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内容提要
人权与跨国公司和其他工商企业问题秘书长特别代表 2008 年提出并经人权理事
会一致认可的概念和政策框架以三条主线为依托：通过适当政策、管制、裁决保护人
权不受包括工商企业在内的第三方侵犯的国家义务；主要是不侵犯他人权利的公司责
任；受害者寻求有效司法和非司法补救的更多途径。
国家的保护义务依据的是国际人权法，其中规定：国家有义务采取适当措施，一方
面要防止在其境内和/或管辖下的个人权利受到与公司有关的侵犯，另一方面则要在确实
发生侵权的情况下对侵权行为进行调查、给予惩罚和向受害者提供补救，换言之，即提
供补救途径。一些核心国际和区域人权条约明确规定了这些补救要素；在没有明确规定
的情况下，则有一些有关人权委员会、法院和联合国条约机构的评注。
依据特别报告员以前进行的研究，本报告审视了根据下列国际人权条约针对包括
工商企业在内的第三方侵权行为提供补救途径的国家义务的范围：《公民权利和政治
权利国际公约》、《经济、社会、文化权利国际公约》、《消除一切形式种族歧视国
际公约》、《消除对妇女一切形式歧视公约》、《禁止酷刑和其他残忍、不人道或有
辱人格的待遇或处罚公约》、《儿童权利公约》、《保护所有移徙工人及其家庭成员
权利国际公约》和《残疾人权利公约》。 1 它还讨论了根据主要区域人权条约国家义
务的范围：《美洲人权公约》、《欧洲人权公约》和《非洲人权和人民权利宪章》。
限定国际人权法的补救原则受到国家责任法的很大影响，一般都以补偿性正义为
重点，即：恢复受害者(或使其接近)权利未受侵犯时的状况。
关于联合国条约机构，可以发现它们在处理针对公方或私方侵犯人权提供补救途
径的国家义务时有一些共同特点。它们都强调了下列事项的重要性：
− 立即进行彻底和公正的调查；
− 指导立即有效利用通过司法、行政、立法和其他手段建立的独立补救机制；
− 施加适当制裁，包括在侵权构成国际罪行的情况下对行为进行定罪和进行起诉；
− 提供多种适当补救形式的范围，如赔偿、归还、康复，以及修改有关法律。

本报告大量借鉴了特别代表早些时候根据核心联合国人权条约编写的关于国家义务的
一系列文件, 内容提要见文件 A/HRC/8/5/Add.1。
1

A/HRC/11/13/Add.1
page 3
一些机构还强调，需要特别注意“处于危险中的”或弱势群体，可能包括妇女、
儿童、土著民族和其他少数群体，确保他们能得到适合其需要的切实补救。在土著民
族方面，给予补充的还有专门涉及其权利的国际文书。
虽然一些较新的国际人权条约明确期望国家采取措施杜绝工商企业的侵权行为，
甚至为法人确定了责任， 2 但仍然不清楚的是，它们应当采取什么措施追究公司的责
任。清晰度更高将有利于下列方面：除代表公司实体的自然人以外，国家是否应当为
公司本身规定责任；国家应当在什么时候向个人提供民事诉讼理由(也就是说，要与刑
事制裁分开，超出行政申诉机制)；国家是否应当以及在何种程度上追究据称在海外发
生的公司侵权事件的责任。
国际人权法所规定国家保护义务的境外方面的问题仍然没有解决，目前的指导原
则显示，不要求国家管制或裁决在其管辖范围内所成立工商企业的境外活动，但一般
也不禁止它们这样做，只要具有得到承认的管辖基础和总体上证明是合理的。在这些
条件下，经济、社会和文化权利委员会和消除种族歧视委员会曾鼓励国家采取措施，
防止其管辖下的公司侵犯人权并追究其责任。 3
各区域人权委员会和法院详细阐述了为人权遭受侵犯提供补救途径的国家义务的
主要方面，包括“公正审判”的含义，以及当法律援助或代表不适当等实际问题构成
不可接受的补救障碍时。关于与公司有关的侵权，为特别代表进行的关于美洲制度的
一项研究表明了对企业在涉及侵犯土著民族权利的情况下进行经营的影响以及对个人
身体健康(包括环境损害)的影响的考虑 ，以及涉及经济和社会权利和儿童权利的 情
况。 4 目前还在进一步研究欧洲和非洲制度如何对待与公司有关的侵权。

《儿童权利公约关于买卖儿童、儿童卖淫和儿童色情制品问题的任择议定书》第 3 条
第 4 款鼓励各国为法人确定责任。
见 E/C.12/GC/19, 第 19 号一般性评论, 其中的说法类似于经济、社会和文化委员会的
一般性性评论；消除种族歧视委员会对有关加拿大的结论性意见, CERD/C/CAN/CO/18, 第 17 段；
有关美国的结论性意见, CERD/C/USA/CO/6, 第 30 段。
2

3

4

http://www.reports-and-materials.org/State-Responsibilities-under-Inter-American-SystemApr-2008.pdf

。
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虽然国家的保护义务，包括提供补救途径的义务，适用于私方能损害的所有被承
认的权利，也适用于所有企业，但更经常提到的是某些类公司、权利和受害者。例
如，联合国条约机构就强调，国家应：
− 保护公共和私人环境下雇员的权利，为与就 业有关的怨 情建立有效的 申诉
机制；
− 尽量减少采掘企业损害受其活动影响社区，特别是土著民族利用补救机制的
能力的可能性；
− 在“国家功能”被私有化的情况下，确保建立有效系统负责针对有关私营公
司的侵权行为提供补救。
提供补救途径的这种国家义务不同于一些国际和区域条约所承认的个人获得补救
的权利。国家义务适用于包括企业在内的第三方对所有适用权利的侵犯，但不清楚的
是，个人得到补救的权利在多大程度上适用于非国家方面的侵权行为。然而，个人得
到补救的权利已被确认适用于《严重违反国际人权法和严重违反国际人道主义法行为
受害人获得补救和赔偿的权利的联合国基本原则和导则》所涉及类别的行为，“不论
最终谁是侵权责任的承担者”。 5
上述《联合国基本原则》旨在重申现行国家义务。这表明，国际社会更加关注严
重侵权情况下的补救途径，可能反映更希望个人在这种情况下能依靠本国法院维护其
条约权利。《原则》还明确了个人在权利受到严重侵犯时获得补救的权利的三个主要
方面：平等和有效利用司法的权利；因所受损害及时获得有效和适当补偿的权利；获
得有关侵权和补偿机制的信息的权利。《原则》建议国家做出更多努力，在有这种个
人权利的情况下，少一些酌处权。 6 《原则》的通过使人们重新关注为私方严重侵权
提供补救途径的国家义务，以及个人因涉及公司的侵权获得补救的权利所涉及的法律
和实际问题。
特别代表将继续关注这些领域的事态发展，与有关的利益攸关者进行磋商，共同
探索落实“保护、尊重和补救”框架的三个补充要点所涉及的问题。

5
6

大会第 60/147 号决议, 附件, 原则 3 (c)。
原则 11。
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I.

INTRODUCTION

1.
The conceptual and policy framework proposed by the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General on the issue of human rights and transnational corporations and other business
enterprises in his report (A/HRC/8/5), and unanimously endorsed by the Human Rights Council,
comprises three core principles: the State duty to protect against human rights abuses by third
parties, including business through appropriate policies, regulation, and adjudication; the
corporate responsibility to respect human rights, meaning essentially not to infringe on the rights
of others; and greater access by victims to effective remedy, both judicial and non-judicial.
Access to remedy is central to both the State duty to protect and the corporate responsibility to
respect. This overview report addresses its relationship with the former.
2.
The State duty to protect is grounded in international human rights law. Guidance from
international human rights bodies suggests that the duty applies to all recognized rights that
private parties are capable of impairing and to all types of business enterprises.7 As part of the
duty, States are obliged to take appropriate steps both to prevent corporate-related abuse of the
rights of individuals within their territory and/or jurisdiction and to investigate, punish and
redress such abuse when it does occur – in other words, to provide access to remedy. Several of
the core international and regional human rights treaties explicitly provide for these elements of
remedy; and where they do not, there has been some useful commentary from the relevant
human rights commission, courts and United Nations treaty bodies.
3.
This report summarizes the most relevant provisions, commentary and decisions dealing
with State obligations to provide access to remedy under the international and regional human
rights systems. It builds upon, and will be further complemented by, detailed research
undertaken in support of the Special Representative’s work exploring the treatment of the State
duty to protect in relation to corporate-related abuse by the United Nations treaty bodies and by
the regional systems.
4.
The State obligation to provide access to remedy is distinct from the individual right to
remedy recognized in a number of the international and regional treaties. As noted above, while
the State obligation applies to abuse of all applicable rights by third parties, including business, it
is unclear how far the individual right to remedy extends to abuses by non-State actors. However,
an individual right to remedy has been affirmed for the category of acts covered by the United
Nations Basic Principles and Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy and Reparation for Victims of
Gross Violations of International Human Rights Law and Serious Violations of International
Humanitarian Law, “irrespective of who may ultimately be the bearer of responsibility for the
violation.” Accordingly, this report also considers the provisions of the United Nations Basic
Principles and their possible implications in this area.

7

See A/HRC/8/5/Add.1 for a summary of the Special Representative’s earlier research papers on the State duty to
protect under the core United Nations human rights treaties.
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5.
The report begins by briefly outlining the relevance of general remedial principles in the
law of State responsibility to State obligations to provide access to remedy in the human rights
field (section I). It then considers relevant provisions of the main international human rights
treaties, and their interpretation by the respective United Nations treaty bodies (section II). The
discussion focuses on States’ obligations to take appropriate steps to investigate, punish and
redress third party abuse and draws on the series of papers prepared for the Special
Representative on the work of the treaty bodies to highlight any business-specific references in
the treaties and in the comments made by the relevant treaty bodies. This section also briefly
considers other international instruments pertaining to indigenous peoples. The report then
discusses the main regional human rights treaties in a similar manner, bearing in mind that
further research is being undertaken for the Special Representative on the European and African
systems (section III).8 It concludes with a discussion of the individual right to remedy under the
United Nations Basic Principles (section IV).
II.

GENERAL REMEDIAL PRINCIPLES IN THE LAW
OF STATE RESPONSIBILITY

6.
The classic formulation of the State obligation to provide remedy under international law is
found in the 1928 decision of the Permanent Court of International Justice (PCIJ) in the Chorzów
Factory case, in the context of a claim between States: “it is a principle of international law, and
even a general conception of law, that any breach of an engagement involves an obligation to
make reparation.”9 The Court continued:
“The essential principle . . . is that reparation must, as far as possible, wipe out all the
consequences of the illegal act and reestablish the situation which would, in all probability, have
existed if that act had not been committed. Restitution in kind, or, if this is not possible, payment
of a sum corresponding to the value which a restitution in kind would bear ...” 10
7.
The International Law Commission's draft articles on State responsibility for
internationally wrongful acts,11 which are highly influential but not legally binding, provide that
States which are in violation of their international obligations are required not only to cease the
offending conduct but also to “make full reparation” for “any damage, whether material or
moral”; this may entail individual forms of reparation (such as compensation, restitution,
satisfaction) or a combination of forms.12 The commentary on the draft articles explains that they

8

Detailed research has already been conducted on the Inter-American system. See Cecilia Anicama, “State
Responsibilities to Regulate and Adjudicate Corporate Activities under the Inter-American Human Rights System”,
paper prepared for the Special Representative, April 2008, available at http://www.reports-and-materials.org/StateResponsibilities-under-Inter-American-System-Apr-2008.pdf.

9

(1928) PCIJ (ser A) No 17, p. 29.

10

Ibid., p. 47.

11

General Assembly resolution 56/83, Annex.

12

Article 31.
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codify the Chorzów Factory rule.13 These principles have been reiterated by the International
Court of Justice (ICJ) in a number of cases, and the Chorzów Factory decision has been
described as “the cornerstone of international claims for reparations, whether presented by states
or other litigants.”14
8.
The draft articles, like the Chorzów Factory case before them, adopt a compensatory
approach, and avoid sanctions or penalties like punitive damages; the purpose of a remedy is to
place an aggrieved party in the same position they would have been in had the wrongful act not
occurred. This remedial approach in the area of State responsibility has heavily influenced
conceptions of remedy in international human rights law.
9.
However, particularly in situations involving international crimes, international human
rights law imposes clear obligations on States to prosecute and punish those who commit abuses.
In other cases as well, as discussed below, the international and regional human rights
institutions have stressed the importance of sanctions, including criminalizing violations of
certain rights, and of adequate investigations. This report now considers the international human
rights treaties and the State obligations arising under them directly.
III. STATE OBLIGATIONS TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO REMEDY
UNDER THE CORE INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS
TREATIES
10. This section considers the following international human rights treaties and relevant
commentaries by the respective bodies charged with monitoring their implementation: the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), the International Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (ICERD), the Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), the Convention against Torture and
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT), the Convention on the
Rights of the Child (CRC), the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All
Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families (ICRMW), and the Convention on the Rights
of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD).15

13

See James Crawford (ed.), The International Law Commission's Articles on State Responsibility: Introduction,
Text, and Commentaries (2002), pp. 211-214.
14

Dinah Shelton, “Righting Wrongs: Reparations in the Articles on State Responsibility”, American Journal of
International Law vol. 96 (2002), p. 836. For example, in its Advisory Opinion on the Legal Consequences of the
Construction of a Wall in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, the ICJ held that all natural and legal persons
affected by the relevant breaches of international human rights and humanitarian law were entitled to reparation:
Advisory Opinion of 9 July 2004, paras 152-153.

15

This section draws primarily on the Special Representative’s 2007 series of papers on the United Nations human
rights treaties and commentaries by the treaty bodies, but also includes relevant developments since those papers
were published.
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11. In each case, provisions and commentary that deal with States’ obligations to provide
access to remedy in general are considered, with business-specific references noted at the end of
each discussion.
A.

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

General principles
12. Article 2(3) of the ICCPR provides that States parties are required to ensure that “any
person” whose Convention rights or freedoms are violated “shall have an effective remedy”.16
The French and Spanish versions of article 2(3) would not automatically entail the substantive
(as opposed to procedural) aspects of remedy, but in general comment No. 31 (2004) the Human
Rights Committee interpreted an “effective remedy” as requiring reparation where
appropriate.17
13. A person seeking such a remedy is entitled to have their claim “determined by competent
judicial, administrative or legislative authorities or by any other competent authority provided for
by the legal system of the State”, 18 and to have a decision in their favour enforced. As the
Special Representative’s work on the ICCPR shows, “general Comment 31 highlights that the
HRC views access to such competent authorities as pivotal to States Parties’ obligations under
the Covenant. It says that it ‘attaches importance to States Parties establishing appropriate
judicial and administrative mechanisms for addressing claims of rights violations under domestic
law.’ The HRC’s commentaries consistently encourage States to make greater efforts to provide
forums for claims regarding public and private human rights abuses.” 19
14. States are also specifically required to “develop the possibilities of judicial remedy” under
article (3)(b). The Human Rights Committee has encouraged this by outlining “the different
ways in which the judiciary may effectively assure rights, including through ’direct applicability
of the Covenant, application of comparable constitutional or other provisions of law, or the
interpretive effect of the Covenant in the application of national law.’ Further, in Concluding

16

Article 2(3) can be contrasted with the approach taken in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, article 8 of
which provides that “Everyone has the right to an effective remedy by the competent national tribunals for acts
violating the fundamental rights granted him by the constitution or by law”, but which does not specifically refer to
rights under the Declaration.

17

CCPR/C/21/Rev.1/Add.13, para 16. “Remedy” has no exact equivalent in French and Spanish; the terms recours
and recurso are commonly used to refer only to the procedural aspects of remedy.

18
19

Article 2(b).

“State Responsibilities to Regulate and Adjudicate Corporate Activities under the United Nations’ core Human
Rights Treaties: Individual Report on the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights”, prepared for the
Special Representative, June 2007,, para 65, available at http://www.reports-and-materials.org/Ruggie-ICCPR-Jun2007.pdf.
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Observations, the HRC has expressed regret at situations where the Covenant ‘has not yet been
invoked in the courts or before the administrative authorities (article 2 of the Covenant).’” 20
15. As Nowak comments, whether a remedy is effective “may ultimately be determined only
on the basis of concrete cases, taking into consideration all relevant circumstances, the respective
national legal system and the special features of the substantive right concerned.”21 However, the
Human Rights Committee has offered some guidance.
16. The Committee has emphasized the centrality of prompt, thorough and effective
investigations into allegations of abuse (particularly where they involve threats against the
security of the person) by independent and impartial bodies. Indeed, it has said that the failure to
establish appropriate procedures to carry out such investigations may constitute a separate breach
of the Covenant.22 Where an investigation reveals that an abuse has occurred, the Committee has
recommended that a State should ensure that those responsible are brought to justice; again,
failure to do so may constitute a breach of the Covenant in its own right, particularly where those
violations are recognized as criminal under international law, such as torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.23
17. While generally giving States latitude in determining what constitutes an effective remedy,
the Committee has said that in cases of “particularly serious” human rights abuses, notably in
cases involving violations of the right to life, “purely disciplinary and administrative remedies
cannot be deemed to constitute adequate and effective remedies within the meaning of Article
2(3)”.24 Barriers to the establishment of legal responsibility in such serious cases - including
doctrines like immunity of a State’s officials, the defence of superior orders, and unreasonably
short statutory limitation periods - should be “removed” and States parties should assist each
other in bringing such perpetrators to justice.
18. In its general comment No. 32 (2007), the Human Rights Committee has stressed that the
right to a fair and public hearing by a competent, independent and impartial tribunal established
by law in article 14(1) of the ICCPR is broad in its scope, applying not only to criminal trials but
also to the determination of rights and obligations in a “suit of law” – meaning judicial or
administrative proceedings “aimed at determining rights and obligations” and including, for
example, civil claims in the areas of contract, tort and property law, and decisions or proceedings
involving public officials that affect their private entitlements, such as social security
assessments or decisions about pension benefits (para. 16). Whenever such rights and obligations
are being determined, this must be done “at least at one stage of the proceedings” by a competent
tribunal:
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“The failure of a State party to establish a competent tribunal to determine such rights and
obligations or to allow access to such a tribunal in specific cases would amount to a violation of
article 14 if such limitations are not based on domestic legislation, are not necessary to pursue
legitimate aims such as the proper administration of justice, or are based on exceptions from
jurisdiction deriving from international law such, for example, as immunities, or if the access left
to an individual would be limited to an extent that would undermine the very essence of the
right.” (para. 18).
19. The Human Rights Committee suggests that a legal cause of action must actually exist for
the right to a fair hearing to apply. In other words, while article 14(1) protects against obstacles
to access in relation to existing civil causes of action, it does not appear to support the creation of
a new cause of action where none currently exists.
20. General comment No. 32 also notes some key features of a fair hearing, which include the
avoidance of undue delay, the transparency of the proceedings (which should in principle be
conducted orally and publicly), and the right to review by a higher tribunal (in the case of
criminal proceedings).
21. The Human Rights Committee has stated that “where appropriate, reparation can involve
restitution, rehabilitation and measures of satisfaction, such as public apologies, public
memorials, guarantees of non-repetition and changes in relevant laws and practices, as well as
bringing to justice the perpetrators of human rights violations.”25 While there is no duty to
provide it, the Committee considers that “the Covenant generally entails appropriate
compensation”. It has often recommended changes in States parties’ laws or practices beyond the
specific remedy for the victim in the case at hand, in order to prevent recurrences. The Human
Rights Committee has also emphasized that effective remedies must be “appropriately adapted
so as to take account of the special vulnerability of certain categories of persons, including in
particular children.”26
Business-specific references
22. The Human Rights Committee has made clear its view that States parties are required
under the Covenant to legislate against abuse of the rights of individuals within their territory
and/or jurisdiction by private actors, to impose adequate sanctions, and to ensure the existence of
appropriate complaints mechanisms, and it has specifically discussed employers in this regard.27
With respect to particular sectors, the Committee has expressed concern about adverse effects on
indigenous peoples and minorities caused by extractive and land development activities, and has
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recommended that States parties take steps to regulate and adjudicate activities capable of
jeopardizing rights in such situations, including activities affecting access to justice.28
B.

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

General principles
23. The ICESCR does not contain a specific provision dealing with the State obligation to
provide access to remedy for abuses of Covenant rights. However, the general requirement in
article 2(1) providing for the progressive realization of all rights contained in the Covenant “by
all appropriate means” has been interpreted by the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights (CESCR) as implying such an obligation.
24. Although the Committee has discussed and indicated support for a wide range of remedies,
it has put particular emphasis on judicial remedies: “the Committee considers that, in many cases,
the other ‘means’ used could be rendered ineffective if they are not reinforced or complemented
by judicial remedies”.29 Administrative remedies may thus be “adequate”, provided there is an
opportunity for judicial review.30 Whatever remedy is provided, the Committee has stressed that
it should be provided in an accessible, affordable, timely, and effective manner.
25. With respect to some rights, particularly non-discrimination, the Committee has stated that
protection through judicial means is “indispensable”, whether the abuse is committed by public
or private actors.31 The Committee has been at pains to stress that “there is no Covenant right
which could not, in the great majority of systems, be considered to possess at least some
significant justiciable dimensions…The adoption of a rigid classification of [economic, social
and cultural] rights which puts them, by definition, beyond the reach of the courts would thus be
arbitrary and incompatible with the principle that the two sets of human rights are indivisible and
interdependent”.32 It seems reasonable to conclude that this concern has influenced some of its
strong pronouncements in support of judicial remedies.
26. In relation to State obligations to provide access to remedy where there has been a
violation of article 2(2) – which provides for the non-discriminatory exercise of Covenant rights
– the Committee has stated in a draft general comment that:33
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“National policies and strategies should provide for the establishment of effective mechanisms
and institutions where they do not exist, including administrative authorities, ombudsmen,
national human rights institutions, courts and tribunals. These institutions should investigate and
address alleged violations relating to article 2(2), including actions by private actors. They
should be empowered to provide effective remedies, such as compensation, reparation,
restitution, rehabilitation, guarantees of non-repetition, declarations, public apologies,
educational programmes and prevention programmes.
“… States parties are obliged to monitor effectively the implementation of laws and policies to
comply with Article 2(2). This includes establishing the necessary monitoring institutions and
encouraging other actors such as civil society and the private sector to carry out such a
function.”
Business-specific references
27. Given the number of economic and social rights that relate to the employment setting, it is
perhaps not surprising that the Committee has emphasized State obligations to regulate
employers with respect to issues including forced and child labour, discrimination-related abuse,
safe working conditions, and the right to form and join trade unions.34 The Committee “clearly
considers that States Parties have a duty to protect employees from abuse of Covenant rights by
State and non-State employers, including business enterprises. It highlights that States must play
a central role in regulating and adjudicating employers’ behavior, including through enacting
and/or enforcing legislation (in some cases criminal) to ensure protection.”35
28. CESCR has specifically mentioned the importance of States regulating the activities of
private providers of social security and other core State functions.36 It has also discussed the
importance of remedial measures in the context of extractive and other major infrastructure
projects and their impact on indigenous peoples, and has emphasized the importance of
providing adequate compensation as well as alternative land to displaced groups.
29. On the issue of compensation, it is not entirely clear whether the Committee expects States
to ensure that this is paid directly by the private actor(s) involved.37 While general comment No.
17 (2005) seems to indicate this in the context of infringements of intellectual property rights, in
concluding observations dealing with individual States parties, the Committee has indicated that
it expects States to ensure compensation is provided, but they then seem to have discretion as to
whether to require third parties to contribute directly.
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30. Notably, CESCR has commented on the importance of States seeking to prevent negative
impacts by “their own citizens and companies” operating overseas, and to “take steps to
influence other third parties” to respect rights “through legal or political means”, in accordance
with international law.38 Further, in general comment No. 19 on the right to adequate social
security, CESCR recommended that “States parties should extraterritorially protect the right to
social security by preventing their own citizens and national entities from violating this right in
other countries. Where States parties can take steps to influence third parties (non-State actors)
within their jurisdiction to respect the right, through legal or political means, such steps should
be taken in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and applicable international law.”
(para. 54).
C.

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms
of Racial Discrimination

General principles
31. Like the ICCPR, ICERD sets out State obligations to provide access to remedy for
violations of Convention rights and freedoms. Article 6 ensures both the procedural and
substantive aspects of remedy in providing that:
“States Parties shall assure to everyone within their jurisdiction effective protection and remedies,
through the competent national tribunals and other State institutions, against any acts of racial
discrimination which violate his human rights and fundamental freedoms contrary to this
Convention, as well as the right to seek from such tribunals just and adequate reparation or
satisfaction for any damage suffered as a result of such discrimination.”
32. Article 6 contemplates both injunctive relief to prevent abuse (in the reference to
“protection”) as well as adequate reparation where abuse actually occurs. In discussing the
regulatory measures States should take, the Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discrimination (CERD) has recommended various steps involving the inclusion of certain
provisions in national criminal law as well as the amendment of various procedural standards,
like the burden of proof, in racial discrimination-related cases.39 The Committee has stated that
the obligation that such provisions be “ ‘effectively implemented by the competent national
tribunals and other State institutions’ is implicit in Article 4 of the Convention, under which
State Parties ‘undertake to adopt immediate and positive measures’”.40
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33. To comply with article 6, investigations should be thorough, proper, impartial and
effective.41 This applies to all relevant institutions (including the police, public prosecutors and
the courts). Both civil and criminal proceedings may be relevant but the Committee has made
clear its view that the Convention does not require a system of “sequential remedies”, which
must be followed in all cases. Rather, it has recommended that remedies must be provided within
a reasonable time. 42
34. Articles 1(4) and 2(2) require States to take special measures to ensure the full and equal
enjoyment of human rights for particular groups, and CERD has been especially concerned about
remedies for “at-risk” or vulnerable groups such as indigenous peoples, migrant workers and
minorities such as Roma. In relation to indigenous peoples, CERD has made clear its view that
when they are deprived of their lands without their free, prior and informed consent, States are
required to provide effective remedies, including the return of such lands. In particular, it has
recommended that States ensure that indigenous peoples have equal access to justice by
“establishing adequate procedures, and defining clear and just criteria to resolve land claims by
indigenous communities. They should do so within the domestic judicial system, while taking
due account of relevant indigenous customary laws, and providing interpreters and bilingual
counsel for court proceedings”.43
Business-specific references
35. The Committee has specifically addressed measures States should take to redress harm
(including indirect harm) caused to indigenous peoples by extractive and forestry companies.44
Significantly, and like CESCR, CERD in recent concluding observations on the reports of
individual States parties has encouraged them to take appropriate legislative or administrative
measures to prevent “adverse impacts” on the rights of indigenous peoples in other countries
from the activities of corporations registered in that State, and has recommended that States
parties explore ways to hold such transnational corporations “accountable.”45
D.

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms
of Discrimination against Women

General principles
36. CEDAW does not contain a general provision equivalent to those in the ICCPR and
ICERD requiring States to provide “effective remedy” for individuals whose rights are violated.
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However, article 2(a) of the Convention obliges States “to ensure, through law and other
appropriate means, the practical realization” of the principle of non-discrimination between men
and women, article 2(c) requires States “to ensure through competent national tribunals and other
public institutions the effective protection of women against any act of discrimination”, and
article 2(b) deals with sanctions against perpetrators. The Convention also specifically refers to
business in article 2(e), under which States parties commit “to take all appropriate measures to
eliminate discrimination against women by any person, organization or enterprise”.
37.

As the Special Representative’s work on the Convention has shown:

“the Convention clearly contemplates adjudication of public and private actors to eliminate
discrimination and the Committee has spoken of the importance of effective complaints
procedures, as well as judicial action in some situations, to protect rights.
“The Committee discusses the use of “legal measures” to provide “effective protection,”
including complaints mechanisms, penal sanctions, civil remedies and compensatory provisions.
It expects States Parties to take steps not only to prevent abuse by third parties but also to punish
and redress abuse. “Protective measures” for victims (including rehabilitation and support
services) are also considered important.” 46
38. The Committee has stressed the importance of access by women to effective complaints
mechanisms and reparation, including compensation where appropriate, in relation to workplace
discrimination, sexual harassment, and especially in situations of public or private violence. It
has also stressed the importance of legal aid in ensuring such access is meaningful. The
Committee’s recommendations apply to all women but they indicate that special attention may
need to be given to certain groups, including girls and indigenous women.
Business-specific references
39. Beyond article 2(e) noted above, other Convention provisions do not explicitly mention
business but address contexts that are very likely to involve business, including employment, and
the provision of health care and financial services. The Committee regularly refers to the need
for States parties to combat abuse in the labour market and to regulate a wide range of employers,
including small businesses as well as major publicly listed companies, using an array of different
regulatory tools. It has also made particular mention of certain industries including health,
tourism, apparel, agriculture and the financial services sector.
40. The Committee has stressed the particular vulnerabilities of female migrant workers,
including with respect to abuse by non-State actors, and recently observed that “States parties
should take active measures to prevent, prosecute and punish all migration-related human rights
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violations that occur under their jurisdiction, whether perpetrated by public authorities or private
actors.” 47
E.

Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman
or Degrading Treatment or Punishment

41. Taken together, articles 2(1) and 16(1) of the Convention oblige States parties to take
action through legislative, administrative, judicial, and other means to effectively prevent torture
and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. Article 4 requires States parties
to criminalize all acts, including attempted acts of, and complicity or participation in, torture (as
defined in art.1). It requires them to punish torture by State actors or others acting in an official
capacity, including private persons acting with official sanction, and officials who know or have
reasonable grounds to believe that such abuses are being carried out by private parties and fail to
take appropriate steps to prevent, investigate or punish such abuses. It is not clear whether States
are obliged to prosecute legal persons, including corporations, as well as individuals in cases
where the accused is a private person acting with official sanction.
42. Article 13 deals with the procedural aspects of remedy in requiring that any individual who
claims he or she has been subjected to torture in any territory under the jurisdiction of a State
party “has the right to complain to, and to have his case promptly and impartially examined by,
its competent authorities”.48 Article 12 provides for prompt and impartial investigations. Article
4 provides that penalties must be appropriately severe in order to reflect the grave nature of the
crime. In addition, article 14 provides that each State party “shall ensure in its legal system that
the victim of an act of torture obtains redress and has an enforceable right to fair and adequate
compensation, including the means for as full rehabilitation as possible”.
43.

In its general comment No. 2 (2008), the Committee stated:

“Certain basic guarantees apply to all persons deprived of their liberty. Some of these are
specified in the Convention, and the Committee consistently calls upon States parties to use them.
The Committee’s recommendations concerning effective measures aim to clarify the current
baseline and are not exhaustive. Such guarantees include, inter alia, maintaining an official
register of detainees, the right of detainees to be informed of their rights, the right promptly to
receive independent legal assistance, independent medical assistance, and to contact relatives,
the need to establish impartial mechanisms for inspecting and visiting places of detention and
confinement, and the availability to detainees and persons at risk of torture and ill-treatment of
judicial and other remedies that will allow them to have their complaints promptly and
impartially examined, to defend their rights, and to challenge the legality of their detention or
treatment.”49
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44. The Committee has expressed concern at the lack of effective State policy to prevent and
punish violence against “at-risk” or vulnerable groups like women, children and ethnic and other
minorities, including when it is committed by private actors.50 The State action requirement in
the Convention means that the Committee has not focused on abuse by private business actors to
the same extent as the other treaty bodies. However, it has observed that States are responsible
for ensuring that all detention facilities comply with the Convention’s guarantees, which by
implication must encompass facilities that have been outsourced by the State and are privately
run. The Committee noted that:
“each State party should prohibit, prevent and redress torture and ill-treatment in all contexts of
custody or control, for example, in prisons, hospitals, schools, institutions that engage in the care
of children, the aged, the mentally ill or disabled, in military service, and other institutions as
well as contexts where the failure of the State to intervene encourages and enhances the danger
of privately inflicted harm.” 51
45. The Convention does not, of course, limit the international responsibility that States or
individuals can incur for perpetrating torture and other related crimes under international
customary law or other treaties – notably the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court.
F.

Convention on the Rights of the Child

General principles
46. The CRC does not contain a general provision dealing with the State obligation to provide
access to remedy. However, it contains various provisions addressing specific aspects of access
to remedy, particularly judicial remedy, including in article 9(2) (the opportunity for an affected
child to participate in separation proceedings), article 12 (the opportunity for a child to be heard
in any judicial proceedings that are held), article 19(2) (judicial involvement in cases of violence
against children), article 37(d) (the opportunity for prompt access to a court to challenge any
detention order), and article 40(2)(b)(iii) (the opportunity for prompt penal proceedings).
47. In general comment No. 5 (2003), the Committee on the Rights of the Child stated that “for
rights to have meaning, effective remedies must be available to redress violations”, and that the
right to an effective remedy is implicit in the Convention.52 The Committee considers that States
parties must “give particular attention to ensuring that there are effective, child-sensitive
procedures available to children and their representatives” and that such procedures should
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include “access to independent complaints procedures and to the courts with necessary legal and
other assistance.” (These concerns recur in general comments Nos. 8 and 9.) Where a violation
of a Convention right is found, “there should be appropriate reparation, including compensation,
and, where needed, measures to promote physical and psychological recovery, rehabilitation and
reintegration”. Relevantly, general comment No. 5 also stresses incorporation of the Convention
into domestic law.
48. The Optional Protocol on the sale of children, child prostitution and child pornography
contains detailed provisions requiring changes to national criminal law, and refers to
compensation for victims as well as penalties for perpetrators. The Committee has expressed
concern at reducing penalties where compensation is available and has called for separation
between reparation and penalties to ensure perpetrators are held to account.53 The Optional
Protocol also requires States parties to adopt measures to ensure recovery and reintegration for victims.
Business-specific references
49. According to the Special Representative’s work on the CRC, the Committee’s
commentaries imply that access to remedial mechanisms and appropriate reparation should
follow abuses by State and non-State actors alike, including business enterprises. With respect to
criminal sanctions, in accordance with article 32 of the Convention, the Committee has called for
prosecution and punishment of private actors engaged in economic exploitation or discrimination,
trafficking or violence against children, and has said that punishments should be well publicized
so as to act as a deterrent.
50. The Committee has focused on the issue of businesses carrying out “State functions”, and
has stressed that States must ensure that non-State service providers, including business, act in
accordance with the Convention.54 The Committee has also discussed the importance of
regulating media and internet companies, and various types of employers, in ensuring the
effective implementation of Convention rights.
51. The Optional Protocol on the sale of children requires States parties to ensure that
complainants have access to adequate procedures to seek compensation from those “legally
responsible” under article 9. The Committee has encouraged States parties to extend liability
under the Optional Protocol to legal persons, pursuant to article 3(4), which provides that
“subject to the provisions of its national law, each State Party shall take measures, where
appropriate, to establish the liability of legal persons for offences established in paragraph 1 of
the present article. Subject to the legal principles of the State Party, such liability of legal persons
may be criminal, civil or administrative.”
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G.

International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All
Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families

General principles
52. Article 83 of the ICRMW sets out States parties’ obligations in exactly the same terms as
article 2(3) of the ICCPR, that is, by requiring States to ensure that “any person” whose
Convention rights or freedoms are violated “shall have an effective remedy”. Recognizing that
migrant workers face particular problems in enforcing their rights as they may not be allowed to
stay in a host State’s territory once their contract of employment expires, the Committee on
Migrant Workers (CMW) has recommended that migrant workers be allowed “to stay in the
country [of employment] for the time necessary to seek remedies for unpaid wages and benefits”.
The Committee also recommended that States “should consider offering legal services to migrant
workers in legal proceedings related to employment and migration”. The Committee further
recommended that States “establish effective and accessible channels which would allow all
migrant workers to lodge complaints of violations of their rights without fear of retaliation on the
grounds that they may be in an irregular situation”.55
53. Article 18 of the Convention provides that “migrant workers… shall have the right to
equality with nationals of the State concerned before the courts and tribunals.” According to the
Committee, “Article 18 does not apply only to a situation where migrant workers seek a remedy
for violations under the Convention, but rather to any situation before courts and tribunals”.56
54. The CMW has recommended special attention be given to protect the rights of migrant
women, particularly domestic workers.57 Similarly, OHCHR has highlighted the plight of
unaccompanied migrant children, arguing that States should ensure that such children, and the
children of migrant workers, are given equal opportunities to exercise their rights. OHCHR’s
comments apparently contemplate States regulating private as well as public employers in order
to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights of migrant children.58

55

A/61/120, paras. 17 and 15 (f). See also “Mapping State Obligations for Corporate Acts: An Examination of the
UN Human Rights Treaty System – Individual Report on the International Convention on the Protection of the
Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families”, prepared for the Special Representative, January
2007, paras 45-46, available at http://www.business-humanrights.org/Documents/SRSG-report-migrant-workersJan-2007.pdf.

56

“Mapping State Obligations for Corporate Acts: An Examination of the UN Human Rights Treaty System –
Individual Report on the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and
Members of their Families”, para 49.

57
58

Ibid, para 52.

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, “High-Level Dialogue on International
Migration and Development – Key OHCHR Messages”, August 2006.

A/HRC/11/13/Add.1
Page 22
Business-specific references
55. Article 68 of the Convention specifically provides for the imposition of effective sanctions
on persons, groups or entities that organize, operate, or assist in organizing or operating illegal
movements of migrant workers, or that use violence, threats or intimidation against migrant
workers. This obligation appears to extend to activities by business enterprises engaged in
trafficking or employing trafficked migrant workers.59 With respect to specific businesses, the
Committee has emphasized the importance of adequate regulation, including licensing, of
recruitment agencies; it has also noted the importance of regular monitoring and inspection of
workplaces, particularly in the domestic and agricultural sectors. In the case of domestic workers,
the CMW has recommended in concluding observations that a State party should ensure that
such workers have access to a mechanism to report alleged abuse by their employers, and that all
cases of abuse be investigated and the perpetrators sanctioned.60
H.

Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities

56. As one of the most recent international human rights treaties, the CRPD explicitly
mentions business in article 4(1)(e), which requires States parties to “take all appropriate
measures to eliminate discrimination on the basis of disability by any person, organization or
private enterprise.”
57. The CRPD requires States parties to make provision for effective access to justice for
persons with disabilities (which is distinct from a general obligation to provide access to remedy
for violations of Convention rights). Article 13 provides that:
“1. States Parties shall ensure effective access to justice for persons with disabilities on an equal
basis with others, including through the provision of procedural and age-appropriate
accommodations, in order to facilitate their effective role as direct and indirect participants,
including as witnesses, in all legal proceedings, including at investigative and other preliminary stages.
“2. In order to help to ensure effective access to justice for persons with disabilities, States
Parties shall promote appropriate training for those working in the field of administration of
justice, including police and prison staff.”
58. The Convention also details the rights of persons with disabilities in the context of
employment, referring in article 27(1)(b) to the State obligation to “Protect the rights of persons
with disabilities, on an equal basis with others, to just and favourable conditions of work,
including … the redress of grievances”.
59. It remains to be seen what views the newly established Committee on the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities will offer with respect to State obligations to provide access to remedy
for business-related abuse.

59

Ibid., para 41.

60

Concluding observations for Mexico, CMW/C/MEX/CO/1, para 35.

A/HRC/11/13/Add.1
page 23
I.

International instruments pertaining to the rights of indigenous peoples

60. In discussing corporate-related abuse, the treaty bodies often pay particular attention to the
special protections that may need to be afforded to indigenous peoples under the main
international human rights treaties. More detailed provisions elaborating on indigenous peoples’
human rights can be found in two other key international instruments.
61. International Labour Organization Convention No 169 concerning Indigenous and Tribal
Peoples in Independent Countries provides in article 4 that special measures “shall be adopted as
appropriate” by States parties to safeguard the rights of indigenous and tribal peoples. In terms of
the substantive aspects of remedy, it contains, in articles 15 and 16, several provisions relating to
compensation for harm suffered through exploration, or use of resources, on indigenous and
tribal peoples’ lands, and for their removal from such lands where return is not possible. Under
article 20, States parties are required to ensure that the rights of indigenous employees are
effectively protected, including ensuring “that they are fully informed of their rights under labour
legislation and of the means of redress available to them.”
62. While ILO Convention No. 169 has only a small number of parties, there has been much
broader support among the international community for the recent, in itself non-binding, United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. The Declaration goes into more detail
than the Convention with respect to the appropriate substantive remedies for the loss of
indigenous peoples’ lands or resources, or harm suffered through the use of such lands and
resources, without their free, prior and informed consent in articles 10, 28 and 32. Under article 8,
States are expected to provide effective mechanisms to prevent and provide redress for actions
that violate the right of indigenous peoples not to be subjected to forced assimilation or
destruction of their culture. Under article 11, States are also expected to provide redress where
indigenous cultural property is appropriated without the free, prior and informed consent of the
peoples involved.
63. The Declaration contains an overarching provision dealing with access to remedy, stating
in article 40 that:
“Indigenous peoples have the right to access to, and prompt decision through, just and fair
procedures for the resolution of conflicts and disputes with States or other parties, as well as to
effective remedies for all infringements of their individual and collective rights. Such a decision
shall give due consideration to the customs, traditions, rules and legal systems of the indigenous
peoples concerned and international human rights.”
J.

Summary

64. Various procedural and substantive aspects of States’ obligations to provide access to
remedy for human rights abuses are addressed in the main international human rights treaties.
Some treaties explicitly require States to provide remedy for abuse, although States generally
have discretion in how to fulfil this obligation; in other cases, the treaty bodies have provided
some useful guidance about what individual treaties appears to contemplate in this regard.
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65. There are some common strands in the approaches of the various treaty bodies to State
obligations to provide access to remedy for human rights abuses – whether committed by public
or private actors. A number have emphasized the importance of:
-

conducting prompt, thorough and fair investigations;

-

providing access to prompt, effective and independent remedial mechanisms,
established through judicial, administrative, legislative and other appropriate means;

-

imposing appropriate sanctions, including criminalizing conduct and pursuing
prosecutions where abuses amount to international crimes; and

-

providing a range of forms of appropriate reparation, such as compensation,
restitution, rehabilitation and changes in relevant laws.

66. Several treaty bodies have also stressed the need for special attention to be paid to “at-risk”
or vulnerable groups – potentially including women, children, indigenous peoples and other
minorities – to ensure that they have access to effective remedies that are appropriately tailored
to their needs. This is complemented in the case of indigenous peoples by other international
instruments dealing specifically with their rights.
67. Although some of the newer treaties expressly contemplate States taking steps to eliminate
abuse by business enterprises, and even establishing liability for legal persons,61 there remains a
lack of clarity as to the steps States should take to hold companies accountable. Particular areas
that would benefit from greater clarity include whether States should impose liability on companies
themselves, in addition to natural persons acting on the entity’s behalf; when States are expected to
provide individuals with civil causes of action against companies (i.e. separate from criminal
sanctions and going beyond administrative complaints mechanisms); and whether and to what
extent States should hold companies liable for alleged abuses occurring overseas. The comments by
CESCR and CERD in this respect offer some guidance, although a number of points remain unclear.
68. Some types of companies, rights, and victims have been referred to more frequently than
others by the treaty bodies. For example, several of them have emphasized that States should:
-

protect employees’ rights in both public and private settings and establish effective
complaints mechanisms for employment-related grievances;

-

minimize the potential for extractive companies to impair the ability of communities
affected by their activities, especially indigenous peoples, to access remedial
mechanisms; and

-

in situations where “State functions” have been privatized, ensure that effective
systems are in place to remedy any abuse by the relevant private companies involved.

69. These and other implications of the State obligation to provide access to remedy for
corporate-related abuse under the core international human rights treaties would benefit from
further attention and elaboration.
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See para 51 above.
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IV. STATE OBLIGATIONS TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO REMEDY UNDER
REGIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS INSTRUMENTS
70. This section surveys the situation under the main regional human rights treaties, namely
the American Convention on Human Rights, European Convention on Human Rights and the
African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights.
71. The discussion of the Inter-American system draws on an analysis of the State duty to
protect against human rights abuses by business under that system previously prepared for the
Special Representative. Similar research is currently being conducted in support of the Special
Representative’s work into the European and African regional human rights systems, including
States’ obligations to provide access to remedy. This section therefore deals first with the InterAmerican system, and then discusses some of the general principles underlying the remedial
approaches in the European and African systems.
A.

American Convention on Human Rights

General principles
72. Under article 1(1) of the American Convention on Human Rights, States parties are
required to undertake to “respect” and “ensure” the rights contained in the Convention with
respect to all persons subject to their jurisdiction.62 In its judgement in its first contentious case,
Velásquez Rodriguez, the Inter-American Court of Human Rights analysed what the obligation
to “ensure” rights means:
“This obligation implies the duty of States Parties to organize the governmental apparatus and, in
general, all the structures through which public power is exercised, so that they are capable of
juridically ensuring the free and full enjoyment of human rights. As a consequence of this
obligation, the States must prevent, investigate and punish any violation of the rights recognized
by the Convention and, moreover, if possible attempt to restore the right violated and provide
compensation as warranted for damages resulting from the violation.
…
“This duty to prevent includes all those means of a legal, political, administrative and cultural
nature that promote the protection of human rights and ensure that any violations are treated as
illegal acts, which, as such, may lead to the punishment of those responsible and the obligation to
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The Convention is one of the two main human rights instruments adopted by the Organization of American States
(OAS). The other is the non-binding American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man, which applies to all
OAS member States, including those which have not ratified the American Convention on Human Rights.
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indemnify the victims for damages. It is not possible to make a detailed list of all such measures,
since they vary with the law and the conditions of each State party. ” 63
73. While the case concerned violations by State-sponsored forces, the judgement also noted
that States have similar obligations to prevent or respond to private acts that are not directly
attributable to the State.
74. Article 25(1) of the American Convention on Human Rights guarantees the right of
amparo – a procedure for obtaining judicial review of an executive act affecting an individual
that allegedly violates domestic legal norms, similar to the common law habeas corpus action –
and extends its reach to alleged breaches of the Convention.64 It provides that:
“Everyone has the right to simple and prompt recourse, or any other effective recourse, to a
competent court or tribunal for protection against acts that violate his fundamental rights
recognized by the constitution or laws of the State concerned or by this Convention, even though
such violation may have been committed by persons acting in the course of their official duties.”
75. The Inter-American Commission on Human Rights has emphasized that article 25 requires
access to effective judicial remedy for the protection of fundamental rights, meaning that the
tribunal must reach a reasoned conclusion on the merits of the claim.65 Under article 25, States
parties are also required to undertake to develop the possibility of judicial remedies, and to
ensure that the competent authorities shall enforce such remedies when granted. Neither the
Court nor the Commission has interpreted article 25(1) as creating an individual right to establish
the criminal or civil liability of alleged human rights abusers.
76. Article 8(1) contains a general guarantee of the right to a fair hearing in both civil and
criminal cases:
“Every person has the right to a hearing, with due guarantees and within a reasonable time, by a
competent, independent, and impartial tribunal, previously established by law, in the
substantiation of any accusation of a criminal nature made against him or for the determination
of his rights and obligations of a civil, labour, fiscal, or any other nature.”
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(1988) 1 Inter-Am Ct HR (ser C) No 4, paras 166, 177.
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The American Declaration also speaks about the right to access national courts in article XVIII, as well as
providing for the right of amparo: “Every person may resort to the courts to ensure respect for his legal rights. There
should likewise be available to him a simple, brief procedure whereby the courts will protect him from acts of
authority that, to his prejudice, violate any fundamental constitutional rights.” Note that article 8 of the UDHR
resulted from a proposal put by Mexico during the drafting of the Declaration that amparo should be protected by its
provisions. Mary Ann Glendon, “The Forgotten Crucible: The Latin American Influence on the Universal Human
Rights Idea”, Harvard Human Rights Journal vol. 16 (2003), p. 38.
65

The Commission processes individual petitions from victims of human rights abuses and, where it finds an abuse
has occurred, issues recommendations to the relevant State about measures to redress the abuse and prevent future
violations. Where a State fails to implement those recommendations, and where it has submitted to the contentious
jurisdiction of the Court, the Commission may refer the case to the Court for a binding judgement.
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77. Article 63 provides that if the Court finds that there has been a violation of the Convention,
it shall rule, if appropriate, that fair compensation be paid to the victim. The Court may also
adopt provisional measures. With respect to the exhaustion of domestic remedies, the
Commission has stressed that it is not a “court of fourth instance”, but it has also recognized a
number of exceptions to the rule, including where domestic legislation does not provide adequate
protection, where access to remedy has been denied, or where there has been unwarranted delay.
As in the European system, these exceptions can be proven through evidence of a pattern of
gross violations that have gone unremedied. The Court has stated that lack of legal representation
can also constitute an exception in certain circumstances.
78. The Commission has developed a body of decisions upholding the right of the individual
victim to know the truth about violations of their human rights, including the identity of those
who committed them. The Court’s emphasis on investigation and access to information in its
decisions is not surprising given that the majority of the contentious cases brought before it have
involved disappearances, torture and extra-judicial killings in situations where many of the States
involved had granted amnesties to the perpetrators of these abuses.66
Business-specific references
79. As noted above, the Court has clearly held that the State duty to protect under the
Convention extends to investigating, punishing and redressing abuse by “third parties” or
“private persons”, and has referred to the duty in situations likely to involve businesses.67 The
Commission has made clear that the Convention can be relied on by individuals in relation to
State failures to adequately prevent, investigate, punish or redress abuse by private actors,
specifically including corporations. It has considered the impact of business operations in
situations involving violations of indigenous peoples’ rights, threats to an individual’s physical
integrity, including where this arises as a result of environmental harm, and, increasingly, in
situations implicating economic and social rights and the rights of the child. The Commission
has also moved from ordering precautionary measures focused on the suspension or cancellation
of licences by the State to include measures that require the continued involvement of the
relevant corporation in monitoring and mitigating its impacts.
80. The Commission has emphasized the importance of protecting indigenous peoples’
interests in their lands and natural resources – indeed, this is the main context in which it has
discussed State responsibilities with respect to corporate-related human rights abuse. The
Commission has stressed that States should ensure, where business operations affect indigenous
lands or peoples, that the relevant lands are appropriately identified and demarcated, that the
indigenous peoples involved are consulted in all matters affecting their interests (including
66

The Court has begun to expand its consideration of social and economic rights under article 26 of the Convention
and under the 1988 Additional Protocol in the Area of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (Protocol of San
Salvador).
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The following discussion draws on Anicama, op.cit., pp. 10-12. The Court has not explicitly used the term
“companies”, with the exception of Judge Antônio Cançado Trindade in a separate opinion in a case involving
provisional measures ordered against Ecuador.
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through the provision of adequate translation services where necessary), and that irreparable
harm is not caused to their identity or rights.
81. The Court has ordered provisional measures in cases where the State has failed to
adequately protect indigenous peoples’ rights, including against the effects of third parties’
commercial operations. The Court has stressed the importance of environmental and social
impact assessments in the context of major resource and extractive projects, and the
responsibility of States to ensure that such assessments are carried out in accordance with
relevant international standards and best practices, while also taking into account cultural
considerations.68 Such assessments should be carried out in advance of any rights to land being
granted and should consider the cumulative impact of proposed projects on affected communities.
B.

European Convention on Human Rights

82. Article 13 of the European Convention on Human Rights provides: “Everyone whose
rights and freedoms as set forth in this Convention are violated shall have an effective remedy
before a national authority notwithstanding that the violation has been committed by persons
acting in an official capacity”. Summarizing the views of the European Court of Human Rights,
Shelton explains that: “the attributes of an effective remedy include institutional independence of
the remedial body from the authority responsible for the violation, ability to invoke the
Convention guarantees in question, capability of the remedial body of affording redress, and
effectiveness in fact.” 69
83. The broad guarantee in article 13 is linked to the more specific requirements relating to
habeas corpus actions in article 5(4), compensation for unlawful arrest in article 5(5), and access
to justice, which the European Court of Human Rights has inferred from the fair hearing
guarantee in article 6(1), which article provides: “In the determination of his civil rights and
obligations or of any criminal charge against him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public
hearing within a reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal established by law.”
84. The Court has held that a complainant must have a “bona fide” opportunity to have their
case heard and, where appropriate, to have reparations assessed. States are entitled to impose
reasonable restrictions on access to the courts to ensure a functioning system of justice (for
example, through statutes of limitations, or the requirement of legal representation), but they
must not impair the fundamental essence of the right to a fair hearing. The Court has held that
where legal representation is required by law, or where the law is so complicated as to make
legal advice essential, then the State must provide it.70 For example, in a case involving two
campaigners from Greenpeace who were successfully sued by McDonalds, the Court held that
68

Saramaka People v. Suriname, Preliminary Objection, Merits, Reparations and Costs, Judgement of 28 November
2007, (ser. C) No. 172, para 129; Interpretation of the Judgment of Preliminary Objections, Merits, Reparations and
Costs, Judgement of 12 August 2008, (ser. C) No. 185, paras 15-22.
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Dinah Shelton, Remedies in International Human Rights Law (2nd ed., 2005), p. 123. The following discussion of
the European system draws significantly on Shelton.
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Airey v. Ireland, (1979-80) 2 EHRR 214.
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the failure of the United Kingdom to provide them with legal aid “had deprived them of the
opportunity to present their case effectively before the court and contributed to an unacceptable
inequality of arms” in contravention of article 6(1).71
85. Article 6(1) does not mandate judicial consideration: at least where civil rights or
obligations are at issue, an initial determination may be made by an administrative body,
provided that that body complies with article 6(1) requirements, or by a private body, provided
there exists a right of appeal to a body complying with article 6(1).72 Thus the remedy provided
by a State may also be administrative or legislative, but it must be effective. In a series of cases
in the 1990s against Turkey, the Court found violations of the broad guarantee in article 13 in
the consistent absence of an effective remedy at the national level – including the State’s failure
to investigate alleged abuses, its failure to prosecute alleged offenders and its failure to provide
compensation.
86. In other cases, the Court has concluded that, for the purposes of article 13, the nature of the
right at issue will have implications for the nature of the remedy that must be provided. For
example, where a case involves the protection of the right to life, or the prohibition on torture
and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, then the State must ensure an
effective investigation that is capable of leading to the identification, prosecution and
punishment of those responsible.73
87. While parties before the European Court of Human Rights are expected to have exhausted
national remedies, there is no obligation to have recourse to remedies that are inadequate or
ineffective, or where there are “special circumstances” like the routine passivity of national
authorities in the face of serious allegations.74 The Court has said that due allowance must be
made for the fact that the exhaustion of domestic remedies rule is being applied in human rights
proceedings, meaning it should be applied in a flexible manner and “without excessive
formalism.”
88. It should be noted that article 47 of the European Charter of Fundamental Rights, which is
currently not legally binding but is contained in Part II of the draft European Union Constitution,
incorporates the requirements of both articles 6(1) and 13, as well as specifically providing for
legal aid where that is “necessary to ensure effective access to justice”.
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Quoted in Andrew Clapham, Human Rights Obligations of Non-State Actors (2006) p. 385.
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Ibid., p. 384.
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Shelton, Remedies in International Human Rights Law, op.cit., pp. 128-130.
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Ibid., pp. 124-130.
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C.
89.

African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights

Article 7 of the African Charter states that:

“Every individual shall have the right to have his cause heard. This comprises: (a) the right to an
appeal to competent national organs against acts violating his fundamental rights as recognized
and guaranteed by conventions, laws, regulations and customs in force…”
90. This provision appears to take the obligation on States parties to provide access to
“competent national organs” for individuals to vindicate their rights and to extend it beyond the
African Charter to other treaties dealing with fundamental rights and freedoms.75
91. Article 26 requires States parties to guarantee the independence of their courts and to allow
“the establishment and improvement of appropriate national institutions entrusted with the
promotion and protection of the rights and freedoms guaranteed by the present Charter”. The
African Commission has emphasized that States are expected to conduct effective investigations
into alleged violations, and ensure the provision of a fair trial.76
92. The procedural exhaustion requirement in articles 50 and 56(5) of the Charter is “the one
condition most frequently invoked and contested by the parties before the African
Commission.”77 The Commission has stated that national remedies must be “available, effective
and sufficient” to be considered.78 To be available, the remedy must be evident and a claimant
must be able to pursue it without impediments; to be effective, the substantive right must be
adequately provided for in national law; and to be sufficient, the remedy must offer at least the
prospect of success. Again, a pattern of persistent violations that have not been redressed can
constitute evidence of inadequate domestic remedies.
93. The Commission has made clear that States have positive obligations under the Charter to
prevent and sanction third party abuses of human rights. It has held that the decision of the InterAmerican Court in Velásquez Rodriguez is of direct relevance in the African context, specifically,
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In comparison, article 9 of the Arab Charter on Human Rights provides that “everyone within the territory of the
State has a guaranteed right to a legal remedy”, but it is not clear that this extends beyond violations of existing
national laws. The Charter entered into force in March 2008 and has been controversial in parts. Note also that the
Inter-American Court may consider any human rights treaty that is applicable to the American States in its advisory
jurisdiction.
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Shelton, Remedies in International Human Rights Law, op. cit, p. 142. The African Court on Human and Peoples’
Rights has recently begun hearing its first contentious case. Under the 2008 Protocol on the Statute of the African
Court of Justice and Human Rights, the African Court on Human and Peoples’ Rights will merge with the AU Court
of Justice to form a new institution, which will assume jurisdiction over any human rights cases currently under
consideration by the African Court.
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Nsongurua Udombana, “So Far, So Fair: The Local Remedies Rule in the Jurisprudence of the African
Commission on Human and Peoples' Rights”, American Journal of International Law, vol. 97 (2003), p. 2.
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Shelton, Remedies in International Human Rights Law, op. cit., p. 142. According to at least one commentator,
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in interpreting article 1 of the Charter, which requires States parties to “recognize the rights,
duties and freedoms enshrined in the Charter and … undertake to adopt legislative and other
measures to give effect to them.”79 A State may breach its obligations where it fails to exercise
the necessary care to prevent abuse by private actors, or fails to take the necessary steps to
investigate, punish and redress abuses where they occur – including restoring the right that has
been violated and providing compensation.80
94. The best known application of these principles in the context of corporate-related abuse is
the decision by the Commission on a communication concerning Nigeria’s alleged failure to
protect against abuse by an oil consortium comprised of State-owned and private enterprises.81
The Commission found that the State had failed in its duty to protect the affected individuals
from abuse by non-State actors. It said that the duty requires States to create and maintain an
appropriate legal and regulatory framework enabling individuals to freely realize their rights,
including by ensuring that they have access to remedy. Among other measures, the Commission
recommended more effective and independent oversight of the petroleum industry.
D.

Summary

95. In considering States’ general obligations to provide access to remedy for human rights
abuses, the regional human rights commissions and courts have focused on a number of key
issues, including the meaning of a “fair hearing” and when practical matters, like inadequate
legal aid or representation, may constitute unacceptable barriers to remedy. In applying the rule
requiring exhaustion of domestic remedies to proceedings before them, they have also gone into
some detail about when, and what kind of, failures at the national level will vitiate this
requirement – including ongoing State passivity in the face of persistent allegations.
96. With respect to corporate-related abuse, as noted above, further research is being carried
out into the European and African systems. But as the study on the Inter-American system
conducted for the Special Representative shows, some consideration has been given to steps that
States should take to prevent, and also to investigate, punish and redress abuse by private actors.
For example, the Inter-American Commission has considered the impact of business operations
in situations involving violations of indigenous peoples’ rights, threats to an individual’s
physical integrity (including where this arises as a result of environmental harm), and,
increasingly, in situations implicating economic and social rights and the rights of the child.
97. The Inter-American Court has also dealt with State responsibility for third party abuse in
the context of violations of indigenous peoples’ rights, and has emphasized the importance of
consultation and the carrying out of environmental and social impact assessments prior to project
approval being granted. However, these and other issues concerning States’ obligations to
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provide access to remedy for corporate-related abuse would benefit from further consideration
and guidance by the regional human rights commissions and courts.
V.

THE INDIVIDUAL RIGHT TO REMEDY IN SITUATIONS
OF GROSS HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS

98. The United Nations Basic Principles and Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy and
Reparation for Victims of Gross Violations of International Human Rights Law and Serious
Violations of International Humanitarian Law were adopted in 2005, first by the Commission on
Human Rights, and subsequently in a resolution of the General Assembly, giving them an
authoritative, if not legally binding, force.82 The preamble indicates that they are intended to
reiterate States’ existing obligations under the main international and regional human rights
treaties, international humanitarian law conventions, and other relevant sources of international
law, to provide access to remedy for gross human rights violations and serious violations of
international humanitarian law.83 The Basic Principles also provide for an individual right to
remedy in such cases, “irrespective of who may ultimately be the bearer of responsibility for the
violation”,84 and thus extend to third party, including corporate-related, abuses.
99. This section outlines the understanding of “gross violations” that shaped the drafting of the
Basic Principles, and then discusses their key provisions and notes their potential implications
for situations involving corporate-related abuse.
A.

Gross violations

100. In his progress report in 1993, when the draft principles applied only to gross violations of
international human rights law, the initial drafter, Theodor van Boven, explained that:
“While under a number of international instruments any violation of provisions of these
instruments may entail a right to an appropriate remedy, the present study focuses on gross
violations of human rights as distinct from other violations. No agreed definition exists of the
term "gross violations of human rights". It appears that the word "gross" qualifies the term
"violations" and indicates the serious character of the violations but that the word "gross" is also
related to the type of human right that is being violated.” 85

82

An important precursor was the United Nations Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime
and Abuse of Power, adopted by the General Assembly in 1985 (resolution 40/34, annex), which focused on
remedies for victims of crimes committed by non-State actors under national law and on governmental abuse of
power.
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See, generally, International Commission of Jurists, The Right to a Remedy and to Reparation for Gross Human
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Principle 3(c). With respect to human rights abuses committed by third parties that do not amount to gross
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101. After reviewing relevant sources, he concluded that the types of acts that would almost
always constitute “gross violations” included “at least the following: genocide; slavery and
slave-like practices; summary or arbitrary executions; torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment; enforced disappearance; arbitrary and prolonged detention; deportation
or forcible transfer of population; and systematic discrimination, in particular based on race or
gender.” However, as the inclusion of “systematic discrimination” indicates, gross violations
may also arise from large-scale and systematic violations of other rights. Thus, there is no
accepted list of what can constitute gross violations, and later drafts of the Basic Principles did
not attempt to define them.86
B.

State obligations and individual rights

102. The Basic Principles stress States’ core obligations to respect, protect, and ensure all
international human rights and international humanitarian law, which obviously goes beyond the
issue of providing access to remedy (Principles 1-3). They also reiterate the obligation on States
to investigate, prosecute and punish violations of international human rights law and
international humanitarian law, where the latter amount to international crimes, and to cooperate
with other States in bringing perpetrators to account (Principles 4-5).
103. Principle 8 defines who can be considered a “victim”, including who may be considered an
“indirect victim”:
“Victims are persons who individually or collectively suffered harm, including physical or
mental injury, emotional suffering, economic loss or substantial impairment of their fundamental
rights, through acts or omissions that constitute gross violations of international human rights
law, or serious violations of international humanitarian law. Where appropriate, and in
accordance with domestic law, the term “victim” also includes the immediate family or
dependants of the direct victim and persons who have suffered harm in intervening to assist
victims in distress or to prevent victimization.”
104. This definition goes beyond what is stated or assumed in many of the core international
human rights law treaties – namely, that a victim typically is an individual who is the direct
“target” of a violation. But the definition in the Basic Principles reflects international
jurisprudence, particularly with respect to cases involving killings and disappearances.87
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Similarly, with respect to “serious violations of international humanitarian law” there is no accepted list but they
would certainly include the following: grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions; war crimes (as provided for in
the Additional Protocols to the Conventions); breaches of a number of other related treaties, like those on the
protection of cultural property and on land mines; and other relevant principles of customary international law.
While still a large field, there is greater codification of what might constitute serious violations of international
humanitarian law than is possible in respect of gross violations of international human rights law, where potentially
all rights might be implicated if the harm is large-scale and systematic enough.
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105. Principle 11 sets out the three core remedial rights of victims “as provided for under
international law”:88
(a) Equal and effective access to justice;
(b) Adequate, effective and prompt reparation for harm suffered; and
(c) Access to relevant information concerning violations and reparation mechanisms.
106. In defining “access to justice”, Principle 12 provides that victims “shall have equal access
to an effective judicial remedy as provided for under international law”, as well as referring to
administrative and other relevant domestic mechanisms. States should “provide proper assistance
to victims” and, in addition to individual justice, should endeavour to develop procedures for
group claims and access to international mechanisms as appropriate (Principles 12-14).
107. The Basic Principles state that victims should be provided with “adequate, effective and
prompt reparation” that is proportional to the harm suffered, which may include restitution,
compensation, rehabilitation, satisfaction, and guarantees of non-repetition (Principles 15-23).89
With respect to where the responsibility for providing reparation lies, Principle 15 provides that
“in cases where a person, a legal person, or other entity is found liable for reparation to a victim,
such party should provide reparation to the victim or compensate the State if the State has
already provided reparation to the victim.” States are expected to ensure that reparation decisions
are enforced, including in cases involving foreign judgements (Principle 17).
108. The qualification noted above that under Principles 11 and 12 victims are entitled to
remedy “as provided for under international law” may reflect a desire on the part of some States
to emphasize that the Basic Principles do not expand the existing scope of State obligations to
provide access to remedy for gross violations of international human rights law and serious
violations of international humanitarian law. However, they are certainly indicative of an
enhanced concern on the part of the international community to ensure access to remedy for
victims of gross human rights violations, and may reflect increased expectations that individuals
should be able to resort to national courts to vindicate their treaty rights where those rights are
the subject of gross violations.
109. The Basic Principles suggest that States may be required to do more, and be afforded less
discretion, where gross violations occur and the individual right to remedy applies. For example,
88

While access to information has usually been treated as an aspect of access to justice, or indeed as a substantive
violation of the right not to be subjected to torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment, it is included here as a
stand-alone right. It evolved out of international humanitarian law requirements regarding the recording and passing
on of information about the wounded, sick and dead. Cases concerning enforced disappearances have also stressed
the importance of the victim’s right to information about the violation, particularly where the claimant is not the
direct victim but is closely linked to them. See International Commission of Jurists, op. cit., Ch. 5.
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in order to ensure the individual right to access to justice (defined as “an effective judicial
remedy”) States may need to go beyond showing that they have taken appropriate steps to
provide access to judicial remedy, and in fact ensure that in cases involving gross violations,
including those committed by private parties, legal and practical barriers to accessing justice
have been adequately addressed so as to enable the individual right to be effective.
110. Their adoption clearly invites a renewed focus on existing State obligations to provide
access to remedy for gross violations committed by private actors, and on the legal and practical
implications of the individual right to remedy in cases that involve corporate-related abuse.
VI. GOING FORWARD
111. The Special Representative will continue to follow developments in the areas discussed in
this report, including the interpretation and application of State obligations to provide access to
remedy for corporate-related human rights abuses under the main international and regional
human rights systems, and expectations arising from the individual right to a remedy in cases
involving gross violations, as reflected in the Basic Principles. He will explore the implications
of these developments as he works to operationalize the three complementary pillars of the
“protect, respect and remedy” framework – in particular, in developing recommendations to
States about steps they could take to provide access to remedy for corporate-related abuse,
through both judicial and non-judicial mechanisms.
112. To this end, he looks forward to continued dialogue with the United Nations treaty bodies,
as well as with the regional human rights commissions and courts. Following his usual work
practices, the Special Representative will consult widely with other relevant stakeholders as well,
including, importantly, those seeking remedy for corporate-related abuses, as he examines
existing barriers to accessing such remedy and how States can best address them.
-----

