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  ORDER OF REFERENCE    

Extract from the Journals of the Senate of Thursday, May 10, 2001:   

The Honourable Senator Andreychuk moved, seconded by the Honourable Senator 

Bolduc:   

That the Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights be authorized to examine 

issues relating to human rights, and, inter alia, to review the machinery of government 

dealing with Canada's international and national human rights obligations; and   

That the Committee report to the Senate no later than Wednesday, October 31, 2001.   

The question being put on the motion, it was adopted.   

   

Extract from the Journals of the Senate of Thursday, October 18, 2001:   

The Honourable Senator Andreychuk moved, seconded by the Honourable Senator Stratton:   

That the date for the presentation by the Standing Senate Committee on Human 

Rights of the final report on its study into issues relating to human rights, and, inter alia, the 

machinery of government dealing with Canada's international and national human rights 

obligations, which was authorized by the Senate on May 10, 2001, be extended to Friday, 

December 21, 2001; and   

That the Committee be permitted, notwithstanding the usual practices, to deposit its report 

with the Clerk of the Senate, if the Senate is not then sitting, and that the report be deemed to 

have been tabled in this Chamber.   

The question being put on the motion, it was adopted.   

Paul C. Bélisle 

Clerk of the Senate 
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CHAIR’S FORWARD 

We Canadians pride ourselves on the importance we attach to human rights and the major 

role that we have played in promoting such rights on the international scene.  Coming from a 

diversity of backgrounds, and being enriched by a multitude of experiences, we have sought 

to build a society based on tolerance, equality, dignity, and respect for all.  While we may not 
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have always succeeded perfectly in this goal, our country has nevertheless served as a model 

for the rest of the world.      

The establishment by the Senate, in March of this year, of its first standing committee dealing 

exclusively with human rights provides a concrete illustration of our commitment to fostering 

and protecting the rights for which Canadians have worked so hard, and to which we attach 

so much importance.  This Committee provides a tangible expression of the deeply felt moral 

and legal duty of all Senators – indeed of all Canadians – to ensure that our country does its 

utmost to protect and encourage respect for human rights.  This Committee will provide a 

unique interface between governmental and non-governmental actors in the human rights 

field, and its work will allow parliamentarians to deepen their knowledge of human rights 

issues.  It will thereby help ensure that human rights issues receive the concentrated attention 

they merit and that all parliamentarians are better able to fulfil their responsibility to protect 

and promote such rights.  

In light of the vast range of issues at play in the human rights field, this Committee received, 

as an initial Order of Reference, authority to conduct an intense introductory study of issues 

relating to human rights generally, including the machinery of government dealing with 

Canada’s international and national human rights obligations.  The goal of our work at this 

preliminary stage was to identify points for future study and, if possible, to provide 

immediate recommendations.  We soon realized that one of the major issues needing to be 

addressed is the gap that has developed between our willingness to participate in human 

rights instruments at the international level and our commitment to ensuring that the 

obligations contained in these instruments are fully effective within this country.  As this 

Report identifies, the growing discrepancy between Canada’s international human rights 

obligations and the measures actually taken to implement them has the potential to be 

harmful to our human rights reputation, and to deny Canadians rights to which they are 

entitled.    

This Committee received input from a variety of recognized experts who have spent 

considerable time grappling with these issues.  Based on their contributions and our own 

reflections and analyses, this Report identifies a number of immediate recommendations.  But 

such a complex field, involving the interaction of the national and international systems and 

the detailed workings of the government apparatus, will require intense future study.  We 

have therefore also identified a series of issues meriting examination in the future.  It is our 

intention to seek authority from the Senate to delve into some or all of these points in the 

detail they require.  It should, of course, be noted that other issues for study that are not dealt 

with in the Report may also be identified in the future – in such cases, the Committee would 

also seek appropriate authority from the Senate to conduct studies.   

The members of the Committee, and other Senators who participated in its deliberations, of 

course bore the brunt of having to absorb and analyse a vast array of sometimes very complex 

issues.  To them I would like to extend my heartfelt thanks for their co-operation.  I look 

forward to working with them in the future.   

I would particularly like to thank Senator Sheila Finestone, the Deputy Chair of the 

Committee.  Throughout her long parliamentary career Senator Finestone has shown a deep 

interest in and devotion to human rights.  Her imminent departure from the Senate leaves all 

of us – both in the Senate and throughout Canada – so much the poorer.  It is to be hoped that 



she will continue to use her boundless energy to work for human rights, and that she will 

continue to follow the work of this Committee closely.   

I have already mentioned the contribution of our witnesses.  They provided us with valuable 

insights and allowed us to benefit from the extensive work they have done in the human 

rights field.  I thank them most deeply for this, and I look forward to benefiting from their 

knowledge in the future.   

Finally, I would also like to thank the staff from both the Senate and the Library of 

Parliament who were involved in this study.  It is not an easy task to give guidance and 

support to a new committee.  In this regard, I would like to give special recognition and 

appreciation to Mr. Till Heyde, Clerk of the Committee, and Mr. David Goetz, the 

Committee’s Researcher, who gave such timely and professional advice in the planning of the 

Committee’s work and delivering such a comprehensive Report in such a timely manner.   

This Report is dedicated to human rights defenders wherever they may be in this fragile 

world.    

Raynell Andreychuk 

Chair  

 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS   

1.                  The Committee recommends that, given the particular significance of Canada’s role 

at the upcoming 2002 session of the United Nations Human Rights Commission, the 

Government of Canada should: 

a)      appoint someone of ambassadorial ranking as its representative at the 

Commission; and 

b)      ensure that the Canadian delegation includes active and informed 

parliamentarians of all parties (including independents), and from both Houses 

who have experience and interest in the human rights field.  

   

2.                  The Committee recommends that, within the existing reporting processes as 

presently structured, the Government of Canada, in co-operation with the provincial 

governments and the territories, take the necessary steps to ensure that all Canada’s 

outstanding reports to the various international human rights treaty bodies are 

submitted by 31 March 2002.  

   

3.                  The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada assign to the Canadian 

Human Rights Commission, along with sufficient resources, the task of conducting a 

human rights impact analysis of the new security and counter-terrorism measures to 

verify whether proportionality is being achieved between national security and anti-

terrorism measures and human rights. 

   

4.                  The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada draft and table in 

Parliament amendments to the Canadian Human Rights Act that would add “social 

condition” as a prohibited ground of discrimination.  

   

5.                  The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada respond to the 

Canadian Human Rights Act Review Panel’s 2000 Report during the current Session 

of Parliament.  In the context of this response, the Government should address the 

following issues: 

a)      Adding express references to key international human rights instruments to the 

Canadian Human Rights Act. 

b)      The need to ensure a greater dedication of resources to the Canadian Human 

Rights Commission’s mandates with respect to human rights promotion and 

education as well as legislation and policy review.    



The Committee further recommends that the Government of Canada, possibly through 

the Law Commission of Canada working in consultation with the Canadian 

Association of Statutory Human Rights Agencies (CASHRA), take steps to develop a 

model human rights code for consideration by all Canadian jurisdictions. 

   

6.                  The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada ensure that the international 

human rights instruments to which Canada is a party, as well as information on any complaint 

mechanisms, be consolidated and made easily accessible to Canadians via the Internet, and 

that Canadians be made aware of how to access this information.   

7.                  The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada initiate consultations with 

appropriate representatives of the provincial and territorial governments with a view to better 

utilizing and supporting the work of CASHRA.   

8.                  The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada take the necessary steps to 

reinstate the practice of regular federal, provincial, and territorial meetings on human rights at 

the ministerial level.  These meetings should be held on at least a triennial basis.  

 

I) THE MACHINERY OF GOVERNMENT AND HUMAN RIGHTS IN CANADA 

  A. Introduction:  Human Rights in Canada and Beyond   

The people who have come together in this Committee have brought to bear their experience 

and commitment to the cause of human rights in order to “examine issues relating to human 

rights, and, inter alia, to review the machinery of government dealing with Canada's 

international and national human rights obligations,” as the Senate has authorized.1[1]  This 

is indeed both a broad and important mandate.   

This Committee represents a first for the Senate:  a standing committee to deal exclusively 

with human rights.  Conscious of the historical significance of the establishment of this body 

and of the specific subject area in which we are working, we have made it a policy to hold all 

of our committee meetings in public and not to revert to the use of in camera sessions – even 

for administrative meetings.       

The creation of this Committee by the Senate of Canada at this point in our history is also a 

significant statement by the Senate on the importance of human rights in the political life of 

this nation.  Now more than ever, nations’ commitments to human rights are being tested, at 

the very point in time when both global threats and opportunities are bringing states closer 

together.    

The opportunities and challenges of globalization and regional integration, as well as new and 

potent threats posed by terrorism and other trans-national crime, have come at a critical 

                                  
 



juncture in the evolution of human rights.  It might be said that we are entering the third 

phase in the development of human rights.    

The first phase was the recognition of the concept of human rights and providing for their 

legal protection within national society.  The second phase was the development and bringing 

into force of international instruments intended to secure the benefits of human rights for all 

the people of the world.  

Both of these earlier phases demanded and received the commitment, dedication, passion, 

and sacrifice, of countless individuals serving in various roles and capacities:  non-

governmental human rights activists, political figures, public servants, union organizers, and 

courageous and persistent private individuals pursuing justice for themselves and others.    

The third phase of human rights on which we are now embarked demands that we actually 

live by our human rights commitments.  It is about implementation of rights, but more than 

just that, it is implementation over the long haul.  Unfortunately, much of the passion and 

excitement generated by the struggles to establish human rights during the first two phases 

seems to have dissipated.       

Having succeeded in enshrining human rights into law domestically and internationally, for 

many the battle appeared to be won.  But this has not been the case.  Achieving success in the 

third phase of human rights is not guaranteed by successes in the first two phases.  The battle 

can still be lost.  The passion and commitment that accompanied the first two phases are now 

needed as much as ever.    

In fact, the successes in the creation of human rights law have ironically led to a certain 

amount of complacency about human rights.  In Canada, the entrenchment of the Canadian 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms has led to a greater awareness of human rights throughout 

the country.  At the same time, it has allowed many citizens and policy-makers to simply 

entrust to the courts the job of looking after human rights.  Human rights are now, in the eyes 

of many people, a matter for lawyers and judges.    

While the Charter exceeds international law in some respects, in other areas, it does not 

guarantee that our international obligations have been satisfied.  This gap in human rights 

protection has not been compensated for elsewhere in the system, although the courts have 

recently shown a willingness to make greater use of Canada’s international human rights 

obligations in their legislative interpretation.    

In Canada, international treaty commitments must be implemented through domestic 

legislation in order to have full force and effect within this country.  Human rights treaties are 

not self-executing in Canada.  Yet some of the requisite legislative action has not been 

forthcoming.  In areas where there is a gap between Canada’s domestic human rights 

protections and the international instruments it has ratified, this absence of implementing 

legislation means that Canada is not entirely fulfilling its international commitments and risks 

denying its people access to certain of their human rights.  Moreover, Canadians and 

international human rights bodies have begun to notice this gap.    

This is clearly an embarrassing position for Canada as a nation having a well-deserved 

reputation as a leading nation in the field of human rights.  As Canadians, we enjoy extensive 

human rights protections through our domestic legal system and, in particular, as a result of 



federal and provincial human rights legislation and the constitutional guarantees enshrined in 

the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Beyond these domestic achievements, 

Canada has been at the forefront of the international human rights movement.  Canada is a 

party to over 30 international human rights instruments (some place the number much higher) 

covering a broad array of human rights areas, including:  basic civil liberties and political 

rights; social, economic, and cultural rights; labour standards for workers; refugee protection; 

and international humanitarian law, among others.  Furthermore, Canada often plays a 

leading role in developing and promoting new international human rights initiatives, as it did 

recently with respect to the international ban on anti-personnel landmines and the statute for 

the establishment of a permanent International Criminal Court.   

It is perhaps not surprising that Canada would become a world leader in human rights.  

Canada has had to confront and reconcile different cultures, languages, and religions from its 

very inception as a nation.  Tolerance and mutual respect were the only way forward for 

Canada.  There were, of course, many bumps in the road and even backsliding along the way.  

Even with Canada’s record of respect for human rights, violations of these rights have taken 

place in our country, and unfortunately continue to occur.  Canada’s record of respect for 

human rights has plenty of negative marks.  But a nation such as ours could not survive 

without developing a certain commitment to the principles of equality and acceptance of 

diversity.  So we found a way forward, and we have been able to share our experiences and 

expertise with the world in order to prod and assist the international community in moving 

forward on human rights.    

So, as we have done with these past challenges, we can and must find a way to move forward 

through the implementation phase of our human rights journey.  We must do it for ourselves 

and our own people whose rights are at stake, and also for others around the world who need 

our example and our encouragement.      

What is the way forward for implementing Canada’s human rights obligations?    

Part of the way forward must involve a change in attitude and perspective.    

Acceptance and adoption of human rights guarantees is not the last step, but the first step.  

Courts and tribunals and international bodies are useful and important tools for implementing 

and protecting human rights.  But the existence of these mechanisms cannot give rise to 

complacency.  Respect for human rights is an obligation that falls on all of us, and we cannot 

delegate our responsibility for human rights to institutions and then forget about them.  

Obviously, certain members of society, such as those in government and Parliament, have an 

added responsibility in this area.  Human rights are not just legal rights to be used as a basis 

for obtaining judicial remedies in the event of violation.  Human rights must be taken into 

account at all stages of public policy and law-making, and by all actors in the process, before 

violations occur.    

International human rights obligations are no less binding upon us than our domestic 

guarantees.  Obviously, our international commitments cannot be enforced to the same extent 

without converting them into domestic law.  But this is precisely the problem.  Signature and 

ratification of international human rights treaties carries with it an obligation to submit to 

international scrutiny.  But, in addition, we have an obligation to effectively implement the 

rights within Canada, in a manner that goes beyond mere reliance on the Charter.  

International human rights are not simply promises we make to other countries or to the 



international community as a whole.  They are rights that all people have and that we have 

pledged to respect and implement in our country.  Human rights belong to the people, not to 

the states who ratify the treaties.  Part of the problem in Canada is that the 

domestic/international dichotomy that is so firmly embedded in our legal system pervades our 

thinking outside the courts as well.    

Another part of the way forward, recognizing that we all have responsibilities for human 

rights, is to build new institutional partnerships to better implement our human rights 

commitments, particularly our international ones.  The executive government cannot do it 

alone.  It is not a question of taking power from the Cabinet and the departments.  It is instead 

about Parliament playing its proper role in a democracy.  That role cannot remain limited to 

passing whatever implementing legislation the executive deems necessary to fulfil a treaty 

commitment.  Parliament should be involved in scrutinizing such treaty commitments to 

begin with and in helping to determine what may be required by way of implementation.  

Parliament also has a role to play in ensuring that human rights, both domestic and 

international, are respected in subsequent legislation.  Others have a role to play too, such as 

non-governmental organizations, the courts, and human rights commissions.  But only 

Parliament can offer the necessary forum for public education and debate of these issues, as 

well as the necessary public accountability for the government.   

We think that this Committee itself can be an important part of the way forward by helping 

Parliament as a whole to find its appropriate role in human rights and by providing a 

dedicated public forum for human rights issues and highlighting these issues on the public 

agenda.  It is also to be hoped that, through the creation and work of this Committee and 

through some of the reforms that we will be recommending now and in the future, some of 

the passion and spirit that accompanied Canada’s efforts in the earlier phases of our human 

rights journey will be rekindled.  This alone would be ample justification for our endeavours.    

    

B. Domestic Human Rights Mechanisms in Canada   

Long before human rights were constitutionally entrenched in this country, they were 

championed by a variety of non-governmental groups and actors.  Organized labour, the 

women’s rights movement, other human rights groups, and political activists, church groups, 

etc., all played a role and continue to do so.  The tireless lobbying of government by these 

groups eventually would lead to legislative changes.  Initially such redress was often directed 

at specific groups or grievances.  Ultimately, the linkages between what all of these various 

groups were pursuing and the overarching concept of human rights was recognized, and 

broader, more systematic remedies were devised.   

Prior to this coalescing of various claims and interests into the more generic notion of human 

rights that we know today, the legal protections were more haphazard.  In Canada, the 

common law offered some protection to civil liberties and due process in the form of judicial 

interpretive presumptions against legislative interference.  In addition, some provisions of the 

1867 Constitution do contain selective protections for at least certain minority communities.    

It is really with the adoption of statutory bills of rights, such as the Canadian Bill of Rights of 

1960, and human rights codes by the provinces and by Parliament in the mid to late twentieth 

century, culminating with the addition to the Constitution in 1982 of the Canadian Charter of 



Rights and Freedoms, that effective efforts were made to entrench systematically human 

rights into Canadian law and government.    

Canada’s domestic human rights protections can be divided into two categories:   

1)                  traditional civil liberties and due process rights, fundamental freedoms, and political 

rights, which consist essentially of constraints on governmental and legislative action; 

and 

2)                  anti-discrimination laws, which prohibit discrimination on various grounds in society 

generally, and which apply to both public and private actors.    

The application of the first category of domestic human rights protections is largely entrusted 

to the courts.  The second category of rights, by contrast, is at least in the first instance 

enforced by specialized administrative bodies (i.e., the various human rights commissions).    

Both the ordinary courts and the human rights commissions offer adjudication on individual 

complaints regarding human rights violations as well as various judicially enforceable 

remedies where violations are made out.  However, in theory at least, the human rights 

commission model offers a number of advantages over the traditional courts.  Typically, 

human rights commissions:   

                    are comprised of persons with expertise in human rights; 

                    have a broader institutional mandate, which includes promotion of and public 

education about human rights; 

                    are more accessible to complainants (they have less formal procedures and, more 

importantly, if they accept the complaint, the commissions will usually investigate 

and pursue it on behalf of the complainant); 

                    can initiate their own reviews of policies and practices, even where no complaint has 

been filed, and can issue public reports accordingly; and 

                    are obliged to report regularly to Parliament or to the provincial or territorial 

legislature, as the case may be, not only on their own operations, but also on the state 

of human rights in their respective jurisdictions.    

Domestic human rights are, of course, also applied to legislation and public policy outside of 

courts, tribunals, and commissions.  Policy and legislation at all levels of government are 

sometimes voluntarily modified, particularly in the developmental stages, as a result of 

domestic human rights concerns, especially with respect to the Charter of Rights.    

For federal legislation, such a review is a formal legal requirement.  The federal Minister of 

Justice is required by statute to review and certify the compliance of proposed government-



sponsored legislation with the rights guaranteed in the Canadian Bill of Rights as well as the 

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.2[2]    

Parliament also plays a formal role in this area.  The Standing Joint Committee for the 

Scrutiny of Regulations, to which most government regulations stand referred,3[3] includes 

among its formal criteria for scrutiny the regulation’s conformity with the Charter and the 

Bill of Rights.4[4]  In the case of Private Members’ Bills, compliance with the Charter is 

among the criteria applied by the House of Commons Standing Committee on Procedure and 

House Affairs in selecting such bills as “votable items,” which may then proceed to Second 

Reading consideration.5[5]   

Apart from these instances, however, while consistency with human rights is, in fact, 

frequently raised by individual parliamentarians in the course of debating or scrutinizing 

bills, there is no legal or procedural rule providing for the systematic auditing of bills from 

the human rights perspective by Parliament.   

Of course, in Canada as elsewhere, human rights are not an absolute – they are subject to the 

principle of proportionality.  In the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, this principle 

finds expression in the general limitations clause, section 1.  While guaranteeing the rights set 

out in the Charter, this section subjects them to such “reasonable limits prescribed by law as 

can be demonstrably justified in a free and democratic society.”  Moreover, most domestic 

human rights in Canada, including most of those in the Charter, are subject to express 

legislative derogation.6[6]  However, such derogation is extremely rare and is controversial, 

both in principle and in practice.  Furthermore, in the case of the Charter, legislative 

derogation must be renewed every five years.  As a result, such derogations are not politically 

easy for governments in Canada. 

Although it is by no means perfect, Canada’s machinery of government is responsive to its 

domestic human rights obligations.  Such rights are effectively entrenched into domestic 

constitutional and statute law and may be invoked before domestic judicial or administrative 

bodies that can constrain contrary actions by governments and, in some cases, private sector 

actors. 

                                  
 

3[3]  Statutory instruments Act, s. 19. 

4[4]  Parliament of Canada, Standing Joint Committee for the Scrutiny of Regulations, First 

Report, 1
st
 Session, 37

th
 Parliament, 14 March 2001. 

5[5]  House of Commons, Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, Seventieth 

Report, 1
st
 Session, 36

th
 Parliament, 20 April 1999. 

6[6]  Under section 33(1) of the Charter, Parliament or a provincial legislature can 

expressly declare that an Act, or a provision of an Act, “shall operate notwithstanding 

a provision included in section 2 or sections 7-15 of [the] Charter.” 



Moreover, Parliament plays a key role in the realization of domestic human rights.  

Parliament, and the corresponding provincial and territorial legislatures, are of course directly 

implicated in the creation of domestic human rights instruments.  Canadian parliamentarians 

also have a central role to play in the balancing of human rights with other societal 

objectives.  Parliament has certain duties and opportunities to scrutinize legislation from a 

human rights perspective.  Also, as indicated above with respect to the Charter, all 

governmental limitations on, and derogations from, the human rights guaranteed therein must 

be endorsed by Parliament or the provincial legislatures, as the case may be.   

Although there is certainly room for improvement in Canada’s system of domestic human 

rights protection, which this Committee can look into in the future, that system is, as shall be 

seen, far superior to that which exists with respect to Canada’s international human rights 

obligations. 

   

C. International Human Rights in Canada 

   

  1. Acceptance of International Human Rights Obligations by Canada  

As we have said earlier, Canada has made a significant contribution to the development of 

international human rights.  Canada was at the table and played a key role in the drafting of 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which was unanimously adopted by the United 

Nations General Assembly in 1948.  Despite the fact that human rights were not always 

respected in Canada, or perhaps because of that, we were able to bring our experience and 

perspectives as a diverse and relatively young nation to the international stage.    

The end of the Second World War was a defining moment for international human rights.  

There was at that time an increasing recognition, suggested in the Preamble to the United 

Nations Charter, that individual human beings, and not just nations, were the proper subjects 

of international law and rights.  International criminal tribunals were holding individual state 

military and civil officials responsible for crimes against humanity, often committed against 

their fellow citizens under the cover of national law, as well as for traditional violations of the 

laws of war.  There was a gradual awakening to the idea that all the people of the world had 

or should have certain human rights, as a minimum guarantee, and that nations and 

governments should be accountable under international law for respecting these rights.    

The Universal Declaration was an explicit recognition of this ideal, but it was not in itself a 

binding legal instrument.  So the work began to create actual treaties obliging governments to 

accept and implement human rights in their countries.  The two international covenants 

adopted by the United Nations in 1966 – one on civil and political rights, and one on social, 

economic and cultural rights – were the key results of these efforts.  Other international 

human rights instruments covering more specific fields would soon follow.  Canada often 

played a key role in promoting these efforts and moving them forward.    

Canada is, of course, a party to the six major international human rights instruments, 

including: the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; the International 

Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights; the International Convention on the 



Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination; the Convention on the Elimination of All 

Forms of Discrimination Against Women; the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, 

Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or Punishment; and the Convention on the Rights of the 

Child.  These instruments have all established treaty bodies, which are committees of experts 

in the various human rights fields chosen from among the States Party to the various 

conventions.  These treaty bodies, which make non-binding decisions, are charged with 

monitoring state compliance with the rights set out in the treaties.      

Canada became party to these international instruments through actions taken entirely at the 

executive level:  signature by diplomatic representatives and ratification by the Governor in 

Council (i.e., the federal cabinet).  Prior provincial consent was usually obtained by the 

federal government before signature and ratification.  Again, however, this consent was given 

only by the executive government of the province or a representative thereof.  Before Canada 

ratifies any treaty, departmental officials conduct a review and analysis of existing laws in 

order to determine whether any amendments or new laws will be required to comply with the 

treaty, or whether Canada should enter a reservation or statement of understanding at the time 

of ratification.       

Contrary to the situation in most western democracies, such as the United States, there is no 

requirement in Canada for approval, or even involvement, by Parliament or the provincial 

legislatures, where applicable, in the acceptance of new international legal obligations by 

Canada through adherence to treaties.  This is not to say that the issue of becoming party to 

the international instrument may not be discussed or even debated on an ad hoc basis.  There 

is, however, no requirement for parliamentary approval or study.  

   

2.  Implementation of International Human Rights Obligations by Canada  

  a. International Mechanisms for State Compliance    

There are two major mechanisms at the international level for monitoring state compliance 

with these human rights conventions:  review and assessment of periodic compliance reports 

prepared by each state party; and hearing and ruling on complaints from individuals alleging 

non-compliance by their state.  All six major human rights treaties require periodic 

compliance reports.  However, only four of the six have individual complaint mechanisms, 

and these are all optional for states party to the treaties.    

Canada participates in the individual complaints processes under the International Covenant 

on Civil and Political Rights and the Torture Convention.  Canada has not so far opted to 

participate in those established in respect of the Convention on the Elimination of Racial 

Discrimination and the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women.   

However, the views and decisions of these treaty-monitoring bodies are not binding on 

Canada, either under international or domestic law.  Moreover, their political effect is 

diminished by the fact that there is no formal or public process in Canada that is dedicated to 

following up on the observations, findings, and recommendations of these bodies with respect 

to Canada’s human rights performance.    

   



b. Canada’s Domestic Implementation of Its International Human 

Rights Obligations  

  i) The Effect of International Human Rights Law on Canadian Law    

Canada is a “dualist” state, meaning that international treaties to which Canada has adhered 

do not, in and of themselves, alter its domestic law.  International treaty law must be 

incorporated into Canadian domestic law through legislation in order to have direct legal 

effect.  Therefore, while signing and ratifying an international covenant gives the illusion of 

Canada’s compliance, in reality it has no legal effect in our domestic law.  Canadians, 

including lawyers and judges, know little about international human rights law, although this 

is slowly changing.   

Dualism, which is prevalent among Commonwealth states, is in contrast with the “monist” 

approach dominating in the United States and among states with a civil law tradition.  In a 

monist system, duly ratified treaty provisions that are self-executing (i.e., capable of judicial 

application without further legislative action) automatically become part of the state’s 

domestic law and can override prior conflicting statute law.    

Monist states can be further divided into various sub-groups:  1) those states where treaty law 

has a status equivalent to domestic statutes, such as the United States,7[7] Italy, and 

Germany; 2) those states where treaties are superior to statute law, such as France, the 

Netherlands, Costa Rica, Belgium, and Switzerland (the Netherlands goes the furthest by also 

subordinating their Constitution to their international treaty obligations); and 3) other states 

that have accorded constitutional status to all or particular human rights treaties to which they 

are party, such as Spain and various states of Latin America.8[8]          

The difference between dualist and monist states in terms of the domestic effect of treaties 

does not extend to customary international law, which, even in the dualist states of the 

Commonwealth, forms part of domestic common law – although, as such, it is superseded by 

                                  
7[7]  While the United States is theoretically a monist state, when it comes to international 

human rights treaties it is, in practice, a dualist state because of the declarations it 

makes upon ratification.  In its resolutions ratifying international human rights 

treaties, the United States Senate has adopted the practice of stipulating that such 

treaties are deemed not to be self-executing.  As a result, courts in the United States 

are prevented from directly applying human rights treaties in their decisions.  See: 

Louis Henkin, “U.S. Ratification of Human Rights Conventions: The Ghost of 

Senator Bricker,” (1995) 89 American Journal of International Law 341; and Thomas 

Buergenthal, “Modern Constitutions and Human Rights Treaties,” (1997) 36 

Columbia Journal of Transnational Law 211, at 211-212 and 220-23. 

8[8]  Thomas Buergenthal, “Modern Constitutions and Human Rights Treaties,” (1997) 36 

Columbia Journal of Transnational Law 211, at 213 and 215-19; and Committee 

Evidence, 1 October 2001 (Peter Leuprecht).  



valid statute law covering the same ground.9[9]  However, in the case of Canada, Professor 

Toope has indicated that the courts have left the situation rather unclear on this point.10[10]   

It should be noted that there is a solid democratic rationale for the different effects of treaties 

in dualist versus monist states.  In monist states, the national legislature must approve treaties 

as part of the state’s ratification process, whereas in dualist states such as Canada, ratification 

is entirely the prerogative of the executive or Crown.  Although the dualist model may seem 

less progressive from the point of view of efficient domestic incorporation of international 

law norms, its intent is to safeguard the democratic legislative process by ensuring that the 

laws and rights of the people are not altered without the consent of their elected and 

appointed representatives. 

   

 ii) Canada’s Approach to Legislative Implementation     

Although legislative incorporation is necessary to fully implement treaty rights and 

obligations, the vast majority of Canada’s international human rights treaty obligations have 

not been the subject of implementing legislation.  This means that Canadians cannot, through 

their courts, compel government respect for their international human rights as such.  This 

appears to be contrary to the spirit if not the actual terms of the international human rights 

instruments themselves.    

For instance, Article 2(3) of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights requires 

states:   

(a) To ensure that any person whose rights or freedoms as herein recognized 

are violated shall have an effective remedy…; 

(b) To ensure that any person claiming such a remedy shall have his right 

thereto determined by competent judicial … or other competent authority 

provided for by the legal system of the State, and to develop the possibilities of 

judicial remedy; 

(c) To ensure that the competent authorities shall enforce such remedies when 

granted.  (Italics added)   

The requirement clearly expressed in this provision for states to ensure that their people have 

a mandatory right to effective and enforceable remedies – preferably through a judicial 

determination – for violations of the rights set out in the Covenant strongly suggests that 

effective incorporation of the rights of the Covenant into domestic law is intended.  Any 

doubt on the matter should be eliminated by Article 2(2) of the Covenant, which provides:   

                                  
9[9]  See, e.g.: William A. Schabas, “Twenty-Five Years of Public International Law at the 

Supreme Court of Canada,” (July 2000) 79 Canadian Bar Review 174, at 182.  The 

leading judicial affirmation of this principle is found the British House of Lords 

decision in Trendtex Trading Corporation v. Central Bank of Nigeria, [1977] 1 All 

E.R. 881, per Lord Denning M.R. 

10[10]  Committee Evidence, 24 September 2001. 



Where not already provided for by existing legislative or other measures, each State Party to 

the present Covenant undertakes to take the necessary steps, in accordance with its 

constitutional processes and with the provisions of the present Covenant, to adopt such laws 

or other measures as may be necessary to give effect to the rights recognized in the present 

Covenant.   

Canada frequently points to the Charter of Rights and the various federal and provincial 

human rights statutes as fulfilling its obligations for domestic implementation of the 

Covenant and of other international human rights instruments.  However, these do not fully 

discharge Canada’s international obligations in the area of human rights.  Though similar, 

and in some respects superior, to the rights recognized in the international treaties to which 

Canada is a party, the Charter of Rights and its other domestic human rights legislation do not 

cover all its international human rights obligations.  This has been noted by the United 

Nations Human Rights Committee itself, which is charged with monitoring state compliance 

with the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights:   

The Committee is concerned that gaps remain between the protection of rights 

under the Canadian Charter and other federal and provincial laws and the 

protection required under the Covenant, and recommends measures to ensure 

full implementation of Covenant rights.  In this regard the Committee 

recommends that consideration be given to the establishment of a public body 

responsible for overseeing implementation of the Covenant and for reporting 

on any deficiencies.11[11]       

Of course, it is true that while unincorporated treaties do not necessarily alter Canadian 

domestic law, they can and do influence its interpretation.  A common law doctrine, which 

applies in Canada, holds that in interpreting legislation, courts should presume that 

Parliament intended to legislate in a manner consistent with its international treaty 

obligations.  Inferred implementation enjoys a tenuous existence in respect of the status of 

ratified international treaties within domestic law.  Professor Toope stated before the 

Committee:  “Whether that kind of inferred transformation is real transformation is a difficult 

question, and one that is giving rise to interpretative problems in our courts.”12[12]  

Nevertheless, it is clear that the courts can make use of international human rights law in 

interpretation.  As former Chief Justice Dickson of the Supreme Court of Canada observed, 

given that international human rights instruments were part of the context in which the 

Charter was drafted and adopted, these instruments should be viewed as providing “a relevant 

and persuasive source” for Charter interpretation and, furthermore, that “the Charter should 

generally be presumed to provide protection at least as great as that afforded by similar 

provisions in international human rights documents.”13[13]    

                                  
11[11]  Human Rights Committee, 65

th
 Session, CCPR/C/79/Add.105, 7 April 1999, at 

paragraph 10. 

12[12]  Committee Evidence, 24 September 2001. 

13[13]  Reference re Public Service Employee Relations Act (Alberta), [1987] 1 S.C.R. 313, 

at 348-350.  This point was made by Chief Justice Dickson, also writing for Justice 

Wilson, who dissented from the majority on other grounds. 



Moreover, there have been some indications of an inclination by the courts to use 

international human rights law in the interpretation of domestic law.  In the 1999 Supreme 

Court of Canada decision in Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and 

Immigration),14[14] the majority of the Court ruled that, notwithstanding that Canada had 

not incorporated the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child into its domestic 

law, the Convention’s principle of making the “best interests of the child” a primary 

consideration in decision-making concerning children should inform the Department’s 

exercise of its “humanitarian and compassionate” discretion in deportation cases.15[15]   

While we, along with a number of the witnesses who appeared before us, applaud the 

increased effect that the courts seem to be giving to international human rights law through 

their decisions, we believe strongly that Canada cannot rely on the judiciary to solve its 

problem of inadequate implementation of its treaty obligations.  Inadequate implementation 

of international human rights commitments is not fundamentally a legal or constitutional 

problem.  Rather it is one of political will.    

The disjuncture between Canada’s international human rights commitments and its domestic 

law cannot be allowed to go unaddressed.  Nor is it either fair or proper to sit back and hope 

that the courts will rescue Canada from the inconsistencies of its approach to implementing 

international human rights.  A new approach must be found.  Otherwise, the continued failure 

of governments in Canada to systematically address the domestic legal implications of 

international human rights treaties it has voluntarily ratified could leave this country open to 

charges of hypocrisy and has the potential to diminish Canada’s moral authority as a leading 

voice for human rights in the international arena.16[16]    

iii) International Human Rights Implementation and Canadian Federalism 

Since adherence to international human rights standards relates primarily to the conduct of 

states’ internal rather than external affairs, federal states such as Canada must take account of 

the constitutional limits on the jurisdiction of the national government to implement such 

commitments.  Under Canada’s Constitution, human rights cut across the jurisdictions of 

different levels of government.   

The national governments of some federal states, such as the United States and Australia, 

have the constitutional authority to legislate to implement treaty obligations, even when the 

subject matter of the legislation would otherwise fall within the jurisdiction of their state 

                                  
14[14]  [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817. 

15[15]  [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817, at paras. 69-73. 

16[16]  See, e.g.: Ken Norman, “Taking Human Rights Lightly: The Canadian Approach,” 

(February 2001), 12 National Journal of Constitutional Law 291; and Committee 

Evidence, 24 September 2001 (Stephen Toope). 



governments.  In Canada, however, the federal government does not have such a 

power.17[17]    

The federal Governor in Council (in effect, the federal cabinet) does have the legal authority 

to unilaterally bind Canada internationally by signing and ratifying international agreements.  

But the federal government cannot unilaterally implement these obligations if provincial laws 

and policies are affected.18[18]       

Under international law, however, the lack of legislative jurisdiction and other obstacles 

flowing from a state’s domestic law (including its constitution) cannot be used as a valid 

excuse for failing to implement an international treaty obligation.19[19]    

Therefore, in order to avoid the problem of being internationally accountable for obligations 

that it cannot fulfil, the federal government has adopted the practice of consulting with the 

provinces and territories, and obtaining their consent, before signing and ratifying treaties 

relating in whole or in part to matters within their jurisdiction.    

In the case of human rights treaties, this practice was formalized in an agreement reached at a 

1975 meeting of federal and provincial ministers responsible for human rights.  The two 

levels of government also agreed on provincial involvement in the preparation of periodic 

reports and in responding to observations from treaty bodies on the provincial components of 

such reports, as well as in responding to complaints relating to provincial laws and programs.  

To provide an ongoing forum for communication and consultation between the various 

governments on Canada’s international human rights obligations, the ministers at the 1975 

conference also set up the Continuing Committee of Officials on Human Rights comprised of 

civil servants representing relevant federal departments as well as each of the provincial and 

territorial governments.20[20]   

However, the process established under the 1975 federal-provincial agreement has a number 

of significant limitations.  The Continuing Committee of Officials meets behind closed doors 

and does not have any policy or decision-making authority.  The responsible ministers have 

not met in some thirteen years.  None of the governments is held accountable for its human 

rights performance, and there is no public scrutiny or input.  As the situation with regard to 

the recent Waldman decision against Canada by the United Nations Human Rights 

Committee has demonstrated, there is certainly no mechanism for pressuring either level of 

                                  
17[17]  See: Attorney General of Canada v. Attorney General of Ontario (Labour 

Conventions Case), [1937] A.C. 326 (P.C.). 

18[18]  The Honourable Gérald-A. Beaudoin, with the collaboration of Pierre Thibeault, Le 

fédéralisme au Canada, Montreal, Wilson & Lafleur, 2000, pages 883-888. 

19[19]  Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, Article 27. 

20[20]  On this matter, see, for example, the Honourable Noël Kinsella, Some Historical 

Notes on the Establishment of the Continuing Committee of Officials Responsible for 

Human Rights.  Reference may also be made to the Honourable Gérald-A. Beaudoin, 

Le fédéralisme au Canada, at page 882. 



government to live up to its commitments.21[21]  While non-governmental organizations 

have, in recent years, been consulted during the preparation of Canada’s reports to the treaty 

bodies, this is not a transparent process to which the general public has access.  The 

Continuing Committee offers no opportunity for any public debate or follow-up to the 

observations, findings, and recommendations of the treaty bodies – nor was such a role ever 

intended for it. 

The real issue and problem is not, however, that the Continuing Committee of Officials on 

Human Rights is not providing a public forum for domestic accountability and scrutiny of 

Canada’s implementation of its international human rights commitments.  This is not its job.  

The real problem for Canada is that no other official body or institution of government is 

performing this function either.       

                                  
21[21]  This decision is discussed in more detail in Section III-E. 



II)  THE NEED FOR A PARLIAMENTARY HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE    

There appears to be a significant democratic deficit with respect to human rights in Canada, 

particularly in the area of the acceptance and implementation of Canada’s international 

human rights commitments.  Parliament has to a great extent been cut out of the loop.  Yet, 

ironically, Parliament is the very institution that could play a key role in addressing many of 

the failings of the current process, and in opening up this area of Canada’s machinery of 

government to greater public scrutiny and awareness.    

Parliament is a unique forum for public debate and governmental accountability, in which the 

official representatives of the people of Canada are the main participants.  Parliamentarians 

come from all walks of life and backgrounds.  They are, as a body, generalists, although, 

individually, they may have specific expertise.  Collectively, they are dedicated to serving 

their communities and their nation, rather than any particular cause or issue.  These attributes 

make Parliament and parliamentarians uniquely well-suited to balancing different and 

sometimes competing public policy objectives.    

But assessing the proper role of Parliament goes beyond issues of institutional talents and 

abilities.  Our parliamentary system of government requires that Parliament debate and 

scrutinize government policy and balance competing policy objectives.  Unfortunately, this 

mandate is all too often not fully exercised.   

Obviously, neither this Committee nor Parliament as a whole can be solely responsible for 

Canada’s human rights law and policy.  Other entities clearly have a role to play and 

responsibilities to fulfil.  We are not interested in taking over the responsibilities of existing 

bodies or institutions.  We are, however, concerned that Parliament assume its proper role in 

dealing with human rights in this country.    

The executive government, and more specifically the key federal departments of Justice and 

Foreign Affairs, must continue to play a leading role in developing Canadian law and policy 

in the area of human rights.  They have the responsibility, the resources, and the organization 

to perform this role.  However, the executive cannot do it alone.  This is not an issue of 

competence or political commitment with respect to human rights.  Rather, this is a basic 

question of achieving an appropriate institutional balance and division of labour in a 

representative parliamentary democracy.   

The courts also have a role to play in the interpretation and elaboration of human rights in 

Canada, particularly in applying the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.  Recently, in 

cases such as the Baker decision of the Supreme Court of Canada, the courts have 

demonstrated an increased willingness to construe Canada’s domestic laws in light of its 

international human rights obligations.  We were told that this judicial trend is likely to 

continue.22[22]  This is a useful development in our view.   

But this positive approach taken by the courts cannot, indeed must not, relieve Parliament of 

the need to insert itself more fully into the discussion of human rights in Canada.  Indeed the 

fact that the courts may be turning more to unimplemented human rights treaties (i.e., treaties 

                                  
22[22]  Committee Evidence, 29 October 2001 (William Schabas). 



in whose adoption Parliament has had no role under our current process) for guidance in 

interpreting Canadian law should serve to underscore the need for a greater parliamentary 

role in this area.   

As important as it is to have judicial safeguards, it is always preferable for human rights 

issues to be taken into account at the “front end,” as legislation and policy are being 

developed.  It is better for public law and policy to respect human rights at the outset and not 

only after a rights holder is put to the trouble of litigation or, worse still, forgoes asserting his 

or her right, either for the sake of convenience or due to ignorance about the rights that he or 

she has.    

Moreover, for a number of international human rights – particularly those in the area of 

economic, social, and cultural rights – there is a significant political content which 

parliamentarians are better suited than judges to weigh and apply.23[23]   

Finally, civil society groups have been playing an enormously positive role in lobbying 

governments and critiquing their laws and policies, as well as drawing attention to human 

rights problems both domestically and internationally.  As we heard during this study, non-

governmental organizations working in the human rights field frequently play an invaluable 

role in providing human rights treaty bodies, to which national governments report, with 

alternative information and perspectives on the state of affairs in that country.  We have been 

told that the relevant federal departments are increasingly seeking the input of civil society 

groups in the course of developing their policy positions and preparing for appearances at 

international fora.  We believe that these are all positive things.  Indeed, we look forward to 

providing civil society groups with an additional forum for their activities.  But these groups 

are not themselves a substitute for Parliament’s involvement.    

Civil society groups lack Parliament’s constitutional mandate to represent the people in 

general.  They also lack Parliament’s responsibility, which comes with its legislative 

function, for making hard choices in balancing different public policy objectives.  By 

contrast, Parliament must constantly attempt to reconcile different political and social 

objectives and concerns in light of a broad, over-arching conception of the public interest.    

This being said, precisely because Parliament as a whole is a generalist body and must 

address a variety of policy imperatives, it is vital that any enhanced role for Parliament in 

human rights be structured so as to ensure that human rights do not get lost in the shuffle, but 

are instead the subject of focussed attention.  This is why this Committee was created and 

why other countries have also embraced the notion of a parliamentary committee devoted to 

human rights.  The first report delivered at the 1993 Inter-Parliamentary Union symposium 

on the role of parliaments in the area of human rights observed: “Parliaments should have a 

specific mechanism where the promotion of human rights, including the rights of minorities, 

would be centralized.”24[24]  A number of other countries, including Australia and, more 

                                  
23[23]  Committee Evidence, 11 June 2001 (Ken Norman) and 5 November 2001 (Errol 

Mendes). 

24[24]  Parliament: Guardian of Human Rights, Inter-Parliamentary Symposium, Budapest, 

19-22 May 1993, at p. 20, para. 12. 



recently, the United Kingdom, have already established parliamentary committees at the 

national level that are exclusively devoted to human rights issues.    

The creation of a parliamentary committee for human rights also has the potential to give a 

greater sense of urgency to human rights issues and gives visible encouragement to those 

within and outside government who are working to give human rights a greater priority in the 

public policy agenda.   

Moreover, it is particularly appropriate that this parliamentary human rights committee be a 

Senate committee.  The Senate also a body that, as a number of witnesses reminded us, has 

more of a mandate for regional and minority representation than the House of Commons.  

The Senate also has a greater continuity in membership and, as an appointed body, is more 

insulated from pressures from the executive government, the media, and short-term public 

opinion.  All these factors make the Senate an institution that is especially conducive to the 

consideration of human rights issues.   

During the course of our initial study, we were gratified to note the interest, indeed 

excitement, that the establishment of this Committee has generated.  The witnesses were 

virtually unanimous in their assessments that something on the parliamentary side of the 

equation has been lacking in Canada on this issue.    

As the remaining sections of this Report illustrate, the witnesses who appeared before us had 

no shortage of suggestions regarding recommendations, areas for future study, and 

suggestions as to the ongoing roles that this Committee could undertake.  Some of the 

suggested roles for this Committee include:   

                    reviewing and scrutinizing Canada’s reports to treaty bodies, as well as those bodies’ 

observations and decisions on complaints concerning Canada; 

                    providing a public vehicle for parliamentary and civil society input into Canadian 

foreign policy positions regarding human rights, particularly in respect of the treaty 

bodies and the United Nations Human Rights Commission; 

                    looking into the issue of human rights treaties that Canada has not yet acted upon and 

trying to clarify the concerns and obstacles and, where appropriate, help to move the 

process forward; 

                    scrutinizing bills for compliance with domestic and international human rights; and 

                    providing a forum for the discussion of federal-provincial-territorial issues regarding 

the implementation of Canada’s international human rights commitments.  

   

All these potential functions are things that are currently not being done consistently, at least 

not in the context of a public parliamentary forum.  Even a few of these functions would keep 

the Committee very busy.  It would appear that we have tapped into a significant amount of 

pent-up demand for a greater parliamentary role in this important public policy area.  In any 

event, it seems clear that this Committee is in a unique position to make a significant 

contribution to Canada’s machinery of government with respect to human rights.  



III)  ISSUES FOR FURTHER STUDY  

We have heard from some of the best experts on human rights and the machinery of 

government.  A number of issues came up repeatedly in the evidence of these experts.  We 

have identified issues that we believe are worthy of further exploration by the Committee and 

we intend to go back to the Senate for authorization to study these areas further. 

   

A. Issue for Further Study:  Canada and the Human Rights Treaty Bodies   

Under the terms of the six major global human rights instruments, Canada is required to 

submit period reports every few years assessing its performance and progress with respect to 

the rights set out in the conventions.  These reports are currently prepared entirely by officials 

from the relevant federal, provincial, and territorial government departments.  While, at the 

federal level at least, there have been some efforts to receive input from interested non-

governmental organizations, these reports are not publicly reviewed or scrutinized prior to 

being sent to the international treaty body.    

A number of witnesses suggested that Canada’s reporting process vis-à-vis the international 

human rights treaty bodies should be made more transparent.  More particularly, it was 

indicated to us that a parliamentary committee such as this one would be a useful forum for 

parliamentary and public input, and education, with respect to Canada’s reports on its human 

rights performance.25[25]    

Canada’s draft reports could be scrutinized by this Committee prior to their submission to the 

treaty bodies and the Committee could also consider the treaty bodies’ concluding 

observations on Canada’s reports as well as their decisions on any complaints against 

Canada, along with any governmental response or follow-up.  In the course of such reviews 

the Committee could hear from interested civil society groups and independent experts, as 

well as representatives from relevant federal, provincial, or territorial government 

departments. 

   

    B. Issue for Further Study:  Parliament and the Treaty-Making Process   

From the early days of Canada’s independence on the world stage in the 1920s until 

approximately the late 1950s, debate and approval by Parliament of international treaties 

prior to Canada’s ratification was the norm.  However, since that time, Parliament’s role in 

the treaty-making process has declined substantially.  Not only has it been decades since a 

treaty was submitted to Parliament for pre-ratification approval, but even the simple practice 
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of tabling treaties in Parliament after ratification has been discontinued in recent years.26[26]  

As Dean Peter Leuprecht observed to this Committee, it is striking that “there is a growing 

body of international law, but a diminishing involvement of Parliament in treaty-

making.”27[27]    

Moreover, in most other western democracies, national parliaments play a much more 

significant role in the approval or scrutiny of international agreements. The recent example of 

Australia’s Joint Committee on Treaties, established in 1996, was pointed to repeatedly in 

testimony to the Committee as a model worthy of study.  Under that system, while Parliament 

does not have to approve treaties, they do have to be submitted to a standing joint committee 

of the Australian Parliament for scrutiny prior to binding action being taken by the executive 

government.  The executive must also prepare and table a “National Interest Analysis” which 

sets out the various implications for the country of assuming the obligations in the treaty, 

including the need for legislative action.   

Many of the expert witnesses who came before us urged a greater role for Parliament in the 

scrutiny of Canada’s treaty commitments.28[28]    

Such an enhanced role for Parliament in the treaty-making process would not be designed to 

take anything away from the power and prerogative of the executive with regard to signing 

and ratifying treaties.  Rather, it would be to ensure that there is a way for parliamentarians to 

input in a timely way their opinions about the substance of the treaty.  It would also be a way 

for parliamentarians to question, prior to ratification, the adequacy of the government’s plans 

with respect to legislative implementation.   

Such a process could be particularly useful in the case of international human rights 

instruments.  It could provide an opportunity and a forum for assessing the adequacy of the 

government’s plans for domestic legal implementation of such a treaty prior to Canadian 

ratification.    

Furthermore, the apparent movement on the part of the judiciary toward greater use of 

unimplemented treaties in the interpretation of legislation – exemplified in the Supreme 

Court’s recent decision in the Baker case – makes the argument for a resurgence of 

Parliament’s involvement with treaties all the more compelling.      

   

    C. Issue for Further Study:  Legislative Implementation of International Human 

Rights Instruments   
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A number of witnesses told us frankly that the Government of Canada must do a better job of 

translating its international human rights commitments into domestic law.  The government 

has frequently not been sufficiently rigorous in ensuring that this sort of translation has 

occurred.  As a result, gaps have emerged, either in terms of the scope or substance of the 

protected rights, or in the remedies that are made available.  Canadians are thus being denied 

certain of their rights in some cases and Canada’s international human rights reputation risks 

being needlessly jeopardized.       

It may well be, as some have cautioned, that a policy of wholesale legislative incorporation of 

international human rights instruments would be problematic – contradictory international 

norms in some areas being one difficulty.29[29]  Another impediment would be provincial 

jurisdiction.  Nonetheless, it seems clear that there is room to do more than we have been 

doing.  As one witness put it, Canada needs to find a better framework to bring its 

international obligations into its domestic law.30[30]         

Even if greater use is made of the technique of legislative incorporation of human rights 

treaties, careful review of existing and subsequent legislation for compliance with treaty 

obligations would remain a critical task, and one in which Parliament can and should be 

involved.  

   

    D. Issue for Further Study:  Reviewing Proposed Legislation for Consistency 

with Human Rights   

When Canada proposes to ratify a treaty, be it one dealing with human rights or otherwise, a 

review of existing legislation is conducted to determine whether there are any inconsistencies 

between current Canadian law and the obligations under the treaty.  If inconsistencies are 

found, then the government must decide, if it still wishes to proceed with ratification, whether 

the inconsistent legislative provision should be amended, or whether a reservation or 

statement of understanding should be attached to Canada’s ratification.  After ratification, 

however, there is no ongoing review of new legislation for consistency with treaty 

commitments in Canada.    

While there are some reviews of proposed legislation in Canada to ensure consistency with 

human rights, the process is neither comprehensive nor systematic.  First of all, these reviews 

do not normally consider Canada’s international human rights obligations.31[31]  In addition, 

aside from the review of regulations by the Standing Joint Committee for the Scrutiny of 

Regulations and the vetting of House of Commons Private Members’ Bills by its Committee 

on Procedure and House Affairs, there is no explicit involvement of Parliament in the review 

process.      
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The Canadian Human Rights Commission does review certain proposed legislation as part of 

its statutory mandate.  Moreover, in these legislative reviews, we have been told that the 

Commission has recently begun incorporating international human rights law into its 

analyses.32[32]  However, due to the priority that the Commission must give to handling 

complaints, the Commission must necessarily be somewhat selective in its interventions in 

this area.  In addition, the procedure currently followed is for the Commission to address any 

human rights concerns regarding legislation to the Minister of Justice.  If it is not satisfied 

with the Minister’s response, and if it feels strongly enough about the matter, the Commission 

will request to appear before the parliamentary committees studying the proposed legislation.  

The Commission will also sometimes publicize its concerns through press releases and on its 

web-site.            

It may be that the Department of Justice, perhaps with the help of the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and International Trade, should extend its certification of the compliance of bills and 

proposed regulations with the Canadian Charter and the Bill of Rights to cover at least the 

major international human rights instruments that Canada has ratified.    

Parliament, possibly through this committee, should also be involved more formally in the 

systematic review of proposed legislation for consistency with domestic and international 

human rights instruments.  Other parliamentary democracies, such as Australia and the 

United Kingdom, have established specific parliamentary committees for this purpose.  A 

number of the witnesses who appeared before the Committee endorsed the idea of such a 

process for Canada.33[33]    

In taking on this role, Parliament should establish a strong liaison with the Canadian Human 

Rights Commission, which, if given proper resources specifically for this aspect of its 

mandate, could be Parliament’s most valuable resource in reviewing legislation from the 

perspective of human rights.  This Committee should play a leading role in establishing and 

co-ordinating this relationship with the Commission.  

   

E. Issue for Further Study:  International Human Rights and Canadian 

Federalism   

While Canada, through the federal government, speaks with one voice internationally, under 

our Constitution it is exclusively for the provinces to implement any international treaty 

obligations that relate to their areas of jurisdiction.  Therefore, problems arise for the federal 

government when provincial laws or policies threaten to place Canada in a position of non-

compliance with its treaty commitments.  Internationally, such internal jurisdictional 

divisions do not excuse a country from fulfilling its legal obligations.       
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The recent decision of the United Nations Human Rights Committee on the Waldman 

complaint illustrates the problem.  Provincial laws and policies in Ontario that provide for the 

public funding of Roman Catholic schools, but not those of any other religious denomination, 

were successfully challenged under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.  

Canada, as the responsible State Party, was held by the treaty body to be in breach of the 

Covenant.  All the federal government could apparently do was urge provincial compliance.  

Ontario has refused.  As was indicated to us, this type of situation is unacceptable and 

harmful to Canada’s international reputation on human rights. 34[34]  As Professor Bayefsky 

observed:  “[i]f the provinces are able to say that they have no obligation to adhere to those 

international obligations, and the federal government is able to say that it has no obligation to 

do more than encourage them, what does our ratification mean?”35[35]    

There should be a way for constitutional impediments to the implementation of Canada’s 

international human rights obligations to be addressed in a transparent way.   

Noting the Senate’s special mandate to represent regional perspectives and interests, it was 

indicated to us that a Senate committee, such as this one, could be well-placed to make a 

valuable contribution in this area by providing a forum for discussing regional concerns 

arising out of Canada’s human rights commitments.36[36]  This Committee should study the 

extent to which our particular form of federalism is a support or impediment to furthering 

international human rights treaty obligations.  Through this study, the Committee could also 

develop proposals and give advice on procedures to enhance compliance. 

   

 F. Issue for Further Study:  Human Rights Treaties Not Yet Signed or Ratified 

by Canada    

We have already discussed the importance of enhancing Parliament’s role in considering 

proposed new treaty commitments by Canada, with particular emphasis on international 

human rights instruments.  As a number of witnesses indicated to us, parliamentary 

committees such as this one could also quite usefully play a corollary role with respect to 

international human rights instruments that Canada has not yet signed and/or ratified.  

Professor William Schabas noted:  “Parliament need not wait passively or idly for the 

Department of Foreign Affairs or for other ministries to take the initiative in determining 

whether or not to ratify a treaty.  Parliament could actually help to push the agenda 

forward.”37[37]   
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The Committee could analyse the status of outstanding treaties to which Canada has not yet 

adhered.  It could encourage progress by helping to make the treaty more of a priority.  The 

Committee could also provide an official and public forum for the airing of concerns.  There 

needs to be a forum where the political costs and benefits of such agreements can be publicly 

debated.   

During the course of its study, the Committee received a UNESCO publication entitled 

Human Rights:  Major International Instruments, Status as at 31 May 2001, which indicates 

those instruments that Canada has not yet signed or ratified.  In addition, various witnesses 

brought the Committee’s attention to different treaties that Canada has not yet signed.   

In addition to the American Convention on Human Rights (discussed separately below), 

another international human rights instrument that Canada has not signed is the Optional 

Protocol to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 

Women.  Canada is a party to the main Convention, but has not yet signed the Optional 

Protocol, which would enable the treaty body monitoring the Convention to receive and 

decide upon complaints against Canada.  The Committee was urged to help make signature 

and ratification of the Optional Protocol more of a priority.38[38]    

It was also pointed out to the Committee that Canada has not subscribed to another 

international human rights complaints mechanism, this one concerning the Convention on the 

Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, which Canada ratified in 1970.39[39] 

   

 G. Issue for Further Study:  Canadian Accession to the American Convention on 

Human Rights    

The American Convention on Human Rights provides an important illustration of an 

international human rights instrument that is unsigned by Canada and where the Committee 

could play a useful role in facilitating an open public dialogue on the issues surrounding 

Canada’s possible accession to that Convention.   

This Convention is the Organization of American States’ principal human rights instrument.  

Canada has now been a member of the OAS for a decade, but has not signed the Convention.  

Witnesses before this Committee urged that we encourage the government to move forward 

and ratify this important treaty.  A major reason to do so, it was argued, is not that it provides 

unique human rights guarantees, but that ratification would allow Canada to participate more 

fully in the OAS human rights system.40[40]    
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However, concerns have been expressed in Canada about Article 4 of that Convention.  It has 

been suggested that a very simple and carefully tailored reservation or statement of 

understanding would meet the relevant objections.41[41]  However, there is apparent 

reluctance on the part of some to be seen to contribute to the proliferation of reservations to 

human rights treaties.  In any event, the matter has not moved forward and official concerns 

and deliberations are not being publicly aired or discussed, nor has there been any responsible 

inquiry or oversight by parliamentarians.   

These and other issues need to be explored publicly in order to engage the public, to hear the 

views of relevant groups, and to facilitate decisions at the political level. 

   

H. Issue for Further Study:  The Right of Privacy    

One area of human rights that has been under growing pressure in recent years with the ever-

increasing reliance on information technology has been the right to privacy.  Now, with the 

new global emphasis on security and counter-terrorism, the right of privacy will be under 

almost unprecedented challenge.     

This is all the more a concern here in Canada, where, in the opinion of some, the right of 

privacy is already somewhat under-protected in our domestic human rights laws.  The right of 

privacy as such is not enshrined in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and, as we 

heard from various witnesses, privacy does not generally fall under the jurisdiction of our 

human rights commissions.42[42]  While there are statutory regimes dealing with the 

protection of privacy, they are usually limited to the protection of personal information 

supplied to governments.  As Professor Schabas noted, the right to privacy is an area where 

Canada’s domestic human rights protections fall short of international standards.43[43]     

Article 17 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights provides that “[n]o one 

shall be subjected to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his privacy, family, home or 

correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his honour and reputation.”  No similar explicit 

protection for privacy as such is contained in Canada’s human rights laws.     

The values underlying the human right of privacy are broader than issues of safeguarding 

personal information in the hands of government or compliance with established procedures 

in the gathering of evidence for criminal investigations or security intelligence, as important 

as these are.  How Canadian law and policy can be reformed to enhance the status and 

protection of individual privacy as a human right will be an important, challenging, and 

timely area for further study by the Committee.    
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IV) IMMEDIATE RECOMMENDATIONS  

   

A. Canada’s Representation at the United Nations Human Rights Commission   

The United Nations Human Rights Commission in Geneva is the foremost body on human 

rights in the United Nations system.  As Philippe LeBlanc observed to the Committee, “the 

UN Commission on Human Rights [is] the highest forum internationally for dealing with 

human rights violations by states.”44[44]    

The Commission is comprised of 53 member states, which are elected on a regional basis.  

For the purposes of representation on the Commission, Canada is in the “Western Europe and 

Others” group, or WEOG.  This regional group is comprised of Western Europe, Canada, the 

United States, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand.  WEOG has historically been the group to 

initiate and promote human rights actions at the Commission.   

This year, for the first time since the Commission’s creation, the United States was not 

elected to membership on the Commission.  In the upcoming 2002 session of the 

Commission, Canada will be the only non-European member on the Commission from the 

WEOG group.  It seems likely, therefore, that Canada will play a pivotal role on the 

Commission in the coming year.  With the events of September 11 and following, Canada’s 

role at the Commission becomes even more crucial, given the absence of the United States, 

and given that the Commission will likely take up the issue of human rights in the context of 

national and international measures against terrorism.45[45]    

In recent years, though Canada’s official representative has been the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs, the working heads of our delegations to the Commission have been officials who 

have not been of ambassadorial rank.  As Philippe LeBlanc strongly urged us,46[46] it will 

be particularly important, in light of the foregoing factors, for Canada’s delegation to the 

upcoming session of the Commission to be headed by a representative at the ambassadorial 

level.  

   

Recommendation 

The Committee recommends that, given the particular significance of Canada’s role at 

the upcoming 2002 session of the United Nations Human Rights Commission, the 

Government of Canada should: 
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1.                    appoint someone of ambassadorial ranking as its representative at the 

Commission; and 

2.                    ensure that the Canadian delegation includes active and informed 

parliamentarians of all parties (including independents), and from both Houses, 

who have experience and interest in the human rights field.  

   

 B. Canada’s Outstanding International Human Rights Reports   

As the relevant government officials acknowledged in their evidence to us, Canada has fallen 

behind in meeting its deadlines for submission of periodic reports to various international 

human rights treaty bodies.47[47]  The reason given for this is the necessarily cumbersome 

process of co-ordinating the preparation of reports by the various federal, provincial, and 

territorial governments.  We were told that it is the intention of the various governments, 

through their representatives on the Continuing Committee of Officials on Human Rights, 

that all Canada’s outstanding reports to the human rights treaty bodies be submitted by the 

end of the current fiscal year.  We would like to support and underscore the importance of 

achieving this goal in order to ensure that Canada is brought up to date in its reporting 

obligations with all due speed. 

   

Recommendation 

The Committee recommends that, within the existing reporting processes as presently 

structured, the Government of Canada, in co-operation with the provincial 

governments and the territories, take the necessary steps to ensure that all Canada’s 

outstanding reports to the various international human rights treaty bodies are 

submitted by 31 March 2002.        

   

C. Balancing Human Rights and Security    

In the aftermath of September 11
th

, increased resources, both financial and legal, are being 

committed to the global fight against terrorism.  It is precisely at times such as these that 

those committed to human rights need to be most vigilant.  But who is assessing the overall 

and cumulative impact of these new security and anti-terrorism measures on human rights?  

In this era of increasing investment in security, there needs to be a corresponding 

commitment to safeguarding human rights.  Yet it is not a matter of choosing between 

security and human rights, but rather one of achieving an appropriate balance between them.   

The expertise and independence of the Canadian Human Rights Commission make it a well 

suited body, if given appropriate resources, to undertake a serious study of whether 

proportionality is being achieved between national security and anti-terrorism measures and 
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human rights.  Canada has an opportunity to provide international leadership by conducting 

such an analysis.  

   

Recommendation 

The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada assign to the Canadian 

Human Rights Commission, along with sufficient resources, the task of conducting a 

human rights impact analysis of the new security and counter-terrorism measures to 

verify whether proportionality is being achieved between national security and anti-

terrorism measures and human rights. 

   

D.  Discrimination on the Basis of Social Condition   

In his appearance before us, Harinder Mahil, the Acting Chief Commission of the British 

Columbia Human Rights Commission, reiterated the recommendation of his Commission and 

of the Canadian Association of Statutory Human Rights Agencies (CASHRA) that Canada’s 

federal, provincial and territorial human rights codes be amended to include “social 

condition” as a prohibited ground of discrimination.48[48]  Such a change has also been 

recommended by the Canadian Human Rights Act Review Panel in its June 2000 report as 

well as the Economic, Social, and Cultural Committee in its December 1998 concluding 

observations on Canada’s Third Report under the International Covenant on Economic, 

Social, and Cultural Rights.  Poverty has long been recognized as a contributing factor in the 

discrimination suffered by various disadvantaged social groups.49[49]    

Canada could be a leader in better understanding poverty as a human rights issue.  During the 

previous Parliament, the Senate of Canada had the foresight to adopt a Private Senator’s 

Public Bill, Bill S-11, which would have amended the Canadian Human Rights Act to 

prohibit discrimination based on social condition.  Regrettably, this bill was defeated in the 

House of Commons.  We think that the government should revisit this important issue and 

bring this matter before the present Parliament for legislative action.    

   

Recommendation  

The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada draft and table in 

Parliament amendments to the Canadian Human Rights Act that would add “social 

condition” as a prohibited ground of discrimination. 
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 E. Canada’s Human Rights Commissions   

The Committee heard from the top officials of the Canadian and various provincial human 

rights commissions.50[50]  From their evidence, we have derived  a number of ideas for 

improvements to Canada’s human rights laws.  We have already addressed the issue of 

discrimination on the basis of social condition.    

Other issues that arose from the evidence include:   

                    Making specific references to key international human rights instruments in the 

Canadian Human Rights Act as well as in provincial and territorial human rights 

codes.  The status and relevance of international law for our domestic commissions, 

tribunals, and courts involved in the application of human rights law must be made 

clear.  The historical connection is clear and the law should reflect this reality.  

Moreover, such legislative references to international human rights law would help to 

ensure that our human rights commissions can live up to the minimum international 

standards for such bodies set out in the 1991 United Nations Paris Principles.  Among 

other roles, the Paris Principles mandate that domestic human rights commissions 

“promote and ensure the harmonization of national [read: domestic – i.e., federal, 

provincial and territorial] legislation … and practices with the international human 

rights instruments to which the State is a party…” 

                    Ensuring that the educational and promotional mandates of human rights 

commissions in Canada receives adequate emphasis and resources.  The promotion 

and education roles of human rights commissions do not receive the financial 

resources that they should.  Promotion and educational activities can play an 

important role in preventing future discrimination and human rights violations.  Yet 

the commissions are obligated to give priority to handling specific complaints, which 

takes up most of their resources.  

                    Ensuring adequate resources for human rights commissions’ role in reviewing 

proposed legislation and policies.  Human rights commissions in Canada have the 

mandate to conduct such reviews.  When they are able to conduct these analyses and 

publicize their findings, this aspect of human rights commissions’ work can be 

invaluable for parliamentarians.  But, again, because of the emphasis on their 

complaint redress function, commissions must, in the absence of a reference from the 

government, be selective in their interventions on proposed laws or policies.   

                    Making human rights commissions more directly answerable to Parliament or the 

legislature, rather than through a government minister.  This is currently the process 

which is followed for the federal Auditor General and Chief Electoral Officer.  

Similar processes for human rights commissions would help to emphasize their 

independence from the executive government.  

                    Promoting greater uniformity in the human rights legislation across federal, 

provincial and territorial jurisdictions.    
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Since some of these issues were also raised in the 2000 Report of the Canadian Human 

Rights Act Review Panel, the Government could address them in the context of its response to 

that Report.    

Recommendation 

The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada respond to the Canadian 

Human Rights Act Review Panel’s 2000 Report during the current Session of 

Parliament.  In the context of this response, the Government should address the 

following issues:   

1.                  Adding express references to key international human rights instruments to the 

Canadian Human Rights Act. 

2.                  The need to ensure a greater dedication of resources to the Canadian Human Rights 

Commission’s mandates with respect to human rights promotion and education as 

well as legislation and policy review.    

   

The Committee further recommends that the Government of Canada, possibly through the 

Law Commission of Canada working in consultation with CASHRA, take steps to develop a 

model human rights code for consideration by all Canadian jurisdictions. 

   

F. International Human Rights Web-Site   

Professor Anne Bayefsky observed to the Committee that the whole process of Canada’s 

periodic reporting to the international human rights treaty bodies suffers from a lack of 

consistent and significant media attention.  The Department of Canadian Heritage, which is 

instrumental in putting together Canada’s periodic reports, does make Canada’s reports, and 

the treaty bodies’ observations, available on its web-site.  However, apart from this and some 

other selective initiatives, public outreach and education on international human rights 

obligations and enforcement mechanisms is generally quite limited.  As a result, Canadians 

who have these rights, including the right to bring complaints to certain of the treaty bodies, 

may have no idea how to access them.  As Canada is bound by these legal instruments, 

through which rights of the people of Canada have been recognized, these instruments should 

be publicized and easily accessible like other laws.  

   

Recommendation  

The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada ensure that the 

international human rights instruments to which Canada is a party, as well as 

information on any complaint mechanisms, be consolidated and made easily accessible 

to Canadians via the Internet, and that Canadians be made aware of how to access this 

information. 



   

G. Supporting the Work of the Canadian Association of Statutory Human 

Rights Agencies   

The Committee heard from Keith Norton, the Chief Commissioner of the Ontario Human 

Rights Commission.51[51]  Among other matters, Mr. Norton shed some light on the 

important work done by CASHRA.  This Association provides a valuable interface among 

the federal, provincial, and territorial human rights commissions. CASHRA helps to facilitate 

the co-ordination and development of policies among the human rights bodies and regularly 

brings forward its collective wisdom on human rights matters in the form of policy 

resolutions, which its members take back to their respective governments.  From time to time, 

CASHRA  also seeks to intervene in important court cases involving human rights.    

CASHRA’s activities are funded by fees levied on each of the participating commissions, 

roughly according to the population that each serves and represents.  However, this funding 

arrangement appears to be inadequate.  Mr. Norton indicated that CASHRA’s financial 

resources are very limited – to the point where, in its interventions in key human rights 

litigation, it is relying on legal counsel working on a pro bono basis.52[52]  The current 

President of CASHRA, Harinder Mahil of the B.C. Human Rights Commission, also strongly 

urged that the organization be given specific roles and resources by the various 

governments.53[53]  It should be noted that, at least with respect to the Canadian Human 

Rights Commission, there is a statutory obligation for the Commission “to maintain close 

liaison with similar bodies or authorities in the provinces in order to foster common policies 

and practices.”54[54] 

   

Recommendation  

The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada initiate consultations with 

appropriate representatives of the provincial and territorial governments with a view to 

better utilizing and supporting the work of CASHRA. 

   

H. Conference of Federal, Provincial, and Territorial Ministers Responsible for 

Human Rights   

                                  
51[51]  Committee Evidence, 29 October 2001. 

52[52]  Committee Evidence, 29 October 2001. 

53[53]  Committee Evidence, 26 November 2001. 

54[54]  Canadian Human Rights Act, section 27(1)(c). 



While the Continuing Committee of Officials on Human Rights meets semi-annually to 

exchange information relating to Canada’s international human rights obligations, it is 

comprised of civil servants and has no decision-making or policy-making role.  Moreover, 

the Continuing Committee meets behind closed doors and its members and activities are not 

accessible or directly accountable to the Canadian public.    

We were informed that there has not been an intergovernmental meeting on human rights at 

the ministerial level in some thirteen years.55[55]  This is clearly far too long a hiatus.  As 

this Report and our study have shown, there is no shortage of important questions facing 

Canada in the area of human rights implementation, and existing processes are in need of 

reassessment and reform.  Without face-to-face ministerial involvement, human rights 

challenges facing Canada will be diminished or ignored. 

   

Recommendation 

The Committee recommends that the Government of Canada take the necessary steps 

to reinstate the practice of regular federal, provincial, and territorial meetings on 

human rights at the ministerial level.  These meetings should be held on at least a 

triennial basis.   

     

V) CONCLUSION   

Earlier in this Report we outlined the three phases in the development of human rights.  We 

are currently in the third phase, which requires that we actually live up to our human rights 

obligations.  During this third phase, Canada is uniquely placed to be at the forefront of the 

necessary maturation of the machinery of government dealing with human rights.  The 

Committee therefore feels that it is both timely and essential that Parliament’s role in dealing 

with human rights-related issues expand.  Parliament and parliamentarians must become 

more active in dealing with human rights, and in developing the machinery of government so 

that it is equipped to deal with these issues in an appropriate manner.  We must, in effect, 

assert and expand upon Parliament’s rightful role in dealing with human rights issues.    

This need for increased parliamentary involvement in the human rights field, especially in 

ensuring respect for internationally derived rights, is particularly important in an emerging 

international environment in which new global security issues are, understandably, attracting 

growing attention.  In such circumstances, Parliament must be involved in arriving at an 

appropriate balance between human rights and security concerns.     

Human rights can only flourish in an environment of good governance that is respectful of 

the rule of law.  But even these attributes are not, in themselves, sufficient conditions.  As 

this Report identifies, Canada, despite its generally positive record, cannot be complacent 

when it comes to dealing with human rights issues.  This Committee can be instrumental in 

                                  
55[55]  Committee Evidence, 11 June 2001 (Norman Moyer). 



meeting the challenges that we face in this respect.  We can help translate support for human 

rights into concrete measures and actions.  We are ready and willing, indeed eager, to begin 

addressing the issues enumerated within this Report.  
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