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Introduction

A legal system will provide for

· the creation of legal rules (written rules by a law-maker and case law by courts),

· the resolving of disputes on the basis of objective application of rules (court-system etc.) and

· the enforcement of lawful decision (police etc.).

However, rules in a civilised legal system must be

· established according to democratic principles (cf. “no taxation without representation”)

· humane (cf. the development of human rights),

· fulfil other general principles, such as proportionality, no retroactivity, enforceable only on the territory of the state etc.

Four issues of international law have been selected for review:

· the rules created under international law are found in the sources of law;

· the expansion of legal rights of individuals is relevant in dispute settlement;

· in enforcement the use of force is imperative; and

· in the humanisation of national legal systems by the protection of human rights through institutional structures at work, universally through the UN and regionally in particular through the European Court of Human Rights.

International law is a legal system that regulates relations between (NB: imperfect definition!):

· states, as states;

· states and international organisations and between international organisations themselves; and

· states and individuals/groups of individuals (within human rights).

International law exists because there is an increasing will to respect it because it serves the long-term interests of the states. The slogan may be: “Make law, not war!”

International law may be considered as weak (as compared to a national system):

· Creating rules under international law is in the hands of the states, either by treaties or by action in practice (state behaviour). Concluding treaties are voluntary.

· Resolving disputes in a court of law is subject to the free will of the states.

· There is limited enforcement capacity.

It may also be considered as primitive:

· It is not democratic. UN as an example, General Assembly has little power and the Security Council may be vetoed by one of the five permanent members.

· It is not pacifist, but allows the use of military force.

International law and politics

Law is a normative science (if a science at all!). Legal argument is involved in political development. Most legislation is politically based (elected legislature) and legal policy is involved in case law (the judge must often consider a solution which is, somehow, useful). “Law is influenced by politics, and politics are influenced by law!” Many will say, increasingly so.

1. The Sources of International Law

You find the rules in the “sources” of law. What are the sources? Art. 38 (1) of the Statute of the International Court of Justice
 (ICJ in The Hague) states:

“The Court… shall apply: 

a. international conventions
 …; 

b. international custom, as evidence of a general practice accepted as law; 

c. the general principles of law recognized by civilized nations; 

d. … judicial decisions and the teachings of the most highly qualified publicists of the various nations ...” (emphasis added)
[Terminology: “municipal law” = “national law”]

Treaty law is the most important source of international law. Treaties create legal rules and may, as such, be compared to legislation in a national system. Treaties may also be codifications of international customary law. Only the parties are bound by a treaty. Bilateral and multilateral treaties.

Why are they bound? The question of validity of a legal system. The principle of pacta sunt servanda (to respect what is agreed, cf. also Vienna Convention 1969
 Art. 26) is the logical choice for a functioning society. 

The aim of a bona fide agreement is to engage in rights and obligations. Agreements, since they are voluntary, should be based on a balance between the parties. Obligations will limit the freedom of action, which may be acceptable if one gains freedom of action through rights (expanded freedom of action) or other values (e.g., international legitimacy). 

Customary law is based on the presumption that the way things in fact are done, are how they should be done. Customary law consists of unwritten rules that may be established on the basis of:

· a widespread and consistent practice of states, and

· a belief among the states that that the practice is legally required. 

Customary law is binding on all states, unlike treaty law. Examples of customary law: The immunity of messengers (cf. diplomatic immunity), the freedom of the sea (shipping, including, e.g., innocent passage), the 12 nautical miles territorial sea and 200 n. miles Exclusive Economic Zone. These customary rules are today codified. UN Security Council voting: practice that abstentions will not prevent a decision regardless of the term “concurring vote” in the UN Charter
 (Art. 27 (3)).

The general principles of law are unwritten, general and overarching rules. General principles may resolve an issue when there is neither treaty law nor customary law. Examples of general principles: norms to solve collisions between rules; a violation of an engagement involves an obligation to make reparation; someone responsible for damage must pay compensation; if a state has acquiesced to a situation it cannot later challenge it legally (passivity) etc.

Subsidiary sources (because they follow from the other sources) are judicial decisions (case law) and legal teachings.

Conflicting rules may be harmonised by collision rules (general principles). Priority is taken by:

· higher rules over lower rules (in a hierarchy),

· special rules over general rules and 

· later rules over earlier rules.

Mandatory (peremptory) rules (“jus cogens”), i.e., rules “accepted and recognised by the international community of States as a whole” (Vienna Convention 1969 Art. 53). A mandatory rule is a rule from which (normally) no derogation may be made. However, there is no general acceptance of which concrete norms are included. Examples may be racial discrimination (cf. the Apartheid system, which was considered contrary to international law regardless of state practice), humanitarian law (e.g., treatment of POW) etc.

2. The Individual and the International Legal System

The traditional international law view: Individuals have no autonomous status, neither in rights nor in obligations. 

The modern international law view: International law protects the individual against its own state.

Distinctions: 

· subject (the person – perhaps “participant” in the legal system is a better term) of law and object (the matter) of law;

· rights and obligations (a right for A corresponds to an obligation for B)

· protection and enforcement: individuals may be protected, but the individual itself or the state on behalf of may enforce/take action (an physical person in international law may perhaps be compared to a child under a national legal system = a limited legal capacity)

Individual rights
In customary law: (traditional examples) diplomatic privileges and immunities, protection of citizens abroad (both rules not for the benefit of the individual itself, but for the state in question). Today: also jus cogens, cf. above.

In treaties the states may grant individual rights that will limit the states’ own sovereignty. Why does a state do it? Maybe because it gives the state legitimacy as a “liberal democracy” or because it is seen as a means for other goals. EU-membership, e.g., requires that the states adhere to human rights.

Individual obligations (responsibility)

Traditional: prohibition on piracy (today’s terrorism?) and slavery.

Modern: The Nuremberg Principles – crimes against humanity (such as genocide), crimes against the peace (such as military aggression/attack); and war crimes (such as breaches of humanitarian law).

International criminal courts: Former Yugoslavia, Rwanda and the International Criminal Court (ICC).
 International penal law is an important step in the development of international law. For example, the prosecution of Slobodan Milosevic for acts committed by him as a Head of State is a historic turn in international affairs.

Procedural issues

The enforcement of rights of individuals

Main rule: no possibility for an individual to take action in a court of law to protect rights. This may only be done by the state of which the individual is a citizen. (EC law, as a form of international law, allows individual actions.)

Important exception: The European Convention for Human Rights (ECHR between 45 European states includes the European Court of Human Rights, Strasbourg). NB: Regional treaties cover only the states that are treaty-bound.

Non-judicial actions: Economic pressure, cf. e.g., Inspection Panel of the World Bank may be approached by individuals (companies). The UN Human Rights Committee may deal with individual complaints, but cannot make decisions.

The enforcement of obligations of individuals

The office of the prosecutor of the criminal court carries out enforcement by taking action (the victims themselves cannot do so).

The peoples right of self-determination

A collective right (right for a group), but differences of opinion about what is the relevant criteria of a group (what is a “people”?) and what are the material rights (what is “self-determination”?). Consensus in international law on the legality of liberation movements (cf. de-colonisation), resistance against illegal occupation and racist regimes. The principle of self-determination may be seen as a human rights issue and also as a requirement for democracy. However, difficult balance between a claim for a separate (new) state and limited autonomy within a state.

Indigenous people

Under Norwegian law
 Samis are

”All persons who make a declaration to the effect that they consider themselves to be Sami, and who either

a. have Sami as their domestic language, or

b. have or have had a parent, grandparent or great-grandparent with Sami as his or her domestic language, or

c. are the child of a person who is or has been registered in the Sami electoral register

may demand to be included in a separate register of Sami electors in their municipality of residence.” [emphasis added]
The material content of “self-determination” for the Sami (as seen by the Norwegian Government) is presented in the so-called “The Finnmark Act”-proposal.
 There is an on-going discussion whether or not the Act fulfils Norwegian international law obligations, in particular under the ILO Convention 169 on Indigenous Peoples’ Rights.

NGOs and multinational companies

Such bodies are increasingly important in international law. The International Committee of the Red Cross has a special status.

3. The Use of Force and the International Legal Order

UN Charter Article 2 (4):

“All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.” [emphasis added]
UN Charter Article 51:

“Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security.” [emphasis added]
UN Charter (Chapter VII) Article 39:

“The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or decide what measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international peace and security.” [emphasis added]
UN Charter Article 42:

“Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in Article 41 [i.e., not using armed forces] would be inadequate or have proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security. Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by air, sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations.” [emphasis added]
UN Charter Article 43 (1):

“All Members of the United Nations, in order to contribute to the maintenance of international peace and security, undertake to make available to the Security Council, on its call and in accordance with a special agreement or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security.” 
These provisions basically declare that the use of force by a state against another state is prohibited, with the exception of self-defence against an armed attack. However, the UN may use armed force and the Member States shall then provide the UN with appropriate means. Unfortunately, there is no general agreement as to the precise interpretation of these provisions.

The prohibition on the use of force
· ”international relations” – when is a conflict one of ”international relations”? Cf. the Korean and Vietnam wars – interstate or intrastate armed conflict?

· “force” – only armed force or also economic force? 

· “territorial integrity or political independence” – may the use of force in some cases be justified, e.g., when the UN system does not work because of blocking veto in the Security Council at the same time as an intervention would promote UN values such as self-determination, democracy or human rights?

Intervention

Civil war: generally agreed that states have a duty not to intervene (however, the UN may intervene), except in legitimate situations of self-determination (armed struggle against a colonial or occupying power or a racist regime).

Civil unrest: help to the government is allowed, but “hard” help to opposition is prohibited. However, not all form of assistance is prohibited (e.g., no obligation for a state to restrict political support by its own citizens for the opposition).

Intervention as a consequence of an invitation by a government is allowed, but a risk of misuse exists (e.g., Czechoslovakia 1968, the Czech Government was under the real control of the Soviet Union).

The NATO Kosovo air campaign 1999

Dispute pending at the ICJ, i.a., Yugoslavia vs Belgium On the legality of use of force.

   The Yugoslav Government argues, i.a., that

“The … acts of the Government of Belgium [taking part in the NATO air campaign] represent a gross violation of the obligation not to use force against another State. By financing, arming, training and equipping the so-called 'Kosovo Liberation Army', support is given to terrorist groups and the secessionist movement in the territory of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in breach of the obligation not to intervene in the internal affairs of another State.”

The Belgian Government argues, i.a., that:

“First, what rule has been breached? We do not accept that any rule has been breached. However, for the sake of argument, let us say that it is the rule prohibiting the use of force. Where is the imminent peril, the grave and imminent peril? There it was – no doubt about it – at the time of the armed intervention; there it is still, the humanitarian catastrophe recorded in the resolutions of the Security Council – an impending peril. What are the higher values which this intervention attempts to safeguard? They are rights of jus cogens. It is the collective security of an entire region. And the final element of a state of necessity, I almost forgot, is that the acts must be proportionate; the intervention must be proportional to the threat. The intervention is wholly in proportion to the gravity of the peril; it is limited to aerial bombardments directed solely and exclusively against the war machine of the aggressor and against its military-industrial complex.

   The Court will see that this is a use of force which is utterly unlike the parallel drawn this morning by one of my esteemed opponents; a parallel with what was the diktats of the Nazi régime to its peaceful neighbours. The Kingdom of Belgium regrets to have to say that it finds such a parallel totally unacceptable, and apt to shock the civilized legal conscience. The situation is the total reverse. It is we, the member countries of NATO, democratic countries with freely elected governments, who find ourselves confronted by a régime which rejects the most fundamental values of humanity.”

Is humanitarian intervention part of customary law? This is a contentious issue. The present situation in Sudan (Darfur) may provide an example. Article II of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (of 1948, 136 states are parties to this convention) defines genocide as meaning 

“any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: 

(a) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.”
Under Article I of the convention the states “confirm that genocide, whether committed in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime under international law which they undertake to prevent and to punish” and that (cf. Article IV) “[p]ersons committing genocide … shall be punished, whether they are constitutionally responsible rulers, public officials or private individuals”. Article VIII reads:

“Any Contracting Party may call upon the competent organs of the United Nations to take such action under the Charter of the United Nations as they consider appropriate for the prevention and suppression of acts of genocide … .”
Security Council has dealt with the situation, i.a., in Resolution 1564 (2004), cf. Annex. The Council stated, i.a., that “the Sudanese Government bears the primary responsibility to protect its population within its territory, to respect human rights, and to maintain law and order, and that all parties are obliged to respect international humanitarian law” and that it expressed “its determination to do everything possible to end the suffering of the people of Darfur” and that “the situation in Sudan constitutes a threat to international peace and security and to stability in the region”. The Council, acting under Chapter VII of the Charter, 

“9. Demands that the Government of Sudan submit to the African Union Mission for verification documentation, particularly the names of Janjaweed militiamen disarmed and names of those arrested for human rights abuses and violations of international humanitarian law, with regard to its performance relative to resolution 1556 (2004) and the 8 April 2004 N’djamena ceasefire agreement;

[…]

14. Declares that the Council, in the event the Government of Sudan fails to comply fully with resolution 1556 (2004) or this resolution, including, as determined by the Council after consultations with the African Union, failure to cooperate fully with the expansion and extension of the African Union monitoring mission in Darfur, shall consider taking additional measures as contemplated in Article 41 of the Charter of the United Nations, such as actions to affect Sudan’s petroleum sector and the Government of Sudan or individual members of the Government of Sudan, in order to take effective action to obtain such full compliance or full cooperation”. [emphasis added]
Article 41 of the Charter provides for

“The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of armed force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may include complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations.”
It has not been possible, at any rate not yet, for the Security Council to agree to use force under Article 42 (cf. above). Cf., also at Annex “It’s Not Enough to Call it Genocide” (Time, October 4 2004).

Self-defence

Self-defence is a general principle of law, but there are legal requirements for the legal use of self-defence. It must be:

· a response to an illegal attack and

· the response must be necessary and proportionate.

Controversial issues where no consensus have been developed so far:

· The interpretation of Article 51 UN: is it exhaustive or does a wider right to self-defence follow from customary law?

· Is pre-emptive self-defence allowed? When does an “armed attack” start? May an attack be anticipated? The notion of continued attack (cf. “Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan”, which may be considered a pre-emptive attack, not an illegal reprisal).

· The understanding of an “armed attack”: was the terrorist attack of 11 September 2001 covered? (The UN Security Council said it was a “threat to the peace”.
)

· The protection by a state of its nationals in another state. 

· Self-defence against terrorism. The 11 September 2001 has substantially influenced legal thinking. There is substantial support for the understanding that the attacks in New York and Washington were armed and that self-defence was justified individually and collectively (NATO Article 5) as a response against Afghanistan harbouring terrorists responsible for the attacks. However, the role of the Security Council is essential. Many states hold that the Security Council must sanction the action.

North Korea may be developing nuclear weapons. How should the international community respond?

The notion of collective self-defence (in Article 51 UN) was a novelty in international law. It implies that a state may use armed force as a result of an armed attack on another state. (“One for all, all for one.”)

To sum up: the events of 11 September 2001 and subsequent events are developing international law. Terrorism and organised crime are universal and common threats. A right to self-defence exists, but it must be necessary and proportionate. Intervention may be justified, but a main issue is what is required as a justification (both types of reasons and the evidence for the facts). The issue of justification is also a battle of public opinion, in which law does not play the only part.

UN Charter Chapter VII

UN as the “world police”, but this (original) scheme has been inefficient. However, Chapter VII has been used in several cases to authorise Member States to use force on behalf of the UN.

UN peacekeeping has been developed through practice (not on the basis of the UN Charter, since the Charter does not contain rules on peacekeeping) as a partial response to the inefficiency of the “world police” scheme. Peacekeeping may be established by the General Assembly, whereas the Security Council must decide upon Chapter VII actions.

Peacekeeping is characterised by impartiality, light arms, the use of force only in self-defence and operation with the consent of the host government.

Reform of the UN

“The past year [said in September 2003] has shaken the foundations of collective security and undermined confidence in the possibility of collective responses to our common problems and challenges. It has also brought to the fore deep divergences of opinion on the range and nature of the challenges we face, and are likely to face in the future.”

On this background the UN Secretary General has appointed a high-level panel

“recommend clear and practical measures for ensuring effective collective action, based upon a rigorous analysis of future threats to peace and security, an appraisal of the contribution collective action can make, and a thorough assessment of existing approaches, instruments and mechanisms, including the principal organs of the United Nations”.
4. International Protection of Human Rights

Generally, directing human rights work through international organisations has its advantages, i.a., in increasing the efficiency of protection by way of a higher degree of standard interpretations and having a dedicated body to overview and enforce the law. Furthermore, a collective body corresponds to the nature of human rights (as a collective concern). States acting individually may create difficulties, cf. the example of Belgium.

The UN institutional system of human rights:

The political structure

The UN Security Council may consider massive human rights violations as a threat to international peace and take action under Chapter VII (cf. Darfur above).

The UN Commission on Human Rights participates as a standard-setter (develop draft treaties) and performs general monitoring of states.

A major characteristic of these bodies is probably its general and political nature, with limited capacity both de jure and de facto to take efficient action. 

The High Commissioner of Human Rights promotes human rights through technical assistance to states and general information.

The independent expert structure

A committee for each of six treaties.
 The Human Rights Committee is the committee for civil and political rights. It receives and discusses country-reports on human rights, issues general interpretations of law and handles individual complaints by expressing a view to the state in question. 

The international criminal courts are potentially important instruments for increasing the respect of certain human rights (international crimes).

In Europe the ECHR consumes the UN system, with the exception of international crimes. 

Some institutional characteristics of human rights 

· Human rights violations will in most cases occur within a state.

· Such violations, if systematic and wide-spread, will signify essential weaknesses in the political structure of the state (typically, a dictatorship).

· Violations are made by states and the victims are individuals, which creates an international law relationship between a state and an individual. However, the state is also responsible for establishing legal protection between individuals so as to prevent human right abuses on its territory.

· The protection of human rights is a gradual and progressive process. In practice, it is unlikely that the goal of complete universal respect for human rights can ever be reached, since conditions among states differ and the goal itself is an ideal.

· Many human rights issues must be seen in cultural and social contexts. Also the economic context is relevant, poor countries can “afford” less human rights than rich countries.

Summing up: The UN system is relatively weak. However, there is no global alternative but a further development of regional organisations may be foreseen.

It is likely that the effects of the human rights work are growing through continued political pressure and that the lack of prestige and reputation of a state involved in human rights violations contributes to increased observation of human rights. Furthermore, the operations of international financial institutions may systematically consider human rights issues as part of their credit assessment procedure. 

Closing words

International law is far from perfect as, indeed, the world itself. However, international law plays an increasingly important role in political development world-wide. The emphasis on human rights in the “family of states” is an important part of this development. In my view, this is an acceptance by an increasing number of states of the fundamental need for justice and freedom in the world. Although human rights conditions are deplorable in many places, there is no real alternative to promote the use of law as one instrument of progress and prosperity. Therefore, international law will continue to play its part and contribute to improve conditions for the human race.

� Required reading is Malcolm D Evans (ed.): International Law, Oxford University Press 2003 (ISBN 0199251142): Part II Chapter 4: The Sources of International Law, pp. 117 to 143; Part III Chapter 9: The Individual and the International Legal System, pp. 299 to 322; Part VI Chapter 19: The Use of Force and the International Legal Order, pp.589 to 618; and Part VII Chapter 24: International Protection of Human Rights, pp. 757 to 786.


� Cf. � HYPERLINK "http://www.icj-cij.org/icjwww/ibasicdocuments/ibasictext/ibasicstatute.htm" ��http://www.icj-cij.org/icjwww/ibasicdocuments/ibasictext/ibasicstatute.htm�. 


� Conventions may also have other names such as Agreement, Treaty, Charter, Pact, Protocol etc. These different words are of no legal significance. The main point is that two or more states have had the intention of regulation relations between them in a binding way, as shown by a contract.


� Cf. � HYPERLINK "http://fletcher.tufts.edu/multi/texts/BH538.txt" ��http://fletcher.tufts.edu/multi/texts/BH538.txt�. 


� Cf. ”3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of nine [out of 15] members including the concurring votes of the permanent members; … ”. The permanent members are: USA, UK, France, China and Russia, cf. Art. 23. The text of the UN Charter is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/" ��http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/�.


� Cf. � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/icty/index.html" ��http://www.un.org/icty/index.html�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ictr.org/" ��http://www.ictr.org/� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.icc-cpi.int/php/show.php?id=home&l=EN" ��http://www.icc-cpi.int/php/show.php?id=home&l=EN�, respectively.


� Cf. the Sami Act 12 June No. 56 1987 Art. 2-6.


� Cf. legislative bill (Ot. Prp.) No. 53 (2002-2003).


� Cf. � HYPERLINK "http://www.icj-cij.org/icjwww/idocket/iybe/iybeframe.htm" ��http://www.icj-cij.org/icjwww/idocket/iybe/iybeframe.htm�.


� Resolution 1368 (2001), Adopted by the Security Council at its 4370th meeting, on 12 September 2001:


   “The Security Council, Reaffirming the principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, Determined to combat by all means threats to international peace and security caused by terrorist acts, Recognizing the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence in accordance with the Charter, 1. Unequivocally condemns in the strongest terms the horrifying terrorist attacks which took place on 11 September 2001 in New York, Washington, D.C. and Pennsylvania and regards such acts, like any act of international terrorism, as a threat to international peace and security; 2. Expresses its deepest sympathy and condolences to the victims and their families and to the people and Government of the United States of America; 3. Calls on all States to work together urgently to bring to justice the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these terrorist attacks and stresses that those responsible for aiding, supporting or harbouring the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these acts will be held accountable; 4. Calls also on the international community to redouble their efforts to prevent and suppress terrorist acts including by increased cooperation and full implementation of the relevant international anti-terrorist conventions and Security Council resolutions, in particular resolution 1269 (1999) of 19 October 1999; 5. Expresses its readiness to take all necessary steps to respond to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, and to combat all forms of terrorism, in accordance with its responsibilities under the Charter of the United Nations; 6. Decides to remain seized of the matter.”


� Belgium revised its human rights legislation based on extraterritoriality (i.e., enforcing Belgian law for acts committed outside Belgian territory) after having a Belgian arrest warrant against the Foreign Minister of The Democratic Republic of Congo (ex Zaire) quashed by the International Court of Justice (cf. Arrest Warrant of 11 April 2000-case). The ICJ maintained the immunity under international law from prosecution by national authorities of a serving minister of foreign affairs, including immunity for alleged criminal offences. However, the ICJ stated that this did not imply that a foreign minister could not be prosecuted at an international criminal court. Also US political pressure against the Belgian Government may have played a part.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu2/6/crc/" �Committee on the Rights of the Child�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu2/6/hrc.htm" �Human Rights Committee�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu2/6/cat.htm" �Committee against Torture�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu2/6/cescr.htm" �Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu2/6/cerd.htm" �Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu2/6/cedw.htm" �Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women�.


� In Norway this is also done by way of incorporating international human rights obligations such as ECHR as such into Norwegian law, cf. Act 21 May No. 30 1999.





PAGE  
11

