialss  and Qraft basic
pr!.nciples on the role of lawyers.

144. Another important element in the overall picture is the list of issues with
respect to which new &aft instruments have been proposed (but not yet acted
upon). Reference could bc made, for example, to proposals for a draft convention
on the elimination of all forms of intolerance and of discrimination baued  on
religion or belief) a draft declaration on the right to adequate foods a new
covenant on solidarity rights) a legally binding instrument dealing with the right
to developmentt  a draft convention on the establishment of an international penal
tribunal for the suppression and punishment of the crime otl mthria and other
international crimes) and many other, often less precisely spelled out proposals.

145. It may be asked whethl r, as a result of all this activity, it can be cotcluded
that there are now too many standards or too many new standards on the way. But.
there can be no single Aefinitive answer to such a question. Much will depend on
the priori ties, as well as the overall policy perspective, of whoever is posing the
question. It seems clear that some States are now seriously worried about the
extent of human rights standard-setting activities while others believe there to be
a pressing need for new standards in a va:iety of different areas* Still others
might share both viewpoints. But whatever conclusion is drawn, it is desirable
that account be taken of the fact that a fast pace in standard-setting has certain
potential consequences that warrant being taken into account.

3 .  &I,UB  conBBQuBnce8 o f  mmive stmda,ul-saw

146. It would seem to be universally accepted that human rights standard-setting is
one of the United Nations greatest, and potentially most enduring, achievements.
But. i; also seems that, perhaps inevitably, the flurry of activity that has taken
place, especially over the past decade or so, has had its costs a8 well as its
benefits. While the latter are reasonably obvious and rarely diaputed, the former
have not been subjected to systematic examination, It is therefore useful in the
present context to take note of some of ttie problems or difficulties that might
arise as a consequence of an active and wide-ranging standard-setting programme.

147. From the perspective of States, problems might arise at several levels. At
the international level, many States are unable to afford to send specialised
delegations to observe or participate in all of the drafting exercises being
unclartaken at any one time. Cost may be a major factor as also might the
availability of the necessary expertise. a/ This is likely to be particularly
true for developing countries but the problems are certainly not limited to them.
One result might be the imposition of an enormous work-load on a State’s diplomatic
representatives posted in Now York, Geneva or elsewhere in terms of the preparatory
work required, participation in intensiva drafting and negotiating sessions, and
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reporting home. Another result is that some countries are unable to follow such
drafting activities as closely as they might wish, so that the standards drawn up
mlqht  not adequately reflect. the views of all concerned States.

148. In addition, the proliferation of standards being drnfted “may place too great
A burden on the legal resources of the ciomestic organs of countries”. ll/ In
smphasiaing  the importance of this domestic dimension, one State has noted that
Covernmer.te  inevitably have a limited absorptive capacityI

“The sparsity and slowness of comments of States on treaty drafts, the state
of preparation of Aelegntions to committees and conferences of
plenipotentiaries, the frequent requests to defer the coxlveninq of conferences
because of the press of other business, and the length of time that States
take to ratify treaties - when they ratify them at all - suggest that the
problems may lie at least as much in the ability of States to absorb treaties
nnd to participate in their preparation as in the capacity of existing or
future mechanisms to elaborate them”. .?W

A Further burden placed on the domestic administrative, and perhaps  also judicial,
mnchinery  of States arises in the prccess of the implementation of the burgeoning
Array of 8 tandards , In Addition to the formal reporting obligations provided for
in most treaties, it is also increasingly common  today for United Nations organs to
follow up on the adoption of non-binding standards by the creation of -9~
implementation meChAniSms, usually involving some form of voluntary reporting
requirements. ‘191

149. From the perspective of United Nations human rights bodies one of the
resulting problems is the demand placed upon the secretariat, which may be unable
to provide enough staff with the appropriate expertise in order to service the
various drafting bodies. The difficulty of ensuring consistency with existing
6tAndArds also increases considerably a6 the overall body of standards grows. It
hAt; even been suggested that new standard-setting exercises might sometimes be
encouraged for the express purpose of providing an occasion for seeking to dilute,
weaken or even undermine existing standards, or in order to distract attention And
reEources  away from other activities. BQ/ But regArdless  of  tha validity of  such
!:uqqeEtione, there is no doubt that standard-setting is both expensive and
1. ime-consuming. Thus, it hAS even been implied that standard-setting might be part
of i\ zero-sum  game in terms of the allocation of availsble resources. For example,
iu response to a recent proposA1  to draft A new convention, one State suqgested
t.hnt. t.he result would be to “divert scarce United Nations And Member StAtA
re’fiuutces  from other pres?ing  human rights mstters” (E/CN.4/1988/44/ALd.2,  p .  2).
111 othr words, !E the United Nations chooses to devote a given Amount of reEL)urceti
to :;tAnclard-setting, the resources available both to the Orqanization itself And to
the Member States for othor aspect8 of humen rights promotion and protection will
be reduced proportionately. Given the relatively small percentage of the United
Nations budget devoted to human rig’ 2, the limited number of secretariat officials
with the technical and legal expertis w required for standard-EQtting,  the
constantly growing demand6 O:I the limited meeting time available to the various
orqans and the immense pressures for restraint gensrated by the Organisation’s
financial crisis, there are strong arguments supporting the zero-sum game
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rlf;l;umpt.ion. Indsed  a recent analysis by a member of the Sub-Commission  on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of K?norities conciuded  that the
current large number  of drafting exercises “results in heavy and competing demands
on tire United Nations policy organs and tends to cause stagnation in the work of
t-hat;9 organs”. 811

,150. Both the Ganara: Assembly, in its resolution 411120, and the Commission on
Human Ughts, ii> ftb: resolution 1987124, have called upon “Member States and United
Nations bodies to accord priority to the implementation of exJ.rting international
standards in the field of human rights”. The challtinge  to which this policy gives
rise? is to identify approaches that: (a) reepond to the principal concerns noted
nbovsl  (b) are capable of mustering a significant degree  of support; and (c) are
consistent with the overall aim of contributing to the codification and progressive
development of international human rights law. In recent years a variety of
different approaches have baen put forward. They include the imposition of a
moratorium on new standards; the creation of a specialist standard-estting bcdyj
and t.he setting of priorities to govern future activities. Each of these proposals
will now be briefly conside;ed,

151. Given the cumulatfvs impact of the demands placed upon §tates as a result 02
tha existing pace and range of standard-setting activities, it is hardly surprising
that cnlle have been made to set limits upon the initiation of new activities. 821
Other 6, while not endorfiing such far-reaching propossle, hsve suggested that
relatively few new standards would be needed in the decade ahead. While
acknowledging the possibility tnat “changes in the global habitat” and “new areas
of human endeavour” might give rise to the need for more standards, the
Kecretary-General  recently urged that the major focus of activitiee should be “on
bringing universal rsspect in fact for what has been agreed in principle”
(A/42/512, enclosure, p. 4). However, in the Third Committee of the Qeneral
Atitiembly 0119  of the responses to this suggestion wae to emphasise  that “much
sttindard-sstting  work remained to be done, for instance, on the right to
development, t.he right to adequate houeing, human rights and mass exoduses, human
rights in the administration of justice, migrant workers and their families, the
enhancement of social life, and the strengthening of international co-operation in
the field of human rights” (A/C.3/42/SR.40, para, 33). On the other hand, it bar
bec?n suggested that no more totally new fields remain to be explored. But tt.3
latter view would not seem to be widely supported. On the contrary, the following
i3ssnsSment, made with renprtct  to the need for continued standard-setting by ILO,
wo~lcl seem to be a more accurate reflection of the reality, and perhaps of the
I?rr?vai  ling attitude, of the majority of States!

“It is true that the existing standards already cover a very wide range of
labour problems and even human rights but it would be an illusion to imagine
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that the body of standards could ever be complete, whether on the
international or on the national plane, In either case there can be no
exhaustive or immutable code, especially in an era of rapid changer needs and
concepts alter with the yeara and old instruments must be added to or
overhauled to adapt them to new requirements,” u/

This aeoessment  was  reflected by the IL0 Governing  Body in 1987 when it adopted a
report that identified a very wide :dnge of “possible aubjecta”  on which IL0 should
consider the adoption of new standards. u/ Thus, whatever advantages might be
seen in reducing the pace of new standard-setting, the suggestion of a moratorium
would not seem to be widely acceptable. Moreover, it is in any event not easy to
envisage an acceptable formula for a measure that would, in effect, seek to limit
the sovereign prerogative of States to propose new standardd.

152. Another Ljroposal  that has been put forward is ‘to centralise the bulk of the
United Nations human rights standard-setting functions in an entirely new expert
body, a “Human Rights Law Commission (UNHRLC) ” “that would devote its entire time
to, and specialise exclusively in, human rights law-making”, fi/ Its proponent
recognised that his proposal was “likely to be greeted with scepticism, well
justif ied no doubt” on the grounds that the United Vations  “already suffers from a
proliferation of organs and that there is no guarantee that the UNHRLC would
measure up”, &&/

153. In the light c/f the continuing finaxlcial crisis, and of recent efforts to
reduce the overall number of United Nations organs, such a proposal would 8eem to
have little prospect  of being acted upon. Other difficulties would also 8eem to
arise with respect to the merits of the proposal, One factor that it neglects is
the desirability of maintaining the important link that exists at present between
the preparation of detailed studies and the drafting of related standards. Since
the Sub-Commission and the Commission are the principal organs responsible for the
former it is logical that they should also retain their standard-setting
functions. The alternative, which would be to entrust the proposed human rights
lnw c!ommislon  with the preparation of studies, would, depending on the relevant
i\rrf+ngements, either duplicate existing activities or deprive the principal organs
of R very important source of intellectual input. Another difficulty is the
problem of (inadvertently) encouraging additional proposals for new standards by
virtue of making a whole new apparatus available for that purpose. Thus, the
establishment of a new body need not paraa do anything to address any problems
thnt presently exist. It could simply result in transferring the same procedures
frcjrn one arena to another.

154. Another factor militating against the proposed new body is the limited
transferability to the human rights field of the experience of bodies such a8 the
International Law Commission and the United Nations Commission on International
Trade Law (UNCITRAL) on which it appears to be largely modelled. In the first
place the subject-matters dealt with by human rights bodies are remarkably diverse
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(o.g. development,  r e l i g i o n ,  mental p a t i e n t s ,  dirappoarancrr,  f o o d ,  imxnigration,
etc.) and lack the relative homogeneity enjoyed by UNCITRAL and, to an important,
albeit learor oxtent, by the International Law Commission, An oven morm important
distiuguirhing  e l e m e n t  ir t h e  rxtent  t o  whioh them oftrn ramain  fundamental
diragreomentr  both as to the ends and the means of standard-rotting in human
righta. The various topica are, an a  r e s u l t ,  iuherrntly  more p o l i t i c a l l y
controversial  than the bulk of their counterparts that are dealt  with eff ic iently
by the Intrrnational  Law Commirrion  and UNCITRAL. While teahnical  drafting
expettire remain0 important, it ir only one of the element8 required in the human
r ights  f i e ld ,

155. In the forereeable future, thersfore, there doer not rrem to be any likelihood
tha t  the Ooneral  Aarombly  wil l  change tho pol icy i t  endorsed in itr rorolution
41/120  in which it reaffirmed  the central role of the Commirsion on Human Rights in
the area of rtandard-retting.

156. In a context in which continuing Uemands for new standards are inevitable, the
moot logical  and won “rcientific”  way of reconciling rupply and demand ir to rat
pr ior i t i er . Indeed that is the approach that wa8 ruggertsd by a significant  range
of Staten in the aontext of  the United Nation6 review of the multilaterial
treaty-making procem. One State, for exempla, concluded that “only the Betting  of
prioritier and the concurrent reduction of thlr yearly output could provide a
remedy ” . n/ This v iew w811  endorrred  by State6 from all  of tho principal  regional
groupings and in the replier of  several  international  organisation@.  BB/ In
priaciple,  it could be achieved with rerpect to human right8 rtandard-retting on
the baria of a thorough review of all existing and new proporals by the Commission
on Human Right8 , combined ..ith decirions  to allocate a particular amount of time
each year to drafting and to authorise the work of only a limited number of
draft ing groupa. Several procedentr  for such an approach could be cited in the
work of various international organirationr. By the rams token, other examplea
could be cited in which the adoption of a fixed ret of standard-retting  priorities
proved unacceptable, in part because of the perceived nred to “remain  frea to take
deciriona ,., in the l ight of  changing circumatances~‘. Bp/’ In thr United Nations
context, ev8.n Staterr which have conceded that “there is no doubt that the
burden . . . irr becoming too cumberrome” have nevertholear been reairtant to the
se t t ing  of  pr ior i t i e s :

“It doer not seem possible to  envirage a  decirion of  a  gmneral  and abstract
character to reduce the number of treatisr being forsulrted. I f  a  decision  i s
taken to prepare a treaty on any given rubject, i t  is bcdaure a  majority  of
the  State8 invo lved  be l i eve  tha t  ouch a  t rea ty  i s  neceeaary.” pP/

157.  In the l ight  of  thir opposit ion, it ia noteworthy that none of the States or
international organisations that advocated the eatablishmant of yrioritier offered
any specific  suggestions as to how such a aystenl might work. There have in fact
been several attempts in the past to establish long-term prcrgrammer  of work for
United Nations human rights organs. Most have been rejected and there few which

/ . . .
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have been pursued have achieved very little, In 1976, for example,  the Economic
and Social Council, in Bto resolution 1992 (LX), requested the Comnission  to draw
up e long-term work programme. The latter appointed a review group, which in
etf Eect.  rejected the proposal on the grounds that “it is impossible to predict what
new issues of promotion of human rights will merit . . . urgent consideration in the
future” (E/CN.4/5243,  pare. 10).

155. Similar proposals re-emerged in the next few years, mainly in the context of
the continuing review of “alternative approaches and ways and means” of improving
the United Nations human rights system. Standard-setting was a constant theme in
these reviews and, on occasion, proposals were ngain made to draw up a long-term
programme of standard-setting. In 1984 the Commission’s Working Group concluded
that no agreement could Le achieved, citing three reaeonx: “the difficulty of
foreseeing future needs) the limited value of a formal planr [and] the rigidity .in
functioning that could result” (E/CN.4/1984/73, pars. 17 (18)).

159. The principal conclusion to be drawn from this review is that the
establishment of a set of long- or medium-term priorities for human rights
standard-setting is unlikely to be acceptable to a’majoyity  of States and is
perhaps even less likely to be effective in actually reducing the number of new
standard-setting exercises undertaken, It could in fact have the opposite effect
if States felt obliged to come up with as many new suggestions as possible in order
to ensure that no issue of potential importance to them would bs excluded or
pre-empted.

160. Another conclusion that can be drawn is that while many State6 are seriously
concerned that the existing pace of standard-setting might be excessive, radical
solutions are unlikely to be of much help at this stage. A more productive
approach would be to request that the Secretary-General prepare, and update
periodically, an inventory of all of the human rights standard-setting exercises
currently being undertaken by the United Nations and its agencies. That
information is not presently available in one place and the conclusions to be drawn
from such an inventory might have a salutary effect when new proposals are being
evaluated. A second constructive solution is that efforts should be made to move
towards more efficient and effective procedures for the drafting of new
i nst.ruments, Potential innovations in this regard are examined below.

I. Cj 1 . It has frequently been suggested  that the procedures usad in the drafting of
lJnit.ec\  Nations human rights instruments  could be improved, Thus, for example, the
view was expressed during the thirty-fifth session of’ the General Assembly that
“m\~ch  of: work in this area proceeds without planning, in a kind of haphazard
miinner, at a desultory pace and with overlapping jurlsLlictions. We have working
groups in the Third Committee, in the Commission on Yuman  Rights and in the
Sub-Commission. It is difficult to keep track of the different drafts. There is a
lack of continuity and expertise among the persons working on the draft”. a/ More
rucently, a member of the Sub-Commission on Prevention of Dir3CrhinntiQXI  and
Ptotctction  of Minorities has suggested that standard-setting activities “are
undertaken and carried out without proper planning”. gJ/

/ . . .
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162. The proposals put forward below are directed at different aepscts of the
standard-sacting  procecs. Their purpose is to Rtimulate long-term reflection
rather than to provide a comprehensive  enalyaie. Ultimately, it must be borne in
mind that “within the bounds of respect for negotiating [in] ‘good faith’ and for
ths rUlQ8 Of internatiOira1  j.!u.coQp)nB, the negotiating parties must be allowed to
enjoy maximum freedom in the treaty-making proce88, and the treaty must be an act
freely arrived at not only with regard to its provisions but also, as much as
possible, in the procedures followed during ite negotiation”. u/

lG3. The absence of e&tobli.shed  procedures that are followed with any degree of
consistency in human rights standard-setting is nowhere better illustrated than in
the process of initiating the drafting of a new instrument. Examples could be
cited of cases in wMch elaborate draft instruments have been presented without any
considered decioion ever having been taken by any of the organs concerned that an
instruznent  should be drafted. The draft thus acquires a life of its own despite
the paucity of consultation that might havo taken place a6 to the need for it, the
form it should take, the most appropriate approach to be adopted, its relationship
to existing standards and 60 on,

164. As a first step, those proposing the adoption of new standards could in the
future be encouraged to consider, as a matter of course, the desiderata spelled out
in General Assembly resolution 41/120. Whether the proponent is a Qovirnment,  a
special rappotteur or a non-governmental organisation, some consideration should
first be given to the broader implications of any new standard-setting activity.

lG5. Another posrrible step is to require that a pro-initiation study be
undertaken. In a sig,lificant number of international organisation8  the
standard-setting process is ncL formally begun until after a detailed preliminary
feasibility study has been completed. According to a review by the
Secretary-General, “the purpose of such studies is to ascertain the need for the
enterprise and its likely success and the optimum method of approaching it.
Experience seems to show that the proper use of such studies  makes it less likely
for an organieation to embark on treaty-making projects that must later be
abandoned or that extend for undue periods”. ep/ In most cases it is the
secretariat that is called upon to prepare the study, although a rapporteur or a
committee of experts may also be relied upon. pli/ As a general rule, this would
seam to be an appropriate approach in the human rights area and to be consistent
not; only with resolution 41/120 but also with some of the recent practice of the
policy-making organs. Moreover, as a general rule, any body engaged in
standard-setting should be presented by the secretariat with a comprehensive
analytical compilation of all existing standards of direct relevance.

16G. An additional safeguard is to require that a specific decision be taken before
the drafting of an instrument is begun. In some international organisations, the
responsibility for formally initiating a standard-setting exerC’sle is vested in a
specific  organ (often the equivalent of the governing body or executive board),
which acts by authorizing a particular action, such as the inscription of an agenda
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item devoted to the matter in question, In the political organs of the United
Nations, however, “the process ir often initiated in a rather tentative way, to be
reinforced or weakened at succossfve sessions as reports . . . confirm or cast doubt
on the desirability and feasibility of the enterprise”. j&/

167. In the human rights area there would seem to be considerable advantages
Jnvolved in charging a single body with principal responsibility for formally
initiating a standard-setting exercise, In particular, it would ensure a more
carefully co-ordinate8 approach and diminish the possibility of a variety of
competing exercises being initiated in different contexts at the same  time. The
body charged with such responsibility could be either the General Assembly or the
Commission on Human Rights. However, with respect to the former it may be noted
that, less than a decade ago, when the Secretary-General sought the reaction of
States to a proposal that the Assembly should assume a central co-ordinating role
in respect of all United Nations treaty-making activities, the response was
predominantly negative. Among the reasons cited were thatr “(i) such a role would
slow down the process and increase the work of the General Assembly, whose agenda
was already congestedr  (ii) the high degree of sensitivity of the other organs
operating in a particular field; (iii) overall co-ordination was dependent on the
nature of each particular treaty and the circumstances of each case, which rendered
a general role impracticable) (iv) the General Assembly had no competence in this
rsgard” . pZ/ By c o n t r a s t , the terms of reference of the Commiseion  on Human Rights
were expanded by the Economic and Social Council in its resolution 1979136 so as to
entrust it with the function of assisting the Council to co-ordinate activities
concerning human rights in the United Nations system. Moreover, in its resolution
411120, the General Assembly reaffirmed the important role of the Commission on
Human Rights, among other appropriate United Nations bodies, in the development of
international instruments in the field of human rights. Consideration might thus
be given to entrusting to the Commission formal responsibility for approving the
initiation of a new standard-setting exercise. It goes without saying that, in the
exercise of such a responsibility the Commission would still be acting as a
subsidiary organ of the Council and that full account would be taken of any
relevant views expressed by the General Assembly. The proposed change is thus of a
procedural rather than a substantive nature.

168. Two issues arise under this heading. The first is whether a proposed
instrument is intended to be binding or non-binding. The second concerns the
terminology to be used in the case of a non-binding instrument, Th.a first issue is
of particular relevance in the context of the present study since it can usually be
assumed that a legally binding ins.crument  (i.e. a treaty) will make provision for
some sort of supervisory procedure, which might or might not involve the creation
oE a new treaty body. In recent years there has been an increasingly strong
preference for non-binding instruments, for which several reasons have been
suggested :

/ . * .
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“The advantage ia tha t  [ruch] inrtrumentu  .., addrerr  themrelver  immediately
(without long ratification dnlaya) to the whole of the United Nation6
memberrhip  and , aa the care may be, to other actor8 and organu of rociety  at
national and international levela, thurr exprerring  the  not ion  o f  co l l ec t ive
and univorral reeponeibility. To UIO the wordr of the prorent United Nations
Secretary-0enoral: ‘They reprrrrent not only important political commitmenta
by Stater, but also ground rule8 for the conduct of international
relation0  @ . pB/ And it may be added that in 80 far a8 they pertain to the
field of human rightr, these instrument8 alao constitute ground rulaa for the
conduct of domestic policirs.” pP/

While recognising that there will be ieruor with rerpect to which a binding
inrtrument in preferable, it would room  reasonable to encourage the uee of a
non-binding inrtrurnent  whenever porrible and appropriate. Such a policy could
contribute significantly  to control l ing the prol iferation of treaty bodielr  and the
resulting demanda placed upon State8 partier ,  erpecially  in term6 of reporting.

169. The ascend irrue that arires in this regard irr of rufficient complexity that
it can only be noted in the prerenk  atudy. It  ir whether  suf f i c ient  comideration
ia being given to the choice of term8  ruch ar “univerral declaration” and
“declaration” rather than to alternative6 that might more accurately dercribr  the
content and rignif icance of the inrtrument. The formor term has now been adopted
twice but in practice ir ured almost without exception to refer to the Univerral
Declaration of Human Rightr rather than to the Univerral Declaration on the
Eradication of Hunger and Malnutrition, The latter inrtrument wae  adopted by the
World Food Conference rather than the General Asrrercrbly,  although the Aerembly
subsequently endorsed it in itr relrolution 3346 (XXIX) of 17 December 1974. There
are currently two proporrals  for inetrumentr  to be termed “univeroal declarationa”.
It would seem appropriate far careful consideration to be given to the question of
whether the use of such terminology ir appropriate.

170. The legal xtatua of a “declaration” ia not ruaceptible of any precise formal
def in i t ion . Nevertheless, a frequently quoted 1962 memorandum by the Office of
Legal Affairs indicated that “in United Nation8 practice ,  a  ‘declaration’  ir a
solemn instrument resorted to only in very rare cane8 relating to matter6  of major
and lasting importance where the maximum compliance irr expected”. J,QQ/  At that
time, in the human righta field, the United Nations had adopted only 4 declarations
over a period of 17 years. By contrart,  in the period rinco then, another 17
doclarationr have been adopted and at leart 6 more are currently in preparation.
Thin evolution giver rire to the question of whrther or not an effort should be
made to  re;lr)rt less frequently in the future to  the form of  a “declaration” in
order to ensure that the aewe of solemnity is not undermined by frequency of use.

171. The formulation or drafting phaae of standard-setting raises iasues that, for
the most part, extend beyond the acope of khe present etudy . In the present
context, the principal concern ilr to ensure that adequate and continuing expert
advice is available from the secretariat or anot:ler  appropriate source and that a
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major effort is made to ensure that propbsed provissons  that are actually or
potentially in conflict with existing standards are brought to the attention of the
drafting body. In this regard, consideration might be given to requesting the
secretariat to provide, as a matter of course, a “technical review” similar in
scope to that undertaken in connection with the draft convention on the rights of
the child. lp1/ In that instance the objectives of the review wqrez

(a) To identify overlap and repetition between and w!thin draft articles;

(b) To check Tar cons4dtr?cy  in the text, including the use of key terms and
the use of gender-neutral language, and between the different language versions;

(c) To compare the standards established with those in other widely acceptad
hull: ,rn rights instruments, particularly the two International Covenants;

(d) To make textual and editorial suggestions and recfmmendations  as to how
any overlaps or :nconsistenc’  3s identified might be corrected in the second
reading, including through the consolidation and relocation of articles.

Such a request is clearly in conformity with the practice generally followed in the
process of drafting and adopting multilateral treaties. Thus, as the
Secretary-General has noted, “Fractically  all organs that formulate treaties,
whether export or representative, at one or more stages submit the text for
consideration” by a drafting committee and, in many cases, those “committees else
include secretariat experts] even when this is not so, secretariat members often
play an important role in servicing  committees consisting only of governmental or
expert members”. 19.21

172. In the same study, the Secretary-General also drew attention to the importance
of ensuring that conflicts do not rise between existing treaties on the one hand
and the new treaty being drafted on the other and to the role of the secretariat in
that regard!

“As the body of international law created by multilateral treaties increases,
qroater and greater problems arise about possible conflict between treaties
illready in force, whether on a world-wide or regional or otherwise restrictocl
basis, and new proposed instruments. Naturally, identification of the
existing instruments that bear on Lhe subject-matter of a proposal is always
part oE the research performed at some stage of the treaty-making process by
the secretariat oE the organization concerned,” lQ.31

It may <\lso be recalled in this regard that the General Assembly in paragraph 5 of
it:; resolution 41/120 requested the Secretary-General “to provide appropriate
specialixed  support to United Nations bodies working on standard-setting in the
Eiolcl of human rights”.

173. Two L’inal suggestions with respect to the drafting phase should also be
mentior.  -1 in passing. The first is that consideration should be given to formally
enhar.,.ing  the role of non-governme~~tal  organisations. An important precedent in
t:hi:;  regard was set by the Commission on Human Rights Working Group on the drafting

I’. . .
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of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, which accorded non-governmental
organizations a significant role in all appropriate aspects of its work. As
drafting exercises become more complex, it becomes all the more important to seek
as great a range of inputs as possible and to promote the active ;nvx>lvement  of
those groups whose support for the process will significantly enhance the potential
acceptability of the final product. This approach has clearly been adopted by the
Working Group on Indigenous Populations (E/CN.4/Sub.2/1989/36, p:ras. 49-52).
Similarly, the importance of involving experts and representatives uf
non-governmental organisations in any process of drafting a furLher binding
international instrument on freedom of religion or belief and on the elimination of
intolerance and discrimination based on religion or belief, has recently been
emphasised (E/CN.4/Sub.2/1989/32, paras. 12 and 13).

174. Another suggestion is that every effort shtdld be made to ensure the detailed
and careful preparation of travaux oreuaratoires and their subsequent ready
availability. In addition, wherever possible, encouragement should be given to
efforts to prepare detailed explanatory commentaries or annotated guides to the
travaux oreoaratoires. In the pajt this has not always been done and, as a result,
it may be needlessly difficult to comprehend the rationale underlying the adoption
of particular formulations. The availability of such materials can greatly assist
not only Governments but also the Lreaty bodies and other interested parties in the
application of the relevant treaty.

VII. OTHER SELECTED LONG-TERM ISSUES

175. In the preceding chapters of the present study it has been noted that the
proliferation of treaty bodies (from one in 1970 to possibly as many as eight in
1995) has given rise to concern on the part of States. That concern has been
further reinforced by various commentators and by members of the treaty bodies
themselves. 1041 The nature of some of the problems that have a.-isen, or might
arise in the future, has been examined in the earlier part of this study. In the
present chapter, consideration is given to some of the possible long-term means by
which the treaty regime might be overhauled or rationalised. Such rationalisation
should not necessarily be viewed as a radical or drastic approtch. It should be
seen rather as a natural and eventually unavoidable response to a prolonged period
of broadening and deepening the treaty regime, which, perhaps by its very nature,
has so far developed in a relatively unto-ordinated or ad hoc fashion. Indeed in
many respects, the need for major reform can be seen as a tribute to the success of
the treaty bodies as manifested in a continuing increase in the number of
ratifications by States, a growing interest on the part of all States and o. the
public at large and a significant evolution of the ability of the treaty regime to
Promote enhanced respect for human rights.

17G. The following analysis is.intended as food for thought on the part of the
General Assembly and the Commission on Human Rights. It does not purport to
provide a specific blueprint for future action, nor is it confined to action that
seems likely to be contemplated in the immediate future.
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177. The principal, but not the only, focus of the present chapter is on the
options that are availsble to States by which to zestrain the creation of new
t.reat.v  bodies and/or to reduce the number of existing bodies. One option that is
not considered is to impose a ban on the creation of new bodies. Such a bar: would
be neither politically ‘or legally feasible. Moreover, it might do little to
improve the existing situation and might create major difficulties if a compelling
need arises for a specialist body to perform important but unique functions.
Indeed,  in the long term, if the principles underlying international supervision of
human rights obligations am to evolve so as to support a truly effective set of
mechanisms for promoting accountability, it may well be essential to create
entirely new bodies with functions that differ considerably from those presently
performed by existing bodies.

170. Thus, leaving aside a moratorium, three possible options may be considered.
The first is to consolidate the existing network o,f treaty bodies in some way, The
second is to entrust existing treaty bodies with new functions provided for in new
t.rent  ies. The third is to attach additional instruments (protocols) to existing
treaties, thereby expanding the range of issues dealt with or functions undertaken
by the relevant treaty bodies. Each of these options will now be ccnsidered.

1.79. The most radical option that has been put forward for resolving many of the
problems currently being experienced by the six treaty bodies is to consolidate
them all into one or perhaps two new treaty bodies. J,Q5/ The initial  attraction of
such a proposal is considerable. The existing rigime is “untidy” in virtually
every respect. It is therefore instinctively appealing to contemplate its
replacement by a system that would, inter_*, staneardize  the various procedures
to be followedr reduce the overall volume of documentations eliminate the need for
multiple reports and accordingly reduce the overall reporting burden imposed on
States: presumably operate on the basis of assured funding; eliminate overlapping
competences; greatly reduce the likelihood of inconsistent interpretations; and
facilitate the emergence of an extremely competent supervisory committee
potentially enjoying both considerable credibility and high visibility. It may
well he that the potential advantages of this approach are such as to warrant its
consideration over the longer term. However , in doing so, it would be necessary to
scknowleclqe  the fact that many drawbacks also need to be factored into the equation.

1flO. The precise details of a “super-committee” are relativ jly unimportant Lor
I*rC!:;ent  purposes. While many variations could be proposed, the main theno d,f the
proposal is clear enough. Its implementation would require a ftilldamental  overhaul
of the entire system. Thus, the issue of modalities would be at this stage of
secondary importance because virtually any combination of elements would, in
theory, be possible in designing the new committee. Suffice it to say that the
s\iI.:er -committee  would be an entirely new one and would not necessarily bear any
resemblance in terms of composition, expertise, structure or even methodology to
any onq of the existing committees. At the appropriate time the General :,ssembly
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could reqsest  the preparation of an expert studv that would carefully evaluate the
different moc!lalities  by which to achieve some degree of consolidation.

181. Proponents cf consolidation can argue that the IL0 Committee of Experts on the
Application of Conventions and Recommendations , which is often held up as a
particularly effective supervisory body, constitute6 a desirable model since it
involves a single committee responsible for the supervision of almost 170 different
treaties. But there are fundamental differences bet*tieen  the respective treaty
rigimes of the United Nations and XLO, and assumptions a6 to the transferability of
different approaches chould  not be made too readily, Another possible model from
which lessons can be drawn ia that of the Council of Europe. In recent y e a r s

extensive deliberations have taken place with a view to assessing both the
de6irability  and feasibility of merging the European Commission of Human Rights
with the European Court of Human Rights. LQb/ Such a morger has, for example, been
de6cribed  by one commentator as “the only realistic and effective ultimate answer
to the present stagnation of the supervisory machinery” of the European Convention
on Human Rights, m/ It is relevant to note in the present context that, only a
few years ago, such proposals would have been widely considered to have been much
tcro radical to warrant serious discussion. The turning point seems to have come
once the difficulties the system was confronting reached the point where less
dramatic solutions appeared pale and ineffective, Nevertheless, the analogy with
the United Nations system is still less than convincing in many respects,

182. Leaving aside such potential analogies, it seems clear that the issues raised
by the consolidation proposal will at some point warrant a sustained exchange of
views in order that the advantages and disadvantages can be adequately
articulated. At this point it would seem that the respective cases (for and
against) are not especially clear-cut. They are, moreover, greatly complicated by
the fact that many of the advantages can equally well be portrayed as
disadvantages, and vice versa, depending on the assumptions  and perspectives of the
obtjlerver. This may be illustrated by several examples. It can be argued that the
super-committee would, by virtue of its extensive purview and probably almost
permanent sessions, develop enormous expertise. The counter-argument is that the
variety of expertise represented on the existing range of committees is greater
than could e?;er be captured on a single committee, Or, it can be argued that a
single report would enable all dimension6 of a given problem to be presented, but
the counter-argument is that the single report might 6till be superficial and would
probably be presented by one or two representatives of the State concerned who
would have little, if any, Betailed knowledge of some of the relevant fields. Or,
i.t can be argued that 3 single committee would facilitate the effective integration
of clifferent  concerns such as racial and 63X-b36ed  discrimination, children’s and
migrant workers’ rights, and economic, social and cultural rights. The
counter-argument is that some of those concerns might simply be glos6ed  over and
thnt the supervisory process would no longer serve to galvanise those sectors of
the Government and of the community dealing with, or interested in, a specific
issue.

183. Another range of issues that would warrant particularly careful consideration
concerns  the opportunities provided by any process involving 3 fundamental overhaul
for the weakening or undermining of some of the most. effective aspects of the
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present system. Given the magnitude of the changes that would be required in orclar
to achieve a signif icant consolidation, it might be difficult to prevent the
adoption ?I procedural or institutional “innovations” that would in prrrctice
diminish the effectiveness of existing spproaches.  Moreover, the present
decentralisation of functions provide6 a form of insurance so that if one treaty
body is failing to function effectively others might be able to compensate.
Reliance upon 3 single super-committee would, in this sense, involve putting a lot
of eggs into a single basket,

184. When the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment was being drafted, 3 proposal was made to entrust the
implementation functions provided for in the treaty to the Human Rights Committee
(established under article 28 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights). Such 3 proposal gives rise to two different types of ibque. The first is
a matter of law and the second a matter of policy.

185. The appropriateness of the proposal in terms of internationel  law seems to
hnve been the principal stumbling block in the context of the Convention against
Torture . On the basis of the proposal 3s formulated by i’s sponsorsr the Legal
Counsel provided the following opinion!

. .. .
* . I

“B . In my view this proposal presents serious legal obstecles end if edopted
it6 legal validity could be challenged on the ground that it constitutes a
modification of the terms of the Covenant which has established the Human
Rights Committee and defined its terms of reference. Such modif ication  can
only be effeci;ed by the procedure specified in article 51 of the Covenant.

“C , As 3 treaty organ the Human Rights Committee must function in accordance
with the provision of its constituent treaty. It is not sufficient in my view
thnt there is 3 general concordance in purpose between the proposed convention
and article 7 of the Covenant on Civil and Politic31 Rights.” J.&Q/

As a result of this advice, the proposal was not pursued any further. It should be
noted, however, that the result that had been sought could in fact have been
achieved by other me3ns. A first possibility would be to entrust the
implementation of the new treaty to the members of the Human Rights Committee
acting not i? their capacity 3s members of that Committee but in 3nother
appropriate cepacity. While this could be cheracterized  as involving the use of a
“legal f iction”, such a technique is not especially uncommon.

/ , . ,
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1tlG. A second possibility is to undertake an appropriate amendment to the Covenant
in accordance with the provisions of article 51. In principle this is
6traightforwardJ  in practica it is immensely complicated 3nd time-consuming. All
ill all, it would not seem to be a fessible solution as long as it is sought to be
clone on an a. !lon basis. It would, however, become feasible if consideration were
to be given to amending the Covenant (or the other appropriate trea!iee)  with 3
view to including a new provision to the effect that additional function8 could be
entrusted to the Committee pursuant to another treaty, provided that certain
criteria were satisfied. Various criteria might be contemplated. They could
i Il(! 1 ude , for example, the requirement of a two-thirds majority in favour in the
meeting of States parties to the Covenant, provision6 for objections to be lodged
to the proposal by existing States parties, with a specified threshhold.number
being sufficient to block the propoeal,  and so on,

107. Another possibility is to make use of the unique arrangement6 governing the
establishment of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. The
creation of that Committee was not specifically foreseen under the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and CulturaL Rights and its formal role is to advise
the Economic and Social Council in the performance of the responsibilities
entrusted to it under the Covenant. Nevertheless, with the consistently expressed
approv31  of all of the principal po!Acy-making organs, the Committee functions in
much the same way a6 do the other expert treaty supervisory bodies. Since its
mandate is not limited by the term6 of the Covenant but is instead determined by
tha Economic and Social Council, there would be no difficulty in entrusting
udclitional function6 to it provided +.hat  the Council’6 approval is forthcoming and
that appropriate arrangements are provided for in the new instrument. The latter
should also include a contingency plan in the event that the Council might decide
to terminate the Committee’s mandate at any stage.

18H. A variety of policy considerations are also raised by the proposal at hand.
Perhaps the most troubling problem for many State6 is the fact that State6 parties
that.  ratify the new instrument but are not parties to the existing treaty (for
oxample, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights) would be unable
t-.o participate in the election of members cf the Committee unless approp.-iate  legal
arrangements are made by means of an amendment. A6 participation in the treaty
rkgime  becomes increasingly widespread, the dimension6 of this problem will
t.1 .i m i n i 6 h , although there would probably be a number of “disfranchieed”  State6 for
t.hc!  Coreseeable future. This difficulty also arises with respect to the Committee
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights but in that case the link between being a
party to the Covenant and being entitled to vote in elections for the Committee was
severed many years ago. Ever since the first election6 for the Committee in 1986
and before that for its predecessor (the Sessional Working Group on Implementation
of the International Covenant on Economic and Social Rights), voting ha6 taken
plnce in the Economic and Social Council rather than in a meeting of States
parties. Thus the voting practices with respect to the election of that Committee
would not be affected even if new functions were entrusted to it under a new
itlstrument.
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18Y. Other policy considerations revolve principally around issues such a8 whother
one committee can have or develop the expertise required in different fields,
whether its effectiveness would be diluted by the addition of new issues or
funotions, and how States parties will react to the situation in practical terms.

190. Roth in principle and in practice the use of additional protocol6 to existing
treaties would seem to be an appropriate means by which to avoid the creation of
hew tre,lty bodies. In the case of the International Covenant on Civil and
1’01 iticni Rights, one Optional E’rotocol  already exists and 3 second is under active
con6 tderation. A similar approach might also be adopted in the-case  of the other
principal human right6 treaties, depending on the nature and scope of the issue
being dealt with or of the function6 being entrusted to, the treaty body. In that
rognrd it is evident that there 3re limits to what might be considered appropriate
for inclusion in 3 protocol, at least in the sense that there should be a clear and
direct link between the subject-matter of the treaty and that of the protocol.

191.  Note should aleo be taken, however, of the principal drawback of the technique
of using protocols instead of drafting new conventions. Since it is clear that
only those States which ChOO60  to ratify the relevant protocol(s) would be bound
thereby, consideration would have to be given to whether States not partie to the
basic inst.rument  would be permitted to ratify one or more of the protocols. This
ir;r;ue does not arise in the context of the European Convention on Human Rights
hecnuse  each of the protocols thereto is only “open to 6ignature  by Member States
of the Council of Europe, signatories to the Convention”. It is conceivable that a
protocol could be drafted in such a way as to permit ratification by States not
parties to the original instrument but it seems UnlikQly  in practice g:ven that
such States would not be able to participate in the meeting of States parties to
the original instrument (unless it too was amended accordingly).

10%. The upshot of all of this is that protocol6 would therefore in all likelihood
oe.ly be open to ratification by State6 parties to the original instrument. BY WUY
of: 1. lluntration  of tho resulting drawback, an optional protocol to the
international  Covenant on Civil and Political Rights dealing in greater detail with
Lhr:! prohibition on slavery (art, 8 of the Covenant) l&P/ would not be able to be
ti.\l..ified  by a State that was not already a party to the Covenant. Thus the 70 oz
:;(I St.ate6 Members of the United Nations in the latter category would be precluded
Irom participating in the new protocol-based rigime, a result that would not occur
i I i\ separate treaty had been adopted. The counter-argument to this proposition
i 5, however, not entirely without merit. At a time when the importance oE seeking
urliversal ratiEication of the principal human rights treaties (and particularly the
l.wr) Covenants) is generally accepted, it i6 arguably inappropriute to bend over
h;u:kwarclt;  to enable States to undertake more limited obligations while at the s3me
t.itne  continuing to eschew ratification of the principal treaties.

/ . . .
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193. Several of the possible long-term options consichrs.1  in the present study
could only be pursued by means of an amendment to the provisions of the relevant
treaties. When individual proposals are made for the amendment of one of the
treaties a common, although often unstated, response is to assume that the process
is too complex, too time-consuming and too uncertain cf receiving unanimous support
to warrant being undertaken. Up until now there may hsve been good grounds for
making such an assumption. In t.he future, however, the pressures for
.ntionalization  of the system and for appropriate measures  reqllired to ensure its
effective functioning may be so great as to necessitate se;.‘)us  consideration being
given to the making of amendments.

194. The actual procedures laid down in the different treatios are not, in fact,
unduly complex, provided that sufficient time is allowwd for the process to take
its (!ourBe  I In other words, amendments only make sense as part of a longer-term
Btrategy and not as short-term or emergency measures. Three of the treaties
considered here contain identical provisions with respect to “revision”. They are
nrticle 23 of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial  Discrimination, article 26 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms
of Discrimination against Women and article XVII of the International Convention on
the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of &a&l&da The provision reads as
followB:

“1 A request for the revision of the present Convention may be made at any
t&e by any State Party by means of a notification in writing addressed to the
Secretary-General of the United Nations.

II 2. The General Assembly of the United Nations shall decide upon the steps,
if any, to be taken in respect of such a request.”

195. The two International Covenants contain a different provision. It i s ,
howavar, common to each of them and reads as follows!

“I l Any State Party to the present Covenant nay propose an amendment and file
it with the Secretary-General of the United Nations. The Secretary-General
Bhall thereupon communicate any proposed amendments to the States Parties to
the present Covenant with a request that they notify him whether they favour a
conference of Stats6 Parties for the purpose of considering and voting upon
t.ha proposals. In the event that at Feast one third of the States Parties
favours such a conference, the Secretary-General shall convene the conference
under the auspices of the United Nations. Any amendment adopted by a majority
of the States Parties present and vot+ng at the conference shall be submitted
to the General Assembly of the United Nations for approval.

(1 2. AmenLrents  shall come into force when they have been approved by the
General Assembly of the United Nations and accepted by a two-thirds majority
of the States Parties to the present Covenant in accordance with their
respective constitutional processes.
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” 3 When amendments come into force they shall be binding on those States
Paities which have accepted them, other States Parties still being bound by
the provisions of the present Covenant and any earlier amendment which they
have accepted. I’

Article 29 of the Convention agabnsc  Torture is also Ir~delled on this procedure,
but with two significant differences. In paragraph 1, the requirement that one
third of the States parties favours the convening of a conference must be met
“within four months from the date of such communication”. In paragraph 2, the
approval of the General Assemb?y is omitted.

196. In the case of the first set of three treaties the Gersral  Assembly could be
expected to adopt procedures that would meet the general requirements set out in
articles 39 to 41 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties o.f 1969. I I1
doing so, it might well opt to follow a procedure simi1r.r  to that provided for in
the second set of treaties. In the present study it would not seem appropriate to
delve more deeply into the FOSSible  details of such a procedure since the GeneraJ
Assembly will be guided in part by the nature of the proposed amendments and would
probably wish to seek the opinion of the Legal Counsel before proceeding.

197. The principal conclusion to be drawn in the present context is that political
wi 11 is the principal requirement. If that exists it should not be unduly
clifCicult to fiecure  any necesssry amendments.

11 Alexei Glukhov, “A Two-Way Street”, Intar~t~nn...~Af_f~irs~ J u l y  1988,  31
at: 3 4 .

21 Rosalyn Higgins, “The  United Nations 1 Still a Force for Peace”, 52
Mvderri-Law.  Rwhu 1 at 20 (1989). The title of the article was subsequently
corrected to read “The United Nations: Some Question6 of Integrity” .

5/ I!Li.!.J. I supp1Bm-,-%Q  (A/34/40).

‘I / United Nations publication, Sales No. E.88.XXV.l.
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Notes (continued)

lQ/ Qffvsoitho c o ;
NQ~....!A  (E/1989/22), parm.  314.

u/ u., pare ,  347 , The Special Rapporteur’s preliminary report is
contained in document E/CN.4/Sub.2/1988/19.

JJ/ PfiEiWtds o f  t.m..~&General.Assemblv,  Fortv-f-,
$upp~~~No.  46 (A /44 /46 ) ,  para. 18.

1.3./  John Humphrey, “The  International Law of Human Rights in the Middle
Twentieth Century”, i n  M. ,906 (ea.), m&esentStllte  o f  -Law
Qthm (Devencer,  Klu”er,  1973)  75 at  91.

AA./ -icialRucorBs_qLtheCeneral&wffy-thj
Nal-.-4S!  (A/43/40),  para. 4 0 6 .

fi/ mf-Lh%ofthe Soci&,J  Cool. 1989.
NQ-! (E/1989/22), annex III.

l.ci/ These figures were given in document HRl/MC/1988/L.2, prepared for the
second meeting of the persons chairing the human rights treaty bodies.

Xl/ S e e , for example, Benedetto Conforti, “Proliferation organique,
proliferation normative et crise  des Nations Unies; r&f lexions d’un juriste”, in
D. Bardonnet (ea.), Tha~nsf..S~e.-et_the.Uni
(Dordrecht, Mattinus  Nijhoff for the Hague Academy of International Law, lQ86),
p. 153.

18/ This is not the case with the draft convention on the rights of the
child, article 44 of which provides for mutual reports within two years and
periodic reports every five years thereafter (see E/CN.4/1989/29).

.&9/  ILO,  Chart of Ratifications of International Labour Conventions,
1 January 1989,

291 Roselyn Higgins, no+-&.,  p. 9.

2.11 See the summary of the presentation by Mr. Pocas in document
(X’IE’R/C/SR.  859, para. 8.

W OfficialRaoordeoftheGsneral.Asrremblv,  Forty-forsrth #
Sup~l.sm~-~~,-~.U (A/44/38),  para.  392.

2.3 It may be noted in thi:; regard that the Human Rights Committee has
expressed the view that “efforts towards harmonization and unification may also
find an appropriate solution within a State party, particularly through the
creat ion of a co-ordination mechanism” (~tiiiJllcor&  of thkVAssemblv,
Fort~...t;hLL;Ea_SB~.~~_.~~m~.~LI  (A/43/40)  I para.  28 (4)).
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Notes (continued)

a/ ILO,  5 2  O f f i c i a l  1 8 1 - 2 1 6  ( 1 9 6 9 )  q

251 The exception relates to the cost of the expenses of an nr%..hos!
Conciliation CommisL:ion  established in cases of inter-State matters pursuant to
article 42 of the Covenant. Article 42 (9) provides that “the States parties
concerned shall share equally all the expenses of the members of the Commission”.

2!j/ The members of the Group of ‘rhroe  are also members of the Commission on
Human Rights and they meet immediately before or after the Commission’s session.

221 Qf.Ek,l_sar;cu&%Qf.-&heGeneral8mk&  Forty-third Sesaion,~.n.t
NQ,.QQ (A /43 /40 ) ,  pare, 8 .

2.81 U*, Fortv-secondSession,o.  18 (A/42/18), pares. 29-33.‘.

2.91 ud., chap. VIII, sect. 8, I: -ision 1 (XXXV).

3.91 U., Eprwrd Se&,--t No.  l& (A/43 /18) ,  para. 11 .

321 llai~., c h a p . VII, decision 1 (XXXVI).

3.3 1 See generally R. St. J, Macdonald, “The  Charter of the United Nations and
the Development of Fundamental Principles of International Law”, in Bin Cheng and
E. C. Brown (eds. ), B P-6 of l&tar- (London, Stephens &
Sons Ltd., 1988),  p. 196 .

3-41 This procedure was established pursuant to Comm%ssion  on Human Rights
resolution I (XII) of 14 March 1956. See also Economic and Social Council
resolutions 728 B (XXVIII) of 30 July 1959, 888 B (XXXIV) o f 24 July 1962 and
1074 C (xXx1X) o f 28 July 1965.

351 The clecision to discontinue the procedure was taken pursuant to
Commission on Human Rights decision 10 (XXXVII) of 13 March 1981.

3.61 For the view that these issues constitute norms of customary law, see
yeuerally  Oscar Schachter, International Law in Theory and Practice, 178 ~QCU3.i.~
de:; cow-~ (1982) chap. XV; and Antonio Cassese, h&~UlQtiQaal  .Law _... in-&Piui..ded
Wyrlcl (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1986) 148-150.
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&j&.8.8  (continued)

371 Barcelona Traction, Light and Power Co. (Balgbm--~~Spain),  1970
ICJ...Rapclrti  3, paras.  33 and 34. With respect to the issue of a, see the
statement made in the South-West. Afam._case  (1966) by Judge Tanaka that “surely
the law concerning the protection of human rights may be considered to belong to
t.he ius cow” (I- (1966) p. 298). Also see generally M. Virally,
“Reflexions sur le j.u&-w”, 12 AKUU&iX~~&Qkinternational
1 (1966)j E. Schwelb, “Some Aspects of International J~-!ana as Formulated by
the International Law Commission”, 61 Americen..J_m_oLInfe-_teua  948
(1967); I. Brownlie, Principles of PI&GC  International (Oxford University
Press, 3rd ed., 1979) 512-515) and V. Alexidye, “Legal Nature of Jus Cogana  in
Contemporary International Law” 172 B-Bd 227 (1981).

3a/ I. I. Lukashuk, “The Principle Pactam- and the Nature of
Obligation Under International Law”, 83 &n&rtianJournalofInternationallew
513 (1989).

3.9/ slfc.caRaGeneralu-fatimsipn,
SUPo. 6 (A/44/6/Rev.l), sect. 23, table 23.1. Estimated expenditures for
1988-1989 are only $2,260,000.

QW Pfficialcor

Sales No. E.70.V.5),  p, 287.

4.1/ See art. 4 of the Vienna Convention dealing with the Convention’s
non-retroactivity, It provides, fntar..alia,  that it “applies only to treaties
which are concluded by States after the entry into force of the present Convention
with regard to such States”.

4.21 S e e , for example,  lLaLa!sm.of  ..~~_~.T~~-~.~.~~~.-~~6
LW..Qf-.tia.mm (Saint Paul, American Law Institute, 1987). “This
Refitatement  accepts the Vienna Convention as, in general, constituting a
codification of the customary international law governing international agreements”
(p. 145).

431 See generally Bruno Simma, “Reflections on Article 60 of the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties and Its Background in General International Law”,
20 “iis  tex~~.~§rrhr:._z~ts~r~.r~~_lif~n~l~~~.~ 5 ( 1970 ) .

4.5/ Rosalyn Higgins, 90. cit., p. 19.
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Q1.1 Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 35/218 of 17 December 1980. The
total cost per year is $56,000,

+l!/ Henry 0. Gchermers, "Has the European iommission on Human Rights Got
Bogged  Down?“, Y Humwb~Jo.d 175 at 179 (1988).

. foV,

5P/ aid., Frtu-thirdmiOnl SuPPlementA  (A/43/40),  para, 2 2 .

511 Letter dated 29 September 1988 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the Netllerlands  addressed to the Secretary-General, enclosing an advisory report of
the Netherlands Human Rights and Foreign Policy Advisory Committee on the
functioning of the human rlghts conventions under United  Nations auspices
(A/C. 3/‘43/5),  p. 17.

521 Qf.Ei-s theG;iew~For~-fourthSes.~&,
p No,2 (A /44 /38 ) ,  para. 392, general recommendation No. 9 (eighth
sesrrion  1989).

%/ u., para. 2 6  (d) ( i i )  a ! .

5.?/ &id.,  ~rty-second.Session,~~lam~~~,,_),E  (~/42/18),  para, 1 2 .

55/ See document E/CN.4/1989/29,  art. 45 (a).

5$/ maort on t&e World SociaJ Situation (United Nations publication,
Sales No. E.98.IV.11, chap, X, sect. B.

u/ R. A. Mullerson, “Sources of International Lawt New Tendencies in Soviet
Thinking”, 83 American...-- 494 at 512 (1989).

5.91 Rule 62 of the rules of procedure of the Committee against Torture states
that:

II 1. The CommitGee  may invite specialized  agencies, United Nations bodies
concerned, regional intergovernmental organisations and nom-governmental
organisations in consultative status with the Economic and Sccial Council to
submit to it information, documentation and written statement-s, as
appropriate, relevant to the Committee’s activities under the Convention.

II2. The Committee shall determine the form and the manner in which such
information, documentation and written statements may be made available to
member6 of the Committee. ”
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(Official Records of the General Assembly. Forty-third Session. Supplement No. 46
(A/43/46), annex III.) See also, in the report of the Committee to the
forty-fourth session (Official Records of the General Assembly. Fortv-fourth
Session, Suoplement No. 46 (A/44/46), annex IV), rule 76 (4) (pertaining to
proceedings under article 20 of the Convention).

601 CAT/C/SR.2, paras. 82-88; CAT/C/SR.S,  paras. 45-59; and CAT/C/SR.6r
paras. 2-4.

a/ Rule 69 of the Committee's provisional rules of procedure states:

"1 . Non-governmental organixations in consultative status with the Council
may submit to the Committee written statements that might contribute to full
and universal recognition and realisation of the rights contained in the
Covenant.

"2 . The Committee may recommend to the Council to invite United Nations
bodies concerned and regional intergovernmental organixations to submit to it
information, documentation and written statements, as appropriate, relevant to
its activities under the Covenant."

(Official Records of the Economic and Social Council, 1989, Supplement No. 4
(E/1989/22), annex IV.)

621 Rosalyn Higgins, OD. cit., p. 8.

631 mid., pp. 8-11.

a/ Craig Scott, "The Interdependence and Permeability of Human Rights Norms:
Towards a Partial Fusion of the International Covenants on Human Rights", 27
Osaoode Hall Law Journal 769-878 (1989).

a/ Official Records of the General Assembly. Forty-second  Session,
Supplement No. 40 (A/42/40), annex VIII, views B, C and D.

a/ United Nations publication, Sales No. E.88.XIV.2.

61/ Review of the Multilateral Treatv-Makino  Process, United Nations
Legislative Series !United Nations publication, Sales No. EjF.83.V.8).

6_8/ Ibid., p. 51, paras. 4 and 5.

fi/ &g&j., p. 43, para. 2.

m/ m., p. 8, para. 6.

a/ Adopted respectively on 9 December 1985 (see Oraanization of American
St&.es Treaty Sea, No. 67) and 14 November 1988 (W., No. 69).
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7-21 Adopted on 26 June 1987 (see Council. of Europe, w Tre&y Seti=,
No. 126); entered into force on 1 February 1909.

7.31 70 LLp_pII~.c.i&aullaf;in,  Special Issue, Series A, 1987, appendix I,
parer.  30.

741 Ib..Fd., para. 32,

?.S/ Q~~~_Be~_~...the..E~rram~-~Social QWi 1.d P!%-&@&W.t
NO, 10 (E/1988/20)1 see also “United Nations nor.ns and guidelines in crime
prevl,ntion  and criminal justice8 implementation and priorities for further
standard-setting” (A/CONF.l44/IPM/S),

771 Ibid., para. 1 ( c ) .

'I 0/ ibid* t p. 5ti, p a r e .  4,

791 See for exmple,  the “Procedures for the effective implementation of the
Llafiic Principles on the Indepenesnce  of the Judiciary” in the report on the tenth
session of the Committee on Crime Prevention and Control (see note 75 above), draft
resolution V, annex1 and the “Guidelines for the effective implement&tion  of the
Code of Conduct for Law Enforcement Orficials”, m,, draft resolution VI, annex.

8.01 One commentator suggested two decades ago that “high profil. 3” drafting
activities “may foster a harmful illusion of accomplishment and serve as an excuse
Co1 failure to pursue more practical, if more difficult, courses of action”
(Richard Bilder, “Rethinking International Human Rights Law! Some Basic
Quest ions”, 1969 Hhnsin.-We_l.a~bw  171 at 205) o

811 Theo van Boven, “The Future Codification of Human Rights8 status of
1101 iherations - A Critical Analysis”, 10 ~~an.&ig~-L~w.-.&X.nti 1 at 6 ( 19 8 9 ) .

021 For example, E/CN,4/19fJA/NG0/36,  p. 2.

831 N. Valticos, “The Future Prospects for International Labour Standards”,
1111 Interna.ti,on.txl.._.L.~bo.~r..Revi~w  679 at 680 (1979) l

841 70 ILO.V~.fi.cisl._B.ul.letin,  Special Issue, Series A, 1987, appendix II,
1’1’  ’ 29-37,

851 Theodor Meron, H.wa~,  Rights LawMaking  ..__ i.n .Ghe  ..Un.i.te.UYf&bu .A C.K.i  tiwe
of Instr~en.tts..and.Prn~atisas  (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1986),  p. 284.

851 Ikid. ) ~9 291.
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u/ See note 67 above, p. 43. para. 2.

ss/ Zbid., pp. 63-68.

.
J&3.’ See note 84 above, para. 11.

901 See note 67 above, p. 62.

a/ See summary in document A/C.3/35/SR.56, paras. 57 and 58. Quotation
taken from the verbatim text cited by Meron, OR. cit., p. 271.

z/ Van Boven, OR. cit.,  P. 6.

93/ See note 67 above, p. 47.

941 -- Ibid , p. 24, para. 24.

951 Ibid., p. 25, para. 25.

951 U., p. 25, para. 26.

971 Ibid-., p* 68.

981 Address by the Secretary-General at a meeting hela to commemorate the
seventy-fifth anniversary of the Peace Palace at The Hague on 6 September 1988
(press release SG/SM/918, p. 3).

991 Van Boven, on. cit., pp. 8 and 9.

m/ Quoted in document E136161Rev.1, para. 105.

1011 The technical review was issued as document E/CN.4/1989/WG.l/CRP.l  and
Corr.1 and Add.1.

m/ See note 67 above, p. 29, paras. 37 and 38.

1031 Ibid- -  I p. 32, para. 49.

1041 For example, Torkel Opsahl, "Instruments of Implementation of Human
Rights", li) Human Riuhts Law Journal 13 (1989).

1051 For example, E/CN.4/1988/NG0/36.

1061 See generally "Merger of the European Commission and European Court of
Human Rights", 8 Human Ricrhts Law Journal 1-216 (1987).

1071 w., p. 108, para.  342.
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m@/ E/CN.4/1981/WG.2/WP.6,  See generally J.  H. Burgers  and H, Danelius,  The
v.n~~~&iwConv_e~-T~  (Dordrecht, Martinus  Ni jhof f, 19861,
pp. 74-77,

lQE/ See, for example, the “Study on ways and means for (sic ] establishing an
effective mechanism for the implementation of the Slavery Conventions”
(E/CN.4/Sub.2/1969/37).


