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The neeting was called to order at 10.05 a.m

CONSI DERATI ON OF REPORTS SUBM TTED BY STATES PARTI ES UNDER ARTI CLE 40 OF THE
COVENANT (agenda item 4) (continued)

Third periodic report of Iceland [ CCPR/ C/ 94/ Add. 2; HRI/ CORE/ 1/ Add. 26;
CCPRIC/ 64/ QICE/L (witten replies to the list of issues, docunent
wi t hout a synbol, available in English only)]

1. At the invitation of the Chairperson, M. Ceirsson, M. Jonsson and
M. Gudnundsson (I cel and) took places at the Conmmittee table.

2. The CHAI RPERSON, on behalf of the Committee, wel coned the del egation and
invited it to introduce Iceland s report.

3. M. JONSSON (Iceland) said that his country attached great importance to
conpliance with the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. The
I cel andi c del egati on was thus honoured to provide information on matters
relating to that instrunent and to enter into what would no doubt be a
constructive and fruitful dialogue with menmbers of the Conmittee.

4, M. GEIRSSON (lceland) said that Iceland' s second periodic report had
been submitted to the Committee in 1993, while the third report now under
consi deration had been submitted in March 1995. In the interim period

significant changes had been made to Icelandic |egislation on human rights
and, although such changes were described in the report before the Cormittee,
it was worthwhile reviewi ng the salient points.

5. Firstly, the Act on Adm nistrative Procedure (No. 73/1993) set forth for
the first tine the general principles governing all acts of public

adm nistration, at both State and nunicipal |evels. Secondly, the Foreign
Nat i onal s Supervision Act (No. 133/1993) provided that it was no | onger the

M nistry of Justice but the Immigration Ofice which should decide on the
expul sion of a foreigner, on the understanding that the decision was subject
to appeal and that the foreigner in question was inforned of the existence of
such recourse. For that reason the reservation made by Iceland with respect
to article 13 of the Covenant had been withdrawn, since it had becone

obsol ete

6. He al so drew attention to Act No. 83/1994, establishing the Ofice of
the Orbudsman for Children, whose mandate was to protect the interests and
rights of children and to ensure that the adm nistrative authorities,

i ndi viduals, societies and associations did |ikew se. As for the Persona
Names Act (No. 45/1996), it provided that a foreigner acquiring Icelandic
nationality was no | onger obliged to choose an Icelandic nanme: both the
applicant and his/her children could retain their own nanes. Furthernore,
Constitutional Act No. 97/1996 had amended the provisions of the Icelandic
Constitution relating to human rights with a view to taking account of

I cel and' s obligations under relevant international instrunents.

7. Lastly, by virtue of Act No. 62/1994, the European Convention on Human
Ri ghts had been the first international instrument to be incorporated in
I cel and' s donestic |egislation. However, no decision had yet been taken as to
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the incorporation of other human rights instrunents in internal law. Those
maj or changes had had a significant inmpact on Icelandic |egislation by
creating greater public awareness about human rights in general. In that
connection, it was worth noting that Iceland s second periodic report as well
as the Conmittee's concludi ng observations thereon had been distributed to the
I cel andi ¢ nedi a.

8. Further inportant changes had been made in Icelandic |egislation since
the drafting of the third report. For instance, the Public Informtion

Act (No. 50/1996), which had entered into force on 1 January 1996, mmde it
compul sory for administrative authorities to provide public access, under
certain conditions, to information on specific matters. The purpose of the
Act, which applied to State and nuni ci pal adm nistration, was to provide the
public with a means to nonitor the activities of adm nistrative authorities,
t hereby strengthening respect for denocratic principles.

9. Two types of changes had been introduced with regard to the judiciary,
by Act No. 15/1998, intended to strengthen the judicial systemas the third
branch of government. On the one hand, the internal adm nistration of
district courts had by and | arge been assigned to the Judicial Council, an
i ndependent body the mgjority of whose nenbers were judges and whi ch was
responsi ble for representing the district courts and for nonitoring their
activities. On the other hand, an independent conmittee on judicia
activities had been established, whose role was to issue general rules on
additional activities that m ght be undertaken by judges and to deal with
conplaints relating to the course of justice. The new Act was based on
simlar bills drafted in Denmark and Norway as well as the United Nations
Basi c Principles on the Independence of the Judiciary.

10. The Legal Representation Act (No. 77/1998), due to enter into force

on 1 January 1999, woul d abrogate current |egislation whereby barristers were
obliged to be nenbers of the Icelandic Bar Association. The Police Act

(No. 90/1996), which had come into force on 1 July 1997, introduced major
changes to the organi zation of the police services and contai ned new

provi sions on the duties of policenen and the circunstances under which they
were allowed to use force, make arrests and conduct searches. The Lega
Conpet ency Act (No. 71/1997), which had entered into force on 1 January 1998,
contai ned far nore detailed provisions on procedure relating to | ega
conpetency, with the objective of securing the status of persons agai nst whom
a claimfor deprivation of |egal conpetency had been | odged.

11. The CHAI RPERSON t hanked the Icel andic del egation for the detailed
i nformati on given and invited it to reply to questions 1, 2 and 3 on the |ist
of issues (CCPR/IC/64/QI1CE1).

12. M. GUDMUNDSSON (Iceland), replying to question 1 concerning the
constitutional and |legal framework wi thin which the Covenant was i npl enented
(art. 2), said that in the spring of 1998, the Governnent had | ooked into the
possibility of incorporating the Covenant in donestic |egislation and that the
M nistry of Justice, drawing on the experience of Norway, was contenplating

t he appoi ntment of a special conmttee which would have the task of studying
the question. Although the Covenant did not directly have the force of
donestic |law, the 1995 constitutional amendnents, which had since becone
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Constitutional Act No. 97/1995, were largely inspired by the provisions of the
Covenant and of the European Convention for the Protection of Human Ri ghts and
Fundanent al Freedons.

13. As far as conflicts between the Covenant and the Constitution were
concerned, in many instances it had been possible to interpret Icelandic
legislation in the Iight of the European Convention on Human Ri ghts wi t hout
any conflict. In fact, since the incorporation of the Convention in Icelandic
donestic | egislation, there had been no cases in which the courts had decl ared
that |celandic |egislation should prevail over a conflicting provision of the
Covenant. It was quite common for the parties involved in a case or even the
courts thenmselves to i nvoke the provisions of the Covenant and ot her

i nternational human rights instrunents. The Governnment of Iceland had adopted
some measures to harnoni ze donestic legislation with the Covenant. For

i nstance, under Act No. 135/1996 anendi ng the Penal Code, anyone who refused
an individual a particular service or access to public places on the grounds
of race or ethnic origin was liable to a fine or inprisonment for up to

si x nmont hs.

14. In reply to question 2 concerning equality before the | aw and equa
protection of the law (arts. 3 and 26), he said that article 65 of the
Constitution, directly inspired by article 26 of the Covenant, provided
speci al guarantees for equality between nmen and wonen. The article was often
i nvoked in Icelandic courts and there were concrete exanples of its
application serving to enhance sexual equality. For instance, in a case

i nvol ving a conpensation cl ai m agai nst an insurance company, the Suprenme Court
had decided that it was contrary to article 65 of the Constitution to assess
the future income of a girl at a |ower level than the future inconme of a boy,
al t hough statistics showed that wonen generally earned | ower wages.

15. No change had been nade to the Nationality Act with respect to children
born out of wedl ock. According to the Act, children of an Icelandic father
and a foreign nother could not acquire Icelandic nationality if their parents
were not married. The |legislation, which was sinmilar to that of other Nordic
countries, was based on the principle that a child acquired the nationality of
its mother. In lceland, it was the Parlianent which granted nationality,
foll owi ng guidelines prepared by a special parliamentary commttee, according
to which foreigners with one Icelandic parent were entitled to Icelandic
nationality after two years' residence in the country. As far as preferentia
treatment for public officials was concerned, article 108 of the Penal Code,
whi ch provi ded heavy penalties for defamation of a public official, had been
r epeal ed

16. In response to question 3 concerning derogation from obligations under

t he Covenant (art. 4), he said that the Icelandic Governnent had not deened it
necessary to include a derogation clause in the chapter of the Constitution
dealing with human rights. Since the European Convention on Human Ri ghts was
part of lcelandic internal |aw, the derogation clause contained in article 15
of that instrunment had the force of law, albeit with nore limted scope than
that of article 14 of the Covenant.

17. The CHAI RPERSON invited Committee nmenbers to ask the Icelandic
del egati on suppl ementary questions if they so w shed.
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18. M. YALDEN said he would wel cone information not only about the

| egi sl ation and regul ations setting forth the rights of citizens, but also on
the actual enjoynent of those rights. Wat nmechani sns guaranteed their

i mpl enentation? Did the Human Rights O fice (para. 11 of the report) have
functions other than those traditionally carried out by non-governnenta
organi zati ons (NGOs) such as creating awareness about human rights? Wre
there public or independent bodies in Iceland responsible for dealing with
human rights violations and what was the exact mandate of mediators, in
particul ar the nediator for children?

19. Regardi ng equality between the sexes, he asked whether there were recent
statistics on conplaints |lodged with the Equal Status Conplaints Committee
(paras. 28 and 29 of the report) and whether that Committee had proved
efficient and took part in the project currently under way on job eval uation
Furthernore, was there an independent body responsible for nonitoring

i mpl enmentation of the recently adopted Public Information Act?

20. On the subject of non-discrimnation, he inquired whether the provisions
of new section 65 of the Constitution applied equally to honmpbsexuals and to
the di sabled (para. 98 of the report). Lastly, he asked whet her the decisions
of the Immgration Ofice (para. 55 of the report) could be appealed to a body
other than the Mnistry of Justice, and in particular a court of |aw.

21. M. PRADO VALLEJO wel coned the replies by the Icelandi c del egation

al t hough they had not entirely dispelled the Conmttee's doubts. No |egal or
political reason had been given to justify the fact that the European
Convention on Human Ri ghts had been incorporated in the national |egal order
whereas the same could not be said for the Covenant. He pointed out that
according to paragraph 11 of the report, the Human Rights O fice had the task
of assessing progress nmade in the inplenentation of international human rights
instruments, yet the State party was obliged, not to assess progress nmade, but
to guarantee the effective inplementation of basic rights. A further
obligation undertaken by Iceland when ratifying the Covenant, with which it
had not conplied, was to take all necessary steps to harnoni ze nationa

| egislation with the provisions of the Covenant. He deplored the fact that
donestic | aw t ook precedence over the Covenant, recalling that the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties, to which Iceland was a party, provided that
nati onal |egislation could not be invoked to evade an internationa

obligation. Lastly, he asked whether human rights were taught to children
young peopl e, policemen and other |aw enforcement officers.

22. Lord COVILLE said his understandi ng of paragraphs 97, 98 and 99 of the
report was that in Iceland the prohibition of discrimnation was based
essentially on new section 65 of the Constitution relating to equality between
the sexes. That would not suffice, since the section covered only sone of the
grounds for discrimnation. Admttedly the European Convention on Human

Ri ghts had been incorporated in national |egislation, but that |egislation did
not contain any provisions on discrimnation. Did not the fact that

Parliament had had to adopt specific laws to prohibit discrimnation in access
to public places denonstrate that current provisions were inadequate? |If the
Covenant had formed part of the internal |egal order it would not have been
necessary to adopt such legislation. He also wondered about the possible

di scrimnatory nature for Icelanders thensel ves of the Personal Nanmes Act and
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asked the del egation to indicate what neasures the Governnment was planning to
take in future to bring Icelandic legislation into line with article 26 of the
Covenant .

23. M. KLEIN thanked the Icel andi c del egation for providing recent data and
said he was pleased to note the entry into force of very positive provisions
since consideration of the second periodic report. He welconed the
establishnment of a commttee to consider the incorporation of the Covenant in
nati onal |aw and could only but encourage efforts along those lines, which
woul d make the rights enshrined in the Covenant accessible to Icelandic
citizens. For in many cases it seenmed to himthat donestic |egislation was

| ess favourabl e than the provisions of the Covenant. For instance, he
regretted the limtations on freedom of residence and wondered what the
meani ng of new section 74 of the Constitution was: was everyone entitled to
forman association? Simlarly, since discrimnation on the grounds of

| anguage and social origin were not explicitly referred to in new section 65
of the Constitution, he wondered whether they were in fact provided for
Lastly, he understood from paragraph 31 (c) of the report that candi dates for
parliamentary el ections nmust be nenbers of a political party and, from

par agraph 37 of the report, that scientific and medical experinents could be
carried out on the mentally handi capped not only in their own interest but
also in the public interest. He sought clarification on those two points.

24, M. LALLAH wel conmed the positive aspects evident in Iceland's third
periodic report, but pointed out that it was also the Commttee's task to

hi ghl i ght any negative points or areas which could be inproved. For instance,
he noted that the Icelandic authorities had until now shown what he woul d cal
a Eurocentrist attitude. The fact was that Iceland had not only acceded to

t he European Convention on Human Rights, but was also a party to the Covenant.
It accordingly had a duty to inplenment the Covenant's provisions and to fulfi
all the obligations contracted under it.

25. It was true that Iceland was a peaceful country which had so far never
needed to declare a state of energency, but that was not enough to explain the
absence of | egislation providing that any measures derogating from obligations
laid down in the Covenant should be conpatible with other obligations assuned
under international law. The Icelandic authorities had not so far found it
necessary to include provisions in the Constitution dealing specifically with
derogations, but prevention was better than cure and once events had occurred
it was usually too late to adopt the necessary neasures. He pointed out that
t he European Convention on Human Ri ghts, which now formed an integral part of
Icelandic law, did not contain any provisions identical to those of article 4
of the Covenant. Thus Icelandic |egislation did not contain any provision
giving effect either to article 4 or to article 2, paragraph 3, of the
Covenant, which was highly regrettable.

26. He noted that the principle contained in article 26 of the Covenant had
been incorporated into the revised Constitution, as indicated in paragraphs 97
and 98 of the report. As he sawit, however, what was stated in those

par agraphs was in the nature of w shful thinking, since there seened to be
nothing to prevent the | egislator from proposi ng neasures contravening the
principle of equality. |In addition, he pointed out that article 24 of the
Covenant had no equivalent in the European Convention on Human Ri ghts, which
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was often read, wongly, in conjunction with article 23 of the Covenant. In
his view, the concept of the family was not |limted to the situation of a
married couple: two persons who had lived together for several years and had
children could also constitute a famly. Properly speaking, article 24 dealt
with the rights of children wi thout discrimnation, whether born in or out of
wedl ock. He had listened to the explanations of the Icel andi c del egation
concerning distinctions which were applied to children born out of wedlock in
regard to the right to nationality, and in his view Iceland was failing to
meet its obligations under the Covenant in respect of both article 26 and
article 24. Article 24 expressly stated that every child had the right to
speci al neasures of protection on the part of his famly, society and the
State. It was thus clear that no legislative text or adm nistrative practice
could establish any distinction between children, whether born in or out of
wed| ock.

27. M. SCHEIN N wel coned the constitutional reformof 1995, and noted that
it coincided with a conparable reformcarried out in his own country, Finland,
whi ch had enabl ed the provisions of the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and those of the International Covenant on Econom c, Socia
and Cultural Rights to be incorporated in the Constitution, thus ensuring that
it enshrined the principle of the universality, indivisibility and

i nt erdependence of human rights.

28. The fact that |celand had i ncorporated the European Convention on Human
Rights into its donestic |aw could have indirect effects on the interpretation
of other international instruments to which Iceland was a party. For

i nstance, since the decision to incorporate that Convention into Icelandic

| egi sl ation, the provisions of other international human rights instrunents
had been invoked in the Icelandic courts, and had sonmeti mes even been given
precedence over donestic |aw even though they did not formpart of it. He
noted that Norway now seemed to be ready to incorporate the Convention and the
two Covenants into its domestic |aw, and that Finland was in principle
incorporating all simlar treaties to which it was a party into its

| egislation. Thus, a nunmber of countries near to Iceland were denonstrating

their willingness to guarantee the universal and indivisible nature of human
rights.
29. Concerning inplenmentation of article 7 of the Covenant, he noted that

section 68 of the Constitution prohibited i nhuman or degradi ng treatnment, and
that section 71 protected the right to privacy. However, the notion of the
dignity of the human person, which was included in the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights and in the Covenant, did not appear in the Icelandic
Constitution. Since the Icelandic popul ati on was very hompbgeneous and had
lived for centuries in some degree of isolation, it was an interesting subject
for genetic research. Did the authorities consider that sections 68 and 71 of
the Constitution offered sufficient guarantees to protect the dignity of the
human person or, on the contrary, that further |egal neasures should be taken
for that purpose?

30. Concerning inplenentation of article 25 of the Covenant, read in
conjunction with article 1, he would like to know how the right of citizens to
take part in the conduct of public affairs was guaranteed in practice.
Lastly, concerning Iceland s accession to the European Free Trade Associ ation
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he pointed out that EFTA menmber countries were required to incorporate a
nunber of standard-setting acts of the European Union into their |egislation
Did the Icelandic authorities plan to take measures guaranteeing the right
provi ded for under article 25 of the Covenant, taking into account decisions
adopted in the EFTA framework?

31. Ms. Medina Quiroga took the Chair

32. Ms. EVATT wel coned the progress achieved in the protection of human
rights in Iceland since the subm ssion of the second periodic report
(CCPR/ C/ 46/ Add. 5), as well as the constitutional amendments of 1995. She was
also glad to see that the authorities were planning to incorporate all the
Covenant's provisions into donmestic |aw, which would enable shortcom ngs in
the Constitution to be renedied.

33. On the question of gender equality, a reading of Iceland' s third
periodic report showed that the situation had hardly changed in recent years,
notably with regard to the enployment of wonen and their participation in the
conduct of public affairs. However, she noted the positive neasures taken
concerning job evaluation and sal aries, and asked whet her other neasures were
pl anned, notably to conbat discrimnation in the private sector

34. Concerni ng neasures taken to conbat viol ence agai nst wonen, she
understood that inportant |egislative nmeasures, for instance providing for
paynment of conpensation to victins, had been adopted, and she woul d appreciate
further details on that point. 1In regard to the situation of children born
out of wedl ock, she noted that the new section 65 of the Constitution provided
for equality before the | aw regardless of birth. However, the unofficia
translation of the text of the revised Constitution which had been distributed
to menmbers of the Conmittee referred to parentage. She would be glad if the

I cel andi c del egation could clarify that point. She also wondered why that
constitutional provision did not render void the texts which maintained
discrimnation in regard to children born out of wedlock. Lastly, what was
the effect of the new section 65 of the Constitution on |egislative provisions
establishing a distinction between children born in wedl ock and other children
as far as obtaining nationality was concerned?

35. She would also like fuller information on the situation of honpbsexual s.
More specifically, had the bill referred to in paragraph 89 of the report been
adopted and, if so, had it entered into force?

36. M. EL SHAFEI said the Commttee's delay in considering the third
periodic report of lceland reflected the difficulties it was experiencing in
conducting its work within satisfactory time limts, in the light of the

i ncreasi ng nunber of States parties to the Covenant on the one hand and the

i nadequacy of the resources available to the Conmttee on the other. He hoped
that the allocation of additional resources would make it possible to overcone
those difficulties.

37. He noted with satisfaction that |Iceland had withdrawn two of its
reservations to the Covenant; however, three other reservations renni ned for
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whi ch there was no apparent justification, and he hoped that the Icel andic
Government woul d consider reviewing its position on the matter and w t hdraw ng
its last remmining reservations.

38. He shared the concerns of M. Klein and M. Lallah concerning the

i ncorporation of the Covenant in Icelandic donmestic |aw, and associ ated
himself with their comrents regarding inplenmentation of articles 4, 24 and 26.
He woul d |ike to know whet her any nechani sns for obtaining conpensation in
cases of human rights violations existed apart fromthe courts, and whet her
any nmedi ators existed apart fromthe children's nmediator. Concerning

i npl enentation of article 2, paragraph 2, of the Covenant, the report stated
that there had been no change in that respect either in law or in practice.

He would like to have nore information on that subject. Lastly, he would Iike
to know the reasoni ng behind the provisions contained in the third paragraph
of the new section 64 of the Constitution, whereby anyone who was not a nenber
of a religious group was required to pay the Icelandic University the
contributions he would otherwi se have had to pay to that group. Had the |aw
in that area been changed?

39. Ms. Chanet resuned the Chair

40. Ms. GAI TAN DE POVBO wel conmed the fact that respect for human rights was
in general satisfactorily guaranteed in Iceland, even if, as other nenbers of
the Conmittee had pointed out, there were still certain shortcom ngs which
needed to be renedied. For her part, she would Iike to know nore about the
Human Rights O fice which had been set up in 1994. What were its functions?
Did it maintain relations with national and international NGOs? Did it have a
part in preparing Iceland' s periodic reports to the Coomittee, and what role
did it play in the dissem nation of the Covenant? She shared the concerns
expressed by M. Klein and M. Scheinin concerning the protection of the
dignity of the human person in the context of genetic research

41. M. BHAGMTI wel conmed the considerabl e progress achieved in regard to
human rights in Iceland, and the volume of |egislation introduced since the
subm ssion of Iceland' s second periodic report (CCPR/ C/46/Add.5). In

particular, he noted with satisfaction the adoption of several texts designed
to bring Icelandic legislation into line with the Covenant.

42. He associated hinmself with all the questions already raised by nenbers
of the Conmittee, and hoped that the del egation could provide the replies
requested. For his part, he would like to know whether a | aw had ever been
nullified on the grounds that it contravened the Constitution or was

i nconpatible with the Covenant. Had there been cases in which the | aw had
been interpreted in the light of the provisions of the Covenant? How was the
| aw on equal status applied? What were the role and powers of the Equa
Status Conplaints Conmmittee, had that body already received any conplaints

and, if so, what measures had been taken? |In addition, he, |ike other menbers
of the Conmmittee, wondered whether the Icelandic Human Rights O fice could
i nvestigate human rights violations. |If so, in how many cases had it made an

i nvestigation, and what neasures had it taken?

43. Concerning texts governing the expul sion of aliens, he noted that there
was a possibility of appeal to the Mnistry of Justice. WAs any provision
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made for review of a decision by organs of the judiciary or other independent
bodi es? He would |ike to know whether the Comrmittee dealing with job

eval uation had finished its work and formul ated recomendati ons with a viewto
ensuring that the principle of equal pay for equal work was respected.

44, Ms. MEDI NA QUI ROGA shared the concerns expressed by M. Lallah and

Ms. Evatt on inequality between men and wonen and on the discrimnation that
could be shown towards children born out of wedlock. She too stressed the

i mportance of having the Covenant's provisions incorporated into the domestic
law of all States parties, Iceland included. She was not clear as to the
meani ng of section 30 of the Icelandic Constitution, which provided that only
t he President could grant exenptions fromlaws “in accordance with established
practice”. Wat were those exenptions, and what was “established practice” in
t hat connecti on?

45, The CHAI RPERSON invited the del egation to respond to the additiona
qgquestions put by members of the Conmittee.

46. M. GEIRSSON (I celand) thanked members of the Committee for their
coments and questions, which would be very useful to his Government inits
continuing review of how the provisions of the Covenant were being

i mpl enented. He noted that the Conmittee's concern had focused chiefly on the
possibility of incorporating the provisions of the Covenant into Iceland' s

donestic law. In that connection, the Mnistry of Justice had planned in
spring 1998 to set up a commttee which woul d be responsible for making
recommendati ons on the subject. It had naturally sought the cooperation of

ot her Nordic countries, notably Norway, which was relatively advanced in the
matter of incorporating the provisions of the Covenant into donestic |aw.
Neverthel ess, a nunber of conpl ex questions renmai ned, which was why it had not
been possible to take the necessary decisions speedily. However, as nenbers
of the Commttee had noted, the anendnents to the Constitution nmade in

June 1995 were evidence of progress towards the adoption of provisions which
broadly conmplied with those of the Covenant. |In response to the concern
expressed by menbers of the Conmittee regardi ng gender equality, he pointed
out that Iceland was now a party to the Convention on the Elimnation of Al
Forms of Discrimnation agai nst Wonen, which in itself was clearly a positive
devel opnent.

47. M. GUDMUNDSSON (Iceland), replying to questions on the scope of the new
section 65 of the Constitution, said that the intention of the |egislature had
been to guarantee the equality of everyone before the law, and that as a
result the provisions of the new article also applied to honpbsexual s.
Concerning the role of the nmediator in respect of inplenmentation of the |aw on
informati on, he stated that the latter's responsibilities included receiving
conplaints of alleged violations of the law, inform ng the Governnment of those
conpl aints, and giving his opinion on any discrimnation which mght appear in
the way the | aw was applied. Simlarly, the Mnistry of Justice could seek
the opinion of the nmediator in case of difficulties in applying the | aw on

i mm gration applicable to aliens.

48. Replying to questions on the collection of data concerning gender
equality, he stated that his delegation did not have any recent statistics on
progress achieved in that field, but that detailed information would be
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provided in Iceland's report to the Conmittee on the Elimnation of
Di scrim nati on agai nst Wonen, which was currently in the course of
preparation.

49. In response to questions concerning the Human Rights O fice, he said
that the Ofice had been set up following a joint decision by a nunber of
human rights associations active in Iceland, and al though there was no statute
making its decisions legally binding, it played an inportant role in the

i mpl enentati on of international human rights instruments to which |Iceland was
a party, and supplied the Governnent with useful information on the subject.
In addition, elementary instruction in human rights was given in the country's
educational establishments, and further education was provided in the | aw
faculties of universities. Menbers of the police were required to undergo
special training in human rights.

50. In reply to questions concerning inplenmentation of the new section 65 of
the Constitution, he said that the provisions of that article prohibited any
di scrimnation on the grounds of sex, religion, opinion, national origin

race, colour, financial status, affiliation or any other condition, provisions
which were in conformity with those of the Covenant, and that penalties for
viol ation of those provisions were |aid down in the Penal Code. Wth regard
to the | ast paragraph of section 66 of the Constitution, which provided that
anyone lawfully in the country had the right to freedom of novenment “subject
to the restrictions provided for by law, he said that the only restrictions
that could be inposed were those which applied to any person who was required
by law to informthe authorities of his novenents. Section 74 of the
Constitution applied not only to Icelandic nationals but to anyone residing in
the country. Lastly, concerning the questions raised in relation to

paragraph (c) of section 31 of the Constitution, he said it should be noted
that candi dates wishing to stand in parlianmentary el ections were not required
to belong to any political party.

51. The | aw on personal nanes had been amended, and aliens residing in

I cel and could now keep their own nane. In regard to the situation of children
born out of wedl ock or children who had one parent who was not Icelandic, the
Government had not yet taken any decision to amend the rel evant | egislation

52. M. CEIRSSON (Iceland) added that when amendnents had been made to the
Constitution, the legislator had not considered it necessary to include a
provi sion for derogation in respect of certain human rights. The need for
that type of derogation had never arisen, and it was unlikely that the
situation woul d change in the near future.

53. The CHAI RPERSON t hanked the del egation for its replies.

The neeting rose at 1 p. m




