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Declarations and Reservations
(Unless otherwise indicated, the declarations and reservations were made
upon ratification, accession or succession.)

AFGHANISTAN

While ratifyi ng the above-mentioned Convention, the
Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, invoking paragraph
1 of the article 28, of the Convention, does not recognize
the authority of the committee as foreseen in the article 20
of the Convention. ]

Also according to Paragraph 2 of the article 30, the
Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, will not be bound to
honour the provisions of paragraph 1 of the same article
since. ag:cordmg_ to that paragraph 1 the compulsory
submission of disputes in connection with interpretation
or the implementation of the provisions of this
Convention by one of the parties concerned to the
International Court of Justice is deemed possible.
Concerning to this matter, it declares that the settlement
of disputes between the States Parties, such disputes may
be referred to arbitration or to the International Court of
Justice with the consent of all the Parties concerned and
not by one of the Parties.

AUSTRIA

"1. Austria will establish its jurisdiction in
accordance with article 5 of the Convention irrespective
of the laws applying to the place where the offence
occurred, but in”respect of pa.ragrgph.l (c) only if
prosecution by a State having jurisdiction under para
graph 1 (a) or paragraph 1 (b) isnot to be expected.

'2. Audtria regards article 15 as the legal basis for
the inadmissibility provided for therein of the use of
statements which are established to have been made as a
result of torture."

BAHRAINE
Reservations

2 The State of Bahrain does not consider
itself bound by paragraph 1 of article 30 of the
Convention.

BANGLADESHY

Declaration:

“The Government of the Peoples Republic of
Bangladesh will apply article 14 para 1 in consonance
with the existing laws and legidlation in the country."”

BELARUS™
BOTSWANA

Reservation made upon signature and confirmed upon

ratification:

“The Government of the Republic of Botswana
considers itself bound by Article 1 of the Convention to
the extent that ‘torture’ means the torture and inhuman or
degradlng7 punishment or other treatment prohibited by

Section of the Congtitution of the Republic of
Botswana.”

BULGARIA®®

CHILEY

Upon signature:

2. The Government of Chile does not consider
itself bound by the provisions of article 30, paragraph 1,
of the Convention.

3. The Government of Chile reserve the right to
formulate, upon ratifying the Convention, any
declarations or reservations it may deem necessary in the
light of its domestic law.

Upon ratification:

The Government of Chile declares that in its relations
with American States that are Parties to the Inter-
American Convention to Prevent and Punish Torture, it
will apply that Convention in cases where its provisions
are incompatible with those of the present Convention.

CHINA

Reservations made upon signature and confirmed upon

ratification:

"(1) The Chinese Government does not recognize the
competence of the Committee against Torture as provided
for in article 20 of the Convention. o

"(2) The Chinese Government does not consider itself
bound by paragraph | of article 30 of the Convention."

CuBA

Declarations:

The Government of the Republic of Cuba deplores the
fact that even after the adoption of General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV) containing the Declaration on the
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granting of independence to colonial countries and
peoples, a provision such as paragraph 1 of article 2 was
included in the Convention against Torture and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
The Government of the Republic declares, in
accordance with article 28 of the Convention, that the
provisions of paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of article 20 of the
Convention will have to be invoked in strict compliance
with the principle of the sovereignty of States and
implemented with the prior consent of the States Parties.
In connection with the provisions of article 30 of the
Convention, the Government of the Republic of Cuba is
of the view that any dispute between Parties should be
settled by negotiation through the diplomatic channel.

CzeCH RepPuBLIC’
EcCUADOR

Reservation:

Ecuador declares that, in accordance with the
provisions of article 42 of its Political Constitution, it will
not permit extradition of its nationals.

EQUATORIAL GUINEA

Declaration and reservation:

First - The Government of Equatorial Guinea hereby
declares that, pursuant to article 28 of this Convention, it
does not recognize the competence of the Committee
provided for in article 20 of the Convention. )

Second - With reference to the provisions of article 30,
the Government of Equatorial Guinea does not consider
itself bound by paragraph 1 thereof.

FRANCE

Reservation:

_The Government of France declares in accordance
with article 30, paragraph 2, of the Convention, that it
shall not be bound by the provisions of paragraph 1 of
[article 30].

GERMANY?®

Upon signature:

The Government of the Federal Republic of German
reserves the right to communicate, upon ratification, suc
reservations or declarations of interpretation as are
deemed necessary especially with respect to the
applicability of article 3.

Upon ratification:

Article3 o

~ This provision prohibits the transfer of a person
directly to a State where this person is exposed to a
concrete danger of being subjected to torture. In the
opinion of the Federal Republic of Germany, article 3 as
well as the other provisions of the Convention exclusively
establish State obligations that are met by the Federa
Republic of Germany in conformity with the provisions of
its' domestic law which is in"accordance with the
Convention.

GHANA

Declaration:

_“[The Government of Ghana declares] in accordance
with Article 30(2) of the said Conveéntion that the
submission under Article 30 (12 to arbitration or the
International Court of Justice of disputes between State
Parties relating to the interpretation or application of the
said Convention shall be by the consent of ALL the
Parties concerned and not by one or more of the Parties
concerned.”

GUATEMALA®
HoLY SEE

Declaration:

The Holy See considers the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment a valid and suitable instrument
for fighting against acts that constitute a serious offence
against the dignity of the human person. In recent times
the Catholic Church has consistently pronounced itself in
favour of unconditional respect for life itself and
unequ]ﬂvocal ly condemned "whatever violates the integrity
of the human person, such as mutilation, torments
inflicted on bod¥/ or mind, attempts to coerce the will
itself" (Second Vatican Council, Pastoral Constitution
Gaudium et spes, 7 December 1965).

The law of the Church (Code of Canon Law, 1981)
and its catechism (Catechism of the Catholic Church,
1987) enumerate and clearly identify forms of behaviour
that can harm the bodily or menta integrity of the
individual, condemn their perpetrators and for the
abolition of such acts. On 14 January 1978, Pope Paul VI,
in his last address to the diplomatic corps, after referring
to the torture and mistreatment practised in various
countries a%al nst individuals, concluded as follows: "How
could the Church fail to take up a stern stand ... with
regard to torture and to similar acts of violence inflicted
on the human person?* Pope John Paul 11, for his part, has
not failed to affirm that "torture must be called by its
Broper name" (message for the celebration of the World

ay of Peace, 1 January 1980). He has expressed his deep
compassion for the victims of torture (World Congress on
Pastoral Ministry for Human Rights, Rome, 4 July 1998),
and in particular for tortured women (m e to the
Secretary-General of the United Nations, 1 March 1993).
In this spirit the Holy See wishesto lend its moral support
and collaboration tothe international community, so as to
contribute to the elimination of recourse to torture, which
is inadmissible and inhuman. .

The Hole/ See, in becoming a party to the Convention
on behalf of the Vatican City State, undertakes to apply it
insofar as it is compatible, In practice, with the peculiar
nature of that State.

HUNGARY™®
INDONESIA

Declaration:

“The Government of the Republic of Indonesia
declares that the provisions of Iparagraphs 1, 2, and 3 of
article 20 of the Convention will have to be implemented
in strict compliance with the principles of the sovereignty
and territoria integrity of States.

Reservation:

The Government of the Republic of Indonesia does
not consider itself bound by the provision of article 30,
paragraph 1, and takes the position that disputes relating
to the Interpretation and application of the Convention
which cannot be settled through the channel eprowded for
in paragraph 1 of the said article, may be referred to the
International Court of Justice only with the consent of all
parties to the disputes.”

| SRAEL

Reservations:

"1. In accordance with article 28 of the Convention,
the State of Israel hereby declares that it does not
recognllze2t61e competence of the Committee provided for
inarticle 20.
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"2. In accordance with paragraph 2 of article 30, the
State of Israel hereby declares that it does not consider
itself bound by paragraph 1 of that article.”

KUwWAIT

Reservation:
"With reservations as to article 520) and the provision
of paragraph (1) from article (30) of the Convention."

LUXEMBOURG

Inter pretative declaration:

Articlel

The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg hereby declares that
the only "lawful sanctions" that it recognizes within the
meaning of article 1, paragraph 1, of the Convention are
those which are accepted by both national law and
international law.

MAURITANIA

Reservations:

Article 20

The Mauritanian Government does not recognize the
competence granted to the Committee in article 20 of the
Convention, which provides as follows:

1. If the Committee receives reliable information
which appears to it to contain well-founded indications
that torture is being systematically practiced in the
territory of a State Party, the Committee shall invite that
State Party to cooRerate in the examination of the
information and to this end to submit observations with
regard to the information concerned. ) )

2. Teking into account any observations which m
have been submitted by the State Party concerned, as well
as any other relevant information available to it, the
Committee may, if it decides that this is warranted,
designate one ‘or more of its members to make a
confidential inquiry and to report to the Committee
urgently.

. If _an inquiry is made in_ accordance with
paragraph 2 of this arficle, the Committee shall seek the
cooperation of the State Party concerned. In agreement
with that State Party, such an’inquiry may include a visit
to itsterritory. o o .

4.  After examining the findings of its member or

members submitted in accordance with paragraph 2 of
this article, the Committee shall transmit these findings to
the State Party concerned together with any comments or
suggestions which seem appropriate in” view of the
situation. i )
_ 5. All the proceedings of the Committee referred to
in paragraphs 1 to 4 of this article shall be confidential,
and at all stages of the proceedings the cooperation of the
State Party snall be sought. After such proceedings have
been completed with reﬁard to an inquiry made in
accordance with Iﬁ)aragr 2, the Committee may, after
consultations with the State Party concerned, decide to
include a summary account of the results of the
proceedings in its annual report made in accordance with
article 24.

Article 30, paragraph 1

1. Any dispute between two or more States Parties
concerning ~ the  interpretation orapﬁllcatlon of this
Convention which cannot be settled through negotiation
shall, at the request of one of them, be submitted to
arbitration. If within six months from the date of the
request for arbitration the Parties are unable to agree on
the organization of the arbitration, any one of those
Parties may refer the dispute to the International Court of
%JSUCE by regquest in conformity with the Statute of the

ourt.

Pursuant to article 30, paragraph 2, of the Convention,
the Government of Mauritania declares that it does not
consider itself bound by paragraph 1 of this article, which
provides that in the event of a dispute concerning the
interpretation or application of the Convention, one of the
Parties may refer the dispute to the International Court of
Justice by request.

MONACO

Reservation:

In accordance with paragraph 2 of article 30 of the
Convention, the Principality of Monaco declares that it
dOQSI not consider itself bound by paragraph 1 of that
article.

Morocco?®

Reservations made upon signature and confirmed upon
ratification:

2. In accordance with article 30, paragraph
2, the Government of the Kingdom of Morocco does not
consider itself bound by paragraph 1 of the same article.

NETHERLANDS

Inter pretative declaration with respect to article 1:

"It is the understanding of the Government of the
Kingdom of the Netherlands that the term "lawful
sanctions' in article 1, paragraph 1, must be understood as
referring to those sanctions which are lawful not only
under national law but also under international law."

NEW ZEALAND

Reservation:

"The Government of New Zealand reserves the right
to award compensation to torture victims referred to in
article 14 of the Convention Against Torture only at the
discretion of the Attorney-General of New Zealand."

PAKISTAN

Reservation made upon ratification:

“Article 3

‘The Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
declares the provisions of Article 3 shall be so applied as
to be in conformity with the provisions of its laws relating
to extradition and foreigners'.

Article 8

‘The Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
declares the pursuant to Article 8, paragraph 2, of the
Convention, it does not take this Convention as the legal
basis for cooperation on extradition with other States
Parties'.

Article4, 6, 12, 13 and 16

‘The Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
declares that the provisions of these Articles shall be so
applied to the extent that they are not repugnant to the
Provisions of the Constitution of Pakistan and the Sharia

aws'.

Article 28 _ )

‘In accordance with Article 28, Paragraph 1, of the
Convention, the Government of the Islamic Republic of
Pekistan hereby declares that it does not recognize the
competence of the Committee provided for in Article 20'.

Article 30 ] ) )

‘The Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
does not consider itself bound by Article 30, Paragraph 1

of the Convention’.
Upon signature
Reservation:
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“The Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
reserves its right to attach appropriate reservations, make
declarations and state its understanding in respect of
various provisions of the Convention at the time of
ratification.”

PANAMA

‘The Republic of Panama declares in accordance with
article 30, paragraph 2 of the Convention that it does not
consider itself bound by the provisions of paragraph 1 of
the said article.

PoLAND

Upon signature:
Under article 28, the Polish People's Republic does not
consider itself bound t[)g/oarticle 20 of the Convention.
Furthermore, the Polish People's Republic does not
consider itself bound by article 30, paragraph 1, of the
Convention.

QATAR?

Reservations:

(& Any interpretation of the provisions of the
Convention that is incompatible with the precepts of
Islamglaw and the Islamic religion;

an

(b) The competence of the Committee as indicated in
articles 21 and 22 of the Convention.

RussIAN FEDERATION?®

SAUDI ARABIA

Reservations: i ) )
~ The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia does not recognize the
jurisdiction of the Committee as provided for in article 20
of this Convention.

The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia shall not be bound by
the provisions of paragraph (1) of article 30 of this
Convention.

SLovAaKIA’
SOUTH AFRICA

Declaration:

“[The Republic of South Africa declares that] it
recognises, for the purposes of article 30 of the
Convention, the competence of the International Court of
Justice to settle a dispute between two or more State
Parties regarding the interpretation or application of the
Convention, respectively."

SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC

Declarations:

In accordance with the provisions of article 28,
paragraph 1, of the Convention, the Syrian Arab Republic
does not recognize the competence of the Committee
against Torture provided for in article 20 thereof; .

The accession of the Syrian Arab Republic to this
Convention shall in no way signify recognition of Isragl
or entail entry into any dealings with Israel in the context
of the provisions of this Convention.

THAILAND

Inter pretative declaration:

"1. With respect to the term "torture” under Article 1
of the Convention, although there is neither a specific
definition nor particular orfence under the current Thai
Penal Code corresponding to the term, there are
comparable provisions under the aforesaid Thai Penal

Code applicable to acts under Article 1 of the Convention.
The term "torture” under Article 1 of the Convention shall
accordingly be interpreted in conformity with the current
Thai Penal Code.

The Kingdom of Thailand shall revise its domestic law
to be more consistent with Article 1 of the Convention at
the earliest opportunity. ] ] .

2. For the same reason as stipulated in the preceding
parﬁrgh, Article 4 of the Convention which stipulates:

ach State Party shall ensure that al acts of torture are
offences under its criminal law. The same shall apply to
an attempt to commit torture and to an act by any person
which constitutes complicity or participation in torture,
shall be interpreted in conformity with the current Thai
Penal Code. ] o )

The Kingdom of Thailand shall revise its domestic law
to be more consistent with Article 4 of the Convention at
the earliest opportunity. ) ) )

3. Article 5 of the Convention which provides. ‘Each
State Parts)(] shall take such measures as may be necessary
to establish its jurisdiction over the offences referred to in
Article4....." isinterpreted by the Kingdom of Thailand to
mean that the jurisdiction referred to in Article 5 shall be
gstgbllshed in accordance with the current Thai Penal

ode.

The Kingdom of Thailand shall revise its domestic law
to be more consistent with Article 5 of the Convention &t
the earliest opportunity.”

Reservation:

"The Kingdom of Thailand does not consider itself

bound by Article 30, paragraph 1, of the Convention."

ToGo

Upon signature:

The Government of the Togolese Republic reserves
the right to formulate, upon ratifying the Convention, any
reservations or declarations which it might consider
necessary.

TUNISIA

Upon signature:

The Government of Tunisia reserves the right to make
at some later stage any reservation or declaration which it
deems necessary, in particular with regard to articles 20
and 21 of the said Convention.

Upon ratification:

[The Government of Tunisia] confirms that the
reservations made a the time of signature of the
Convention on Tunisias behalf on 26 August 1987 have
been completely withdrawn.

TURKEY

Reser vation:

_"The Government of Turkey declares in accordance
with article 30, paragraph 2, of the Convention, that it
does not consider itself bound by the provisions of
paragraph 1 of thisarticle."

UKRAINE®

UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN
|RELAND

Upon signature:

"The United Kingdom reserves the right to formulate,
upon ratifying the Convention, any reservations or
interpretative declarations which it might consider
necessary."
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICAZ

Upon signature :

Declaration:

"The Government of the United States of America
reserves the right to communicate, upon ratification, such
reservations, interpretive understandings, or declarations
as are deemed necessary."

Upon ratification :

Reservations:
"l.  The Senate's advice and consent is subject to the
following reservations:

_That the United States considers itself
bound by the obligation under article 16 to prevent “cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment’, only
insofar as the term “cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment
or punishment' means the cruel, unusual and inhumane
treatment or punishment prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth,
and/or Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the

United States. ]
2 That pursuant to article 30 (2) the
United States declares that it does not consider itself
bound by Article 30 (1), but reserves the right specifically
to agree to follow this or any other procedure for
arbitration in a particular case. _ _

. The Senate's advice and consent is
subject to the following understandings, which shall ap;r)]lly
to ‘the obligations of the United States under this
Convention: ) .

(0] (alJ ) That with reference to article
1, the United States understands that, in order to
constitute torture, an act must be specifically intended to
inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering and that
mental pain or sufferi n% refers to prolonged mental harm
caused by or resulting from (1) the intentional infliction
or threatened infliction of severe physica pain or
suffering; (2) the administration or z?opljcation, or
threatened administration or application, of mind altering
substances or other procedures calculated to disrupt
profoundly the senses or the personality; (3) the threat of
imminent death; or (4) the threat that another person will
imminently be subjected to death, severe physical pain or
suffering, or the administration or egpplication of mind
altering substances or other procedures calculated to
disrupt profoundly the senses or personality.

b That the United States understands that
the definition of torture in article 1 is intended to apply
only to acts directed against persons in the offender’s
custody or physical control. )

c) That with reference to article 1 of the
Convention, the United States understands that “sanctions
includes judicialy-imposed sanctions and other

enforcement actions authorized by United States law or
E)}/_Judlual interpretation of such law. Nonetheless, the

nited States understands that a State Party could not
through its domestic sanctions defeat the object and
purpose of the Convention to prohibit torture,

d That with reference to article 1 of the
Convention, the United States understands that the term
“acquiescence' requires that the public official, prior to the
activity constltu'ggfg torture, have awareness of such
activity and thereafter breach his lega responsibility to
intervene to prevent such activity. ]

(e That with reference to article 1 of the
Convention, the Unites States understands that
noncompliance with applicable legal procedural standards
doesnot per se constitute torture,

That the United States understands the
phrase, “where there are substantial grounds for believing
that he would be in danger of being subjected to torture,’
as used in article 3 of the Convention, to mean 'if it is
more likely than not that he would be tortured.’

[©)] That it is the understanding of the
United States that article 14 requires a State Party to
provide a private right of action for damages only for acts
of torture committed in territory under the jurisdiction of
that State Party. .

@ That the United States understands that
international law does not prohibit the death penalty, and
does not consider this Convention to restrict or prohibit
the United States from ap%Iy| n% the death penalt
consistent with the Fifth, Eighth and/or Fourteent
Amendments to the Constitution of the United States,
including any constitutional period of confinement prior
to the imposition of the death penalg.

(5 ~ That the United States understands that
this Convention shall be implemented by the United
States Government to the extent that it exercises
legidative and judicial jurisdiction over the matters
covered by the Convention and otherwise by the state and
local governments. Accordingly, in implementing articles
10-14 and 16, the United States Government shall take
measures appropriate to the Federal system to the end that
the competent authorities of the constituent units of the
United States of America may take appropriate measures
for the fulfilment of the Convention. ) )

[1l.  The Senate's advice and consent is subject to the
following declarations;

(). That the United States declares that the
provisions of articles 1 through 16 of the Convention are
not self-executing.

ZAMBIAZ

Objections
(Unless otherwise indicated, the objections were made upon
ratification, accession or succession.)

AUSTRIA

24 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

“The Government of Austria has examined the
reservations made by the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
upon ratification of the Convention against Torture and
other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment.

The Government of Austria considers that in aiming to
exclude the application of those provisions of the
Convention which are deemed incompatible with the
Constitution of Pakistan, Sharia laws and certain national

laws, the Idlamic Republic of Pakistan has made
reservations of general and indeterminate scope. These
reservations do not clearly define for the other States
Parties to the Convention the extent to which the
reserving State has accepted the obligations of the
Convention.

The Government of Austria therefore considers the
reservations of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan to
Articles 3, 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 incompatible with the
object and purpose of the Covenant and objects to them.

These objections shall not preclude the entry into force
of the Convention between Austria and the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan.”
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CANADA

27 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

“The Government of Canada has carefully examined
the reservations made by the Government of ‘the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan upon retification of the Convention
against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment, in accordance with which the
Cﬁovernment of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan declares
that;

The provisions of Articles 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 *shall be
so applied to the extent that they are not repugnant to the
IDrO\gsmns of the Constitution of Pakistan and the Sharia
aws'.

The Government of Canada considers that a
reservation which consists of a genera reference to
national law or to the prescriptions of the |slamic Sharia
congtitutes, in reality, a reservation with a general,
indeterminate scope. Such a reservation makes it
impossible to identify the modifications to obligations
under the Convention that it purports to introduce and
impossible for the other States Parties to the Convention
to know the extent to which Pakistan has accepted the
obligations of the Convention, an uncertainty which is
unacceptable, especialy in the context of treaties related
to human rights.

The Government of Canada notes that the above-
mentioned reservations made by the Government of the
Islamic Republic of Pekistan, ‘addressing many of the
most essential provisions of the Convention, and aiming
to exclude the obligations under those provisions, are
incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention, and thus inadmissible under article 19(c)|_of
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. The
Government of Canada therefore objects to the aforesaid
reservations made by the Government of the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan. ) )

_ This objection does not preclude the entry into force in
its entirety of the Convention between Canada and the
Islamic Republic of Pakistan.”

CzECH REPUBLIC

20 June 2011

“The Czech Republic believes that the reservations of
Pakistan made to Articles 3, 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, and 16 of the
Convention, if put into practice, would result in restriction
and weakening of the universal prohibition of torture.
Such restriction or weakening is contrary to the object and
purpose of the Convention. Furthermore, Pakistan
SléIPportS reservations to Articles 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 by
references to its domestic law, which is, in the opinion of
the Czech Republic, unacceptable under customary
international law, as codified in Article 27 of the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties. Findly, the
reservationsto Articles 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 that refer to the
notions such as “Constitution of Pakistan” and “Sharia
laws’ and to Article 3 that refer to the notions such as
“the provisions of its laws relating to extradition and
foreigners’, without specifying its contents, do not clearly
define for the other States Parties to the Convention the
extent to which the reserving State has accepted the
obligations under the Convention.

It is in the common interest of States that tresties to
which they have chosen to become parties are respected
as to their object and purpose, by all parties, and that
States are prepared to undertake any legislative changes
necessary to comply with their obligations under the
treaties. According to Article 28 paragraph 2 of the
Convention and according to customary international law
as codified in the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Tresties, a reservation that isincompatible with the object
and purpose of atreaty shall not be permitted.

The Czech Republic, therefore, objects to the aforesaid
reservations made by Pakistan to the Convention. This
objection shall not preclude the entry into force of the
Convention between the Czech Republic and Pakistan.
The Convention enters into force in its entirety between
the Czech Republic and Pakistan, without Pakistan
benefiting from its reservation.”

DENMARK

4 October 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Botswana upon

ratification:

"The Government of Denmark has examined the
contents of the reservation made by the Government of
Botswana to the Convention against Torture and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
The reservation refers to legidation in force in Botswana
as to the definition of torture and thus to the scope of

plication of the Convention. In the absence of further
clarification the Government of Denmark considers that
the reservation raises doubts as to the commitment of
Botswana to fullfil her obligations under the Convention
and is incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention.

For these reasons, the Government of Denmark
objects to this reservation made by the Government of
Botswana This objection does not preclude the entry into
force of the Convention in its entirety between Botswana
and Denmark without Botswana benefiting from the
reservation.”

FINLAND

27 February 1996
With regard to the reservations, understandings and
declarations made by the United States of America upon

ratification:

"A reservation which consists of a general reference to
national law without specifying its contents does not
clearly define to the other Parties of the Convention the
extent to which the reserving State commits itself to the
Convention and therefore may cast doubts about the
commitment of the reserving State to fulfil its obligations
under the Convention. Such a reservation is aso, in the
view of the Government of Finland, subject to the general
principle to treaty interpretation according to which a
party may not invoke the provisions of its internal law as
Justification for failure to perform atreaty.

The Government of Finland therefore objects to the
reservation made by the United States to article 16 of the
Convention [(cf. Reservation I.él) . In this connection the
Government of Finland would also like to refer to its
objection to the reservation entered by the United States
with regard to article 7 of the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Risghts. [For the text of the objection
see under "Objections’ in chapter 1V.4].

13 December 1999
With regard to the declaration made by Bangladesh upon
accession:

"The Government of Finland has examined the
contents of the declaration made by the Government of
Bangladesh to Article 14 paragraph 1 to the Convention
Aganst Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Derqradmg
Treatment or Punishment and notes that the declaration
congtitutes a reservation as it seems to modify the
obl iganons of Bangladesh under the said article.

A reservation which consists of a general reference to
national law without specifying its contents does not
clearly define for the other Parties of the Convention the
extent to which the reserving State commits itself to the
Convention and therefore may raise doubts as to the
commitment ofthe reserving state to fulfil its obligations
under the Convention. Such a reservation is also, in the
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view of the Government of Finland, subject to the general
principle of treaty interpretation according to which a
party may not invoke the provisions of its domestic law as
Justification for afailure to perform its treaty obligations.

Therefore the Government of Finland objects to the
aforesaid reservation to Article 14 paragraph 1 made by
the Government of Bangladesh. This objection does not
Brecl ude the entry into force of the Convention between

angladesh and Finland. The Convention will thus
become operative between the two States without
Bangladesh benefitting from these reservations”.
16 January 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

"The Government of Finland has examined the context
of the reservation made by the Government of Qatar
regarding any interpretation incompatible with the
precepts of ISlamic law and the Islamic religion. The
Government of Finland notes that a reservation which
consists of a general reference to national law without
specifying its contents does not clearly define for the
other Parties to the Convention the extent to which the
reserving State commits itself to the Convention and may
therefore raise doubts as to the commitment of the
reserving state to fulfil its obligations under the
Convention. Such a reservation, in the view of the
Government of Finland, is subject to the general principle
of treaty interpretation according to which a party may
not invoke the provisions of its domestic law as
justification for afailure to E_erform itstreaty obligations.

The Government of Finland aso notes that the
reservation of Qatar, being of such ageneral nature, raises
doubts as to the full commitment of Qatar to the object
and purpose of the Convention and would like to recall
that, according to the Vienna Convention on the Law of
the Treaties, a r@ervanon_mcon;flan ble with the object
and purpose of the Convention shall not be permitted.

~ For the above-mentioned reasons the Government of
Finland objects to the reservation made by the
Government of Qatar. This objection does not preclude
the entry into force of the Convention between Qatar and
Finland. The Convention will thus become operative
between the two States without Qatar benefitting from
this reservation."

FRANCE

30 September 1999
With regard to the declaration made by Bangladesh upon
accession:

The Government of France notes that the declaration
made by Bangladesh in fact constitutes a reservation since
itisamed at precl udmg or modifying the legal effect of
certain provisons of the treaty. A reservation which
consists in a general reference to domestic law without
specifying its contents does not clearly indicate to the
other parties to what extent the State which issued the
reservation commits itself when acceding to the
Convention. The Government of France considers the
reservation of Bang}l1ade£h incompatible with the objective
and purpose of the treaty, in respect of which the
provisions relating to the right of victims of acts of torture
to obtain redress and compensation, which ensure the
effectiveness and tangible realization of obligations under
the Convention, are essential, and consequently lodges an
objection to the reservation entered by Bangladesh
regarding article 14, paragraph 1. This objection does not
Erevent the entr\#/ into force of the Convention between

angladesh and France.

24 January 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

The Government of the French Republic has carefully
considered the reservation made by the Government of
Qatar to the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment of 10
December 1984, whereby it excludes any interpretation of
the Convention which would be incompatible with the
precepts of Islamic law and the Islamic religion. The
reservation, which seeks to give precedence to domestic
law and practices over the Convention to an indeterminate
extent, is comprehensive in scope. Its terms undermine
the commitment of Qatar and make it impossible for the
other States parties to assess the extent of that
commitment. = The Government of France
consequently objects to the reservation made by Qatar.

24 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

The Government of the French Republic has
considered the reservations made b)'qthe Islamic Republic
of Pakistan upon its ratification of the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment on 23 June 2010.

Concerning the reservations to articles 3, 4, 6, 12, 13
and 16, France considers that in seeking to exclude the
application of provisions of the Convention, insofar as
they might be contrary to or inconsistent with laws
relating to extradition and foreigners, the Constitution of
Pakistan and Sharia law, the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
has made reservations of a general and indeterminate
nature. Indeed, these reservations are vague since they do
not specify which provisions of domestic law are affected.
Thus, they do not allow other States Parties to appreciate
the extent of the commitment of the Islamic Republic of
Pekistan, including the competibility of the provisions
with the object and purpose of the Convention.

_The Government of the French Republic therefore
objects to the reservations made by the Islamic Republic
of Pakistan. However, this objection shall not preclude the
g;tlplst into force of the Convention between France and

istan.

GERMANY

23 January 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

“The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany
has examined the reservation to the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degradin
Treatment or Punishment made by the Government o
Qatar. The Government of the Federa Republic of
Germar)g. is of the view that the reservation with regard to
compatibility of the rules of the Convention with the
precepts of Islamic law and the ISlamic religion raises
doubts as to the commitment of Qatar to fulfil its
obligations under the Convention. The Government of
the Federa Republic of Germany considers this
reservation to be incompatible with the object and
purpose of the Convention. Therefore the
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany objects
to the aforesaid reservation made by the Government of
Qatar to the Convention. )

This objection does not preclude the entry into force of
the(:j %)nventlon between the Federal Republic of Germany
and Qatar."

GREECE

22 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:
“The Government of the Hellenic Republic considers
that the reservation with respect to Article 3, a core
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provison of the Convention, which .sub#'ects_ its
application to the laws of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan
relating to extradition and foreigners without specifying
their content, is incompatible with the object and purpose
of the above Convention. . )

Moreover, the Government of the Hellenic Republic
considers that the reservations with respect to Articles 4,
12, 13 and 16, which contain a genera reference to the
Provisions of the Constitution of Pakistan and Sharia laws
do not specify the extent of the derogation there from and,
therefore, are incompatible with the object and purpose of
the Convention.

For those reasons the Government of the Hellenic
Republic objects to the abovementioned reservations
formulated by the Islamic Republic of Pakistan.”

IRELAND

23 June 2011
Objection to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

“The Government of Ireland has examined the
reservations made on 23 June 2010 by the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan upon retification of the Convention
against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment.

The Government of Ireland notes that the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan subjects Articles 3, 4, 6, 12, 13 and
16 to the Constitution of Pakistan, its domestic law and/or
Sharialaw. The Government of Ireland is of the view that
a reservation which consists of a general reference to the
Constitution or the domestic law of the reserving State or
to religious law, may cast doubt on the commitment of the
reserving state to fulfil its obligations under the
Convention. The Government of Irefland is of the view
that such general reservations are incompatible with the
object and purpose of the Convention and may undermine
the basis of international treaty law. .

The Government of Ireland therefore objects to the
reservations made by the Islamic Republic of Pakistan to
Articles 3, 4, 6, 12,713 and 16 of the Convention against
Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment. ]

This objection shall not preclude the entry into force
of the Covenant between Ireland and the I1slamic Republic
of Pakistan.”

LUXEMBOURG

6 April 2000
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

The Government of the Grand Duchy of Luxembour
has examined the reservation made by the Government o
the State of Qatar to [the Convention] regarding any
interpretation incompatible with the precepts of Islamic
law and the Islamic religion.

The Government of the Grand Duchy of Luxembour
considers that this reservation, by referring in a gener
way to both Islamic law and the Islamic religion without
specifying their content, raises doubts among other States
Parties about the degree to which the State of Qatar is
committed to the observance of the Convention.

The Government of the Grand Duchy of
Luxembourg believes that the aforementioned reservation
of the Government of the State of Qatar is incompatible
with the objective and purpose of the Convention,
because it refers to it as a whole and serioudly limits or
even excludes its application on a poorly defined basis, as
in the case of the global reference to Ilamic law.

Consequently, the Government of the Grand Duchy of
Luxembourg objects to the aforementioned reservation
made by the Government of the State of Qatar to [the
Convention]. ] This objection does not
prevent the entry into force of the Convention between
the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg and the State of Qatar.

NETHERLANDS

26 February 1996
With regard to the reservations, understandings and
declarations made by the United States of America upon

ratification:

"The Government of the Netherlands considers the
reservation made by the United States of America
regarding the article16 of [the Convention] to be
incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention, to which the obligation laid down in article
16 is essentia. Moreover, It is not clear how the
provisions of the Constitution of the United States of
America relate to the obligations under the Convention.
The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
therefore objects to the said reservation. This objection
shall not preclude the entry into force of the Convention
between the Kingdom of the Netherlands and the United
States of America )

The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
considers the following understandings to have no impact
on the obligations of the United States of America under
the Convention: ) ] )

. 1a This understanding appears to restrict
the scope of the definition of torture under article 1 of the
Convention.

1d This understanding diminishes the continuous
responsibility of public officials for behaviour of their
subordinates.

The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
reserves its position with regard to the understandings I1.
1Ib, 1c and 2 as the contents thereof are insufficiently
clear.

19 January 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

"The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
considers that the reservation concerning the national law
of Qatar, which seeks to limit the responsibilities of the
reserving State under the Convention by invokin
national law, may raise doubts as to the commitment o
this State to the object and purpose of the Convention
and, moreover, contribute to undermining the basis of
international treaty law.

It is in the common interest of States that treaties to
which they hav chosen to become Farty_ should be
respected, asto object and purpose, by all parties.

The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
therefore objects to the aforesaid reservation made by the
Government of Qatar. ]

This objection shall not preclude the entry into force
of the Convention between the Kingdom of the
Netherlands and Qatar."

NORWAY

18 January 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

"It is the Government of Norway's position that

paragraph (&) of the reservation, due to its unlimited scope
and undefined character, is contrary to the object and
purpose of the Convention, and thus impermissible
according to well established treaty law. The
Government of Norway therefore objects to paragraph (a)
of the reservation. ) )
_ This objection does not preclude the entry into forcein
its entirety of the Convention between the Kingdom of
Norway and Qatar. The Convention thus becomes
operative between Norway and Qatar without Qatar
benefitting from the said reservation.”
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4 October 2001
With regard to the reservation made by Botswana upon

ratification:

"The Government of Norwag has examined the
contents of the reservation made by the Government of
the Republic of Botswana upon ratification of the
Convention Against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or
Deglfadmg Treatment or Punishment.

he reservation's reference to the national Constitution
without further description of its contents, exempts the
other States Parties to the Convention from the possibility
of assessing the effects of the reservation. In addition, as
the reservation concerns one of the core provisions of the
Convention, it is the position of the Government of
Norway that the reservation is contrary to the object and
purpose of the Convention. Norway therefore objects to
the reservation made by the Government of Botswana.

This objection does not preclude the entry into forcein
its entirety of the Convention between the Kingdom of
Norway and the Republic of Botswana. The Convention
thus becomes operative between Norway and Botswana
without Botswana benefiting from the said reservation.”

PoLAND

3 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

“The Government of the Republic of Poland has
examined the reservations made by the Islamic Republic
of Pakistan upon accession to the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment adopted by General Assembly
of the United Nations on 10 December 1984, with regard
to Articles 3, 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, 16, 28 and 30 of the
Convention.

The Government of the Republic of Poland is of the
view that the implementation of the reservations aiming at
the elimination of the duty to fulfill by the reserving State
vital obligations enshrined in the Convention made by the
Islamic Republic of Pekistan with regard to Articles 3, 4,
6, 12, 13 and 16 of the Convention would make it
impossible to attain the objective of the Convention,
which is to protect entities from torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment and to
make the struggle aganst such violations of human rights
more effective. In consequence, according to Article 19
(c?]. of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Tresties,
which is a treaty and customary norm, these reservations
shall not be permitted as incompatible with the object and
purpose of the Convention. _

n order to justify its will to exclude the Ie%al
conseguences of certain provisions of the Convention, the
Islamic Republic of Pakistan raised in the reservations
with regard to Articles 3, 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 the
inconsistency of these provisions with its domestic
legisation. "The Government of the Republic of Poland
recalls that, according to Article 27 of the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties, which is a treaty and
customary norm, the State Party to an international
agreement may not invoke the provisions of its internal
law asjustification for its failure to perform atreaty.

The Islamic Republic of Pakistan refers in the above-
mentioned reservations to the Sharia laws and to its
domestic legislation as possibly affecting the application
of the Convention. Nonetheless it does specify the exact
content of these laws and legislation. As a result, it is
impossible to clearly define the extent to which the
reserving State has accepted the obligations of the
Convention.

Therefore, the Government of the Relpublic of Poland
objects to the reservations made by the Islamic Republic
of Pakistan upon accession to the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading

Treatment or Punishment adopted by the Genera
Assembly of the United Nations on 10 December 1984,
with regard to Articles 3, 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16.

This objection does not preclude the entry into force of
the Covenant between the Republic of Poland and the
Islamic Republic of Pakistan.”

SPAIN

13 December 1999
With regard to the declaration to article 14 (1) made by

Bangladesh upon accession:

The Government of the Kingdom of Spain considers
that this declaration is actually a reservation, since its
Purpose is to exclude or modify the application of the
egal effect of certain provisions of the Convention.
Moreover, in referring in a general way to the domestic
laws of Bangladesh, without specifying their content, the
reservation raises doubts among the other States parties as
to the extent to which the People's Republic of
Bangladesh is committed to ratifying the Convention.

e Government of the Kingdom of Spain believes
that the reservation lodged by the Government of the
People's Republic of Bangladesh is incompatible with the
objective and purpose of the Convention, for which the
provisions concerning redress and compensation for
victims of torture are essential factors in the concrete
fulfilment of the commitments made under the
Convention. ) .

The Government of the Kingdom of Spain therefore
states an objection to the above-mentioned reservation
lodged by the Government of the Peo_lple's Republic of
Bangladesh to the Convention against Torture and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment,
concerning article 14, paragraph 1, of that Convention.

This objection does not arfect the entry into force of
the above-mentioned Convention between the Kingdom
of Spain and the People's Republic of Bangladesh.

14 March 2000
With regard to the reservation made by Qatar upon
accession:

The Government of the Kin%dom of Spain has
examined the reservation made by the Government of the
State of Qatar to the Convention against Torture and
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment on 11 January 2000, as to any interpretation
of the Convention that is incompatible with the precepts
of Islamic law and the Islamic religion.

The Government of the Kingdom of Spain considers
that, by making a genera reference to Islamic law and
religion rather than to specific content, this reservation
raises doubts among the other States parties as to the
extent of the commitment of the State of Qatar to abide by
the Convention.

The Government of the Kingdom of Spain considers
the reservation made by the Government of the State of
Qatar to be incompatible with the purpose and aim of the
Convention, in that it relates to the entire Convention and
seriously limits or even excludes its application on a basis
which is not clearly defined, namely, a genera reference
to Islamic law. .

Accordingly, the Government of the Kingdom of
Spain objects to the above-mentioned reservation made
by the Government of the State of Qatar to the
Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment. ~ This _
objection does not prevent the Convention's entry into
force between the Government of Spain and the
Government of the State of Qatar.

SWEDEN
27 February 1996
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With regard to the reservations, understandings and
declarations made by the United States of America upon

ratification:

"The Government of Sweden would like to refer to its
objections to the reservations entered by the United States
of America with regard to article 7 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, [For the text of
the objections see under "Objections" in chapter 1V.4] .
The same reasons for objection appgl to the now entered
reservation with regard fo article 16 reservation | (é? of
[the Convention]. The Government of Sweden therefore
objects to that reservation.

It is the view of the Government of Sweden that the
understandings expressed by the United States of America
do not relieve the United States of America as a party to
the Convention from the responsibility to fulfil “the
obligations undertaken therein."

14 December 1999
With regard to the declaration to article 14 (1) made by

Bangladesh upon accession:

“In this context the Government of Sweden would like
to recall, that under well-established international treaty
law, the name assigned to a statement whereby the legal
effect of certain provisions of a treaty is excluded or
modified, does not determine its status as a reservation to
the treaty. Thus, the Government of Sweden considers
that the declaration made by the Government of
Bangladesh, in the absence of further clarification, in
substance congtitutes a reservation to the Convention.

The Government of Sweden notes that the said
declaration imply that the said article of the Convention is
being made sut?ect to a general reservation referring to
the contents of existing laws and regulations in the
country.

The Government of Sweden is of the view that this
declaration raises doubts as to the commitment of
Bangladesh to the object and purpose of the Convention
and would recall that, according to well-established
international law, a resertion incompatible with the object
and purpose of atreaty shall not be permitted.

It is in the common interest of States that treaties to
which they have chosen to become parties are respected,
as to their object and purpose, by all parties and that
States are prepared to undertake anly legislative changes
necessary to comply with their obligations under these
treaties.

The Government of Sweden therefore objects to the
aforesaid declaration made by the Government of
Bangladesh to the Convention against Torture and other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.

27 April 2000
With regard to the reservations made by the Qatar upon
accession:

"The Government of Sweden has examined the
reservations made by the Government of Qatar at the time
of its accession to the [Convention], as to the competence
of the committee and to any interpretation of the
provisions of the Convention that is incompatible with the
precepts of Islamic laws and the Islamic religion.

The Government of Sweden is of the view that as
regards the latter, this general reservation, which does not
clearly specify the provisions of the Convention to which
it applies and the extent of the derogation therefrom,
raises doubts as to the commitment of Qatar to the object
and purpose of the Convention.

It is in the common interest of States that tresties to
which they have chosen to become parties are respected
as to their object and purpose, and that States are prepared
to undertake any legislative changes necessary to comply
with their obligations under the treaties, .

According to customary law as codified in the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties, a reservation
incompatible with the object and purpose of the

Convention shall not be permitted. The Government of
Sweden therefore objects to the aforesaid genera
reservation made by the Government of Qatar to the
[Conv_ennog. ]

This shall not preclude the entry into force of the
Convention between the State of gatarand the Kingdom

of Sweden, without Qatar benefiting from the said
reservation”.

2 Octaober 2001
With regard to the reservation made by the Botswana

upon ratification:

"The Government of Sweden has examined the
reservation made by Botswana upon rétification of the
1984 Convention ‘Against Torture and other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degr |n% Trestment or Punishment,
regardmg article 1 of the Convention. . ]

The Government of Sweden notes that the said article
of the Convention is being made subject to a genera
reservation referring to the contents of existing legislation
in Botswana. Article 1.2 of the Convention states that the
definition of torture in article 1.1 is "without prejudice to
any international instrument or national legislation which
does or may contain provisions of wider application”.

The Government of Sweden is of the view that this
reservation, in the absence of further clarification, raises
doubts as to the commitment of Botswana to the object
and eJ)urpose of the Convention. The government of
Sweden would like to recall that, according to customary
international law as codified in the Vienna Convention on
the Law of Treaties, a reservation incompatible with the
object and purpose of atreaty shall not be permitted.

It is in the common interest of States that tresties to
which they have chosen to become parties are respected
as to their object and purpose, by al parties, and that
States are prepared to undertake any legislative changes
necessary to comply with their obligations under the
treaties.

The Government of Sweden therefore objects to the
aforesaid reservation made by the Government of
Botswana to the Convention Against Torture and other
Cruel, Inhuman or Dﬁrading Treatment or Punishment.

This objection shall not preclude the entry into force
of the Convention between Botswana and Sweden. The
Convention enters into force in its entirety between the
two States, without Botswana benefiting from its
reservation.”

29 September 2008

With regard to the interpretative declaration made by
Thailand upon accession:;

“The Government of Sweden recalls that the
designation assigned to a statement does not determine
whether or not it constitutes a reservation to a treaty. If
the legal effect of certain provisions of a treaty is
excluded or modified by an interpretative declaration, this
in fact amounts to areservation. o

Since the application of a number of provisions of the
Convention have been made subject to provisions of the
Thai Penal Code it is unclear to what extent the Kingdom
of Thailand considers itself bound by the obligations of
the treaty. Thisin turn raises doubts as to the commitment
of the Kingdom of Thailand to the object and purpose of
the Convention. This applies in particular to the
declaration

made under Article 1 of the Convention which
contains a clear and generally recognized definition of the
concept of torture. .

The Government of Sweden therefore objects to the
aforesaid reservation made by the Kingdom of Thailand
to the Convention Against” Torture and other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.

This objection shall not precludethe entry into force of
the Convention between the Kingdom of Thailand and
Sweden, without the Kingdom of Thailand benefiting
from its reservation.”
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22 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

“The Government of Sweden is of the view that these
reservations raise serious doubt as to the commitment of
the Islamic Republic of Pakistan to the object and purpose
of the Convention, as the reservations are likely to deprive
the provisions of the Convention of their effect and are
contrary to the object and purpose thereof.

The Government of Sweden would like to recall that,
according to customary international law as codified in
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, a
reservation incompatible with the object and purpose of a
treaty shall not be permitted. It isin the common interest

of States that treaties to which they have chosen to
become parties are respected as to their object and
pu(rJoose, by al parties, and that States are prepared to
unaertake any legislative changes necessary to comply
with their obligations under the treaties.

The Government of Sweden therefore objects to the
aforesaid reservations made by the Islamic Republic of
Pakistan to the Convention against Torture and other
Cruel, Inhuman or D%%rading Treatment or Punishment.

This objection shall not preclude the entry into force
of the Convention between Pekistan and Sweden. The
Convention enters into force in its entirety between the
two States, without Pakistan benefiting from these
reservations.”

Declarations made under articles 21 and 22
(Declarations recognizing the Competence of the Committee against Torture)
(Unless otherwise indicated, the declarations were made
upon ratification, accession or succession.)

ALGERIA

Article 21

The Algerian Government declares, pursuant to article
21 of the Convention, that it recognizes the competence of
the Committee Against Torture to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention.
Article 22

The Algerian Government declares, pursuant to article
22 of the Convention, that it recognizes the competence of
the Committee to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of
the provisions of the Convention.

ANDORRA

22 November 2006

1 The Principality of Andorra recognizes,

in accordance with article 21 of the Convention, the

competence of the Committee against Torture to receive

and consider communications to the effect that a State

Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under the Convention.

. The Pri ncic?ality_ of Andorra recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications from or on behaf of
individuals subject to its jurisdiction, who claim to be
victims of aviolation of the provisions of the Convention.

ARGENTINA

The Argentine Republic recognizes the competence of
the Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention. It also recognizes the competence of the
Committee to receive and consider communications from
or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of the
provisions of the Convention.

AUSTRALIA

28 January 1993

"The Government of Australia hereby declares that it
recognises, for and on behalf of Australia, the competence
of the Committee to receive and consider communications

to the effect that a State Party claims that another State
Party is not fulfilling its obligations under the aforesaid
Convention; and ) )
The Government of Australia hereby declares that it
recognises, for and on behalf of Australia, the competence
of the Committee to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to Australids
jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation by a
State Party of the provisions of the aforesaid Convention.”

AUSTRIA

"Austria recognizes the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
to the effect that a State Party claims that another State
Party is not fulfilling its obligations under this
Convention. ) )

"Austria recognizes the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to Austrian
jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation of the
provisions of the Convention."

AZERBAIJAN

4 February 2002
..... the Government of the Republic of Azerbaijan
declares that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention.”

BELGIUM

In accordance with article 21, paragraph 1, of the
Convention, Belgium declares that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications to the effect that a State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under the Convention."

In accordance with article 22, paragraph 1, of the
Convention, Belgium declares that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications from or on behaf of
individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention.
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BoLiviA

14 February 2006

"The Government of Bolivia recognizes the

competence of the Committee against Torture as provided
for under article 21 of the Convention."

"The Government of Bolivia recognizes the

competence of the Committee against Torture as provided
for under article 22 of the Convention."

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

4 June 2003

“The State of Bosnia and Herzegovina..., accepts

without reservations the competence of the Committee
Against Torture [in accordance with article 22].”

BrAZIL

26 June 2006
..... the Federative Republic of Brazil recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider denunciations of violations of the provisions
of the Convention against Torture and Other Crud,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, adopted
in New York on December 10, 1984, as permitted by
Article 22 of the Convention."

BULGARIA

12 May 1993
"The Republic of Bulgaria declares that in accordance
with article 21 (2) of the Convention it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications to the effect that a State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under this Convention." )
he Republic of Bulgaria declares that in accordance
with article 22 (1) of the Convention it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications from or on behalf of
individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
this Convention."

BURUNDI

10 June 2003
The Government of the Republic of Burundi declares
that it recognizes the competence of the Committee of the
United Nations against Torture to receive and consider
individual communications in accordance with article 22,
[IJ_aragraph 1 of the United Nations Convention against
orture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degradmg
Treatment or Punishment, adopted at New York on 1
December 1984.

CAMEROON

12 October 2000

[The Reﬁublic of Cameroon declares], that [it]
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications from a
State Party claiming that the Republic of Cameroon is not
fulfilling its obligations under the Convention. However,
such communications will not be receivable unless they
refer to situations and facts subsequent to this declaration
and emanate from a State Party which has made a similar
declaration indicating its reciprocal acceptance of the
competence of the Committee with regard to itself at least
twelve (12) months before submitting itS communication.
[The Republic of Cameroon also declares] that it
recognizes, in the case of situations and facts subsequent
to this declaration, the competence of the Committee

against Torture to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of aviolation by a State Party of
the provisions of the Convention.

CANADA

13 November 1989

"The Government of Canada declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee Against
Torture, pursuant to article 21 of the said Convention, to
receive and consider communications to the effect that a
state Party claims that another state party is not fulfilling
its obligations under this Convention.

"The Government of Canada also declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee Against
Torture, pursuant to article 22 of the said Convention, to
receive and consider communications from or on behalf
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of a violation by a state party of the provisions of
the Convention."

CHILE

15 March 2004

By virtue of the powers vested in me by the
Constitution of the Republic of Chile, | should like to
declare that the Government of Chile recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture established
pursuant to article 17 of the Convention against Torture
and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment, adopted by the General Assembly of the
United Nations in resolution 39/46 of 10 December 1984,
with respect to acts of which the commencement of
execution is subsequent to the communication of this
declaration by the Republic of Chile to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations: o

(8 To receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State party claims that the State of Chile is
not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention, in
accordance with article 21 thereof; and

b) To receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation by the State of Chile of
the provisions of the Convention, in accordance with
article 22 thereof.

CostA RICA

27 February 2002
..... the Republic of Costa Rica, with a view to
strengthening the international instruments in this field
and in accordance with full respect for human rights, the
essence of Costa Ricas foreign policy, recognizes,
unconditionally and during the period of validity of the
Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment, the competence of
the Committee to receive and consider communications to
the effect that a State Party claims that another State Party
is not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention.
Furthermore, the Republic of Costa Rica recognizes,
unconditionally and_during the period of validity of the
Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment, the competence of
the Committee to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of
the Frow sions of the Convention. .
he foregoing is in accordance with articles 21 and 22
of the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, adopted
% 8th United Nations General Assembly on 10 December
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CROATIA

Made upon succession:

"[The] Republic of Croatia . . . accepts the competence
of the Committee in accordance with articles 21 and 22 of
the said Convention."

CYPRUS

8 April 1993

"The Republic of Cyprus recognizes the competence

of the Committee established under article 17 of the
Convention [...]:

. to receive and consider communications
to the effect that a State Party claims that another State
Party is not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention
(article 21), and

. to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of
the provisions of the Convention (Article 22)."

CzECH REPUBLIC

3 September 1996

_The Czech Republic declares that in accordance with
article21, paragraph 1, of the Convention that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee to receive
and consider communications to the effect that a State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under this Convention.

The Czech Republic declares, in accordance with
article 22, paragraph 1, of the Convention, it recognizes
the competence of the Committee to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals within
its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of violation by a
State Party of the provisions of the Convention.

DENMARK

"The Government of Denmark [. . .] recognizes the
competence of the Committee to receive and consider
communications to the effect that the State PartY clams
that another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations
under this Convention.

"The Government of Denmark [. . .] recognizes the
competence of the Committee to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violafion
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention."

EcCUADOR

6 September 1988

The Ecuadorian State, pursuant to article 21 of the
International Convention Against Torture and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment,
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is
not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention; it also
recognizes in regard to itself the competence of the
Committee, in accordance with article 21.

It further declares, in accordance with the provisions
of article 22 of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violafion
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention.

FINLAND

"Finland declares that it recognizes fully the
competence of the Committee against Torture as specified

in article 21, paragraph 1 and article 22, paragraph 1 of
the Convention."

FRANCE

23 June 1988

The Government of France declares [. . .] that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is
not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention.

The Government of France declares [. . ] that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of the
provisions of the Convention.

GEORGIA

30 June 2005

"In accordance with article 21, paragraph 1, of the
Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment done at New York
on December 10, 1984 Georgia hereby declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture under the conditions laid down in article 21, to
receive and consider communications to the effect that
another state party claims that Georgia is not fulfilling its
obligations under this Convention.

In accordance with article 22, paragraph 1, of the
Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or
Deg[r)admg Treatment or Punishment done at New York
on December 10, 1984 Georgia hereby declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture under the conditions laid down in article 22, to
receive and consider communications from or on behalf
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of a violation by Georgia of the provisions of the
Convention."

GERMANY

19 October 2001
In_accordance with article 21 (1) of the Convention,
the Federal Republic of Germany declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is
not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention.  In
accordance with article 22 (1) of the Convention, the
Federal Republic of Germany declares that it recognizes
the competence of the Committee against Torture to
receive and consider communications from or on behalf
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of a violation by the Federa Republic of
Germany of the provisions of the Convention.

GHANA

“The Government of the Republic of Ghana
recognises the competence of the Committee Against
Torture to consider complaints brouggrt by or a%aj nst the
Republic in respect of another State Party which has made
a Declaration recognising the competence of the
Committee as well” as_individuals subject to the
jurisdiction of the Republic who claim to be victims of
any violations by the Republic of the provsions of the said
Convention. . .

The Government of the Republic of Ghana interprets
Article 21 and Article 22 as giving the said Committee the
competence to receive and consider complaints in respect
of matters occurring after the said Convention had entered
into force for Ghana and shall not apply to decisions, acts,
omissions or events relating to matters, events, omissions,
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acts or developments occurring before Ghana becomes a
party.”

GREECE

Article 21

The Hellenic Republic declares, pursuant to article 21,
paragraph 1, of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications to the effect that a State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under the Convention.
Article 22

The Hellenic Republic declares, pursuant to article 22,
paragraph 1, of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications from or on behaf of
individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claims to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention.

GUATEMALA

25 September 2003
In accordance with article 22 of the Convention..., the
Republic of Guatemala recognizes the competence of the
Committee to receive and consider communications from
or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation of the provisions of the
Convention in respect of acts, omissions, situations or
events occurring after the date of the present declaration.

HUNGARY

13 September 1989

[The Government of Hungary] recognizes the

competence of the Committee against Torture provided
for in articles 21 and 22 of the Convention.

| CELAND

23 October 1996
"[The Government of Iceland declares], pursuant to
article 21, paragraph 1, of the [said] Convention, that
Iceland recognizes the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
to the effect that a State Party claims that another State
Party is not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention
and, pursuant to article 22, para%raph 1, of the
Convention, that Iceland recognizes the competence of
the Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention."

|RELAND

11 April 2002

"Ireland declares, in accordance with article 21 of the
Convention, that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention.

Ireland declares, in accordance with article 22 of the
Convention, that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention.”

ITALY
10 October 1989

"Article 21: Italy hereby declares, in accordance with
article21, paragraph 1, of the Convention, that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is
not fulfilling its obligations under this Convention; _

"Article 22: Italy hereby declares, in accordance with
article22, paragraph 1, of the Convention, that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
torture to receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of violations by a State Party of the
provisions of the Convention."

JAPAN

“The Government of Japan declares under article 21 of
the Convention that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention.”

KAZAKHSTAN

21 February 2008

In accordance with article 21, paragraph 1: _

"..., the Republic of Kazakhstan hereby declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
torture under the conditions laid down in article 21, to
receive and consider communications to the effect that
another state party claims that the Republic of Kazakhstan
is not fulfilling its obligations under this Convention.”

In accordance with article 22, paragraph 1: .

"..., the Republic of Kazakhstan hereby declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
torture under the conditions laid down in article 22, to
receive and consider communications from or on behalf
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of a violation by the Republic of Kazakhstan of
the provisions of the Convention.

LIECHTENSTEIN

The Principality of Liechtenstein recognizes, in
accordance with ‘article 21, paragraph 1, of the
Convention, the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is
not fulfilling its obligations under this Convention. ]

The Principality of Liechtenstein recognizes in
accordance with article 22, paragraph 1, the competence
of the Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention.

LUXEMBOURG

Article 21

The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg hereby declares . .
. that it recognizes the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
to the effect that a State Party claims that another State
Party is not fulfilling its obligations under this
Convention.
Article 22

The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg hereby declares|. .
. that it recognizes the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of
the provisions of the Convention.
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MALTA

The Government of Malta fuljly recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture as specified
in article 21, paragraph 1, and article 22, paragraph 1, of
the Convention.

MEXIcO

15 March 2002

The United Mexican States recognizes as duly binding
the competence of the Committee against™ Torture,
established by article 17 of the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment, adopted by the United Nations
General Assembly on 10 December 1984.

Pursuant to Article 22 of the Convention, the United
Mexican States declares that it recognizes the competence
of the Committee to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of
the provisions of the Convention.

MONACO

In accordance with article 21, paragreph 1, of the
Convention, the Principality of Monaco declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is
not fulfilling its obligations under this Convention.

In accordance with article 22, paragreph 1, of the
Convention, the Principality of Monaco declares, that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of the
provisions of the Convention.

M ONTENEGRO®

Confirmed upon succession:

"Y ugoslavia recognizes, in compliance with article 21,
paragraph 1 of the Convention, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications in which one State Party to the
Convention claims that another State Party does not fulfil
the obligations pursuant to the Convention;

"Yugoslavia recognizes, in conformity with article 22,
paragraph 1 of the Convention, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention.”

MoRoccO

19 October 2006
The Government of the Kingdom of Morocco
declares, under article 22 of the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or De%radmg
Treatment or Punishment, that it recognizes, on the date
of deposit of the present document, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation,
subsequent to the date of deposit of the present document,
of the provisions of the Convention.

NETHERLANDS

"With respect to article 21.

The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
hereby declares that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture under the conditions laid

down in article 21, to receive and consider
communications to the effect that another State Party
claims that the Kingdom is not fulfilling its obligations
under this Convention;

"With respect to article 22:

The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
hereby declares that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture, under the conditions laid
down in article 22, to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by the Kingdom of the provisions of the Convention."

NEW ZEALAND

"1. In accordance with article 21, paragraph 1, of
the Convention, [the Government of New Zealand
declares] that it recognises the competence of the
Committee Against Torture to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
the Convention; and ) )

"2.  In accordance with article 22, paragragh 1, of
the Convention, [the Government of New Zealand]
recognises the competence of the Committee Against
Torture to receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of the
provisions of the Convention."

NORWAY

"Norway recognizes the competence of the Committee
to receive and consider communications to the effect that
a State Party claims that ancther State Party is not
fulfilling its obligations under this Convention. .

"Norway recognizes the competence of the Committee
to receive and consider communications from or on behal f
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention."

PARAGUAY

29 May 2002

..... the Government of the Republic of Paraguay
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture, pursuant to articles 21 and 22 of the Convention
against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degradin
Treatment or Punishment, approved by the Gener
Assembly of the United Nations on 10 December 1984.

..... the Honourable National Congress of the Republic
of Paraguay has granted its approval Tor the recognition of
the competence of the Committee to receive
communications from States parties and individuals.

PERU

The Republic of Peru recognizes, in accordance with
Article 21 of the Convention against Torture and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment,
the competence of the Committee against Torture to
receive and consider communications to the effect that a
State Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling
its obligations under the said Convention.

Likewise, the Republic of Peru recognizes, in
accordance with the provisions of Article 22 of the above-
mentioned Convention, the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
from or on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of aviolation by a State Party of
the provisions of the Convention.
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PoLAND

12 May 1993
"The Government of the Republic of Poland, in
accordance with articles 21 and 22 of the Convention,
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that the Republic of Poland
is not fulfilling its obligations under the Convention or
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by the Republic of Poland of the provisions of the
Convention."

PORTUGAL

"Article 21

Portugal hereby declares, in accordance with article
21, paragraph 1, of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee Against Torture to receive
and consider communications to the effect that the State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under this Convention.
"Article 22

Portugal hereby declares, in accordance with article
22, paragraph 1 of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee Against Torture to receive
and consider communications from or on behaf of
individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of violation by State Party of the provisions of the
Convention."

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

9 November 2007

The Republic of Korea recognizes the competence of
the Committee against Torture, pursuant to Article 21 of
the ..... Convention, to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention. .. _

[The Republic of Korea] ..... recognizes the
competence of the ..... Committee [against Torture],
pursuant to Article 22 of the ..... Convention, to receive
and consider communications from or on behaf of
individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention.

RussIAN FEDERATION?®

1 October 1991

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declares that,
pursuant to article 21 of the Convention, it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications in respect of situations and
events occurring after the adoption of the present
declaration, to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
the Convention.

The Union of Soviet Socidist Republics also declares
that, pursuant to article 22 of the Convention, it
recognizes the competence of the Committee to receive
and consider communications in respect of situations or
events occurring after the adoption of the present
declaration, from or on behalf of individuals subject to its
jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation by a
State Party of the provisions of the Convention.

SENEGAL

16 October 1996
~ The Government of the Republic of Senegal declares,
in accordance with article 21, paragraph 1, of the
Convention that it recognizes the competence of the

Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communciations to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention.

_ The Government of the Republic of Senegal declares,
in accordance with article 22, paragraph 1, of the
Convention that it recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention.

SERBIA

Confirmed upon succession:

"Yugoslavia recognizes, in compliance with article 21,
paragraph 1 of the Convention, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications in which one State Party to the
Convention claims that another State Party does not fulfil
the obligations pursuant to the Convention;

"Yugoslavia recognizes, in conformity with article 22,
paragraph 1 of the Convention, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject
to its jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation
by a State Party of the provisions of the Convention."

SEYCHELLES

6 August 2001

Article 22:
“The Republic of Seychelles accepts without
[reservanons the competence of the Committee Against
orture.”

SLOVAKIA

17 March 1995

"The Slovak Republic, pursuant to article 21 of the
[said Convention] recognizes the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications to the effect that a State Party claims that
another State Party is not fulfilling its obligations under
this Convention.”

"The Slovak Republic further declares, pursuant to
article22 of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee to receive and consider
communications from individuals subject to its
jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation by a
State Party of the provisions of the Convention."

SLOVENIA

"1. The Republic of Slovenia declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture, pursuant to article 21 of the said Convention, to
receive and consider communications to the effect that a
State Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling
its obligations under this Convention. .

2. The Republic of Slovenia also declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture, pursuant to article 22 of the said Convention, to
receive and consider communications from or on behalf
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention.”

SOUTH AFRICA

"The Republic of South Africa declares that:

(a) it recognises, for the purposes of article 21 of the
Convention, the competence of the Committee Against
Torture to receive and consider communications that a
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State Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling
its obligations under the Convention;

(b) 1t recognises, for the purposes of article 22 of the
Convention, the competence of the Committee Against
Torture to receive and consider communications from, or
on behalf of individuals who claim to be victims of torture
by a State Party.

SPAIN

Spain declares that, pursuant to article 21, paragraph 1,
of the Convention, it recognizes the competence of the
Committee to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that the Spanish State is
not .fulfilling its obligations under this Convention. It is
Spain's understanding that, pursuant to the above-
mentioned article, such communications shall be accepted
and processed only if they come from a State Party which
has made a similar declaration.

Spain declares that, pursuant to article 22, paragraph |,
of the Convention, it recognizes the competence of the
Committee to receive and consider communications sent
by, or on behalf of, persons subject to Spanish jurisdiction
who claim to be victims of a violation by the Spanish
State of the provisions of the Convention. = Such
communications must be consistent with the provisions of
the above-mentioned article and, in particular, of its

paragraph 5.

SWEDEN

"Sweden recognizes the competence of the Committee
to receive and consider communications to the effect that
a State Party claims that ancther State Party is not
fulfilling its obligations under this Convention. ]

" Sweden recognizes the competence of the Committee
to receive and consider communications from or on behal f
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention."

SWITZERLAND

(8 Pursuant to the Federal Decree of 6 October
1986 on the approval of the Convention against Torture
and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment, the Federal Council declares, in accordance
with article 21, paragraph 1, of the Convention, that
Switzerland recognizes the competence of the Committee
against Torture to receive and consider communications
to the effect that a State Party claims that Switzerland is
not fulfilling its obligations under this Convention.

(b)  Pursuant to the above-mentioned Federal Decree,
the Federal Council declares, in accordance with article
22, paragraph 1, of the Convention, that Switzerland
recognizes the competence of the Committee to receive
and consider communications from or on behaf of
individuals su_bjlec_t to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of a violation by Switzerland of the provisions of
the Convention.

ToGo

The Government of the Republic of Togo recognizes
the competence of the Committee against Torture to
receive and consider communications to the effect that a
State Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling
its obligations under this Convention.

The Government of the Republic of Togo recognizes
the competence of the Committee against Torture to
receive and consider communications from or on behalf
of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to be
victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of
the Convention.

TUNISIA

[The Government of Tunisia] declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee Against
Torture provided for in article 17 of the Convention to
receive communications pursuant to articles 21 and 22,
thereby withdrawing any reservation made on Tunisias
behalf in this connection.

TURKEY

"The Government of Turk% declares, pursuant to
article 21, paragraph 1, of the Convention that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee Against
Torture to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party is not fulfilling its obligations
under the Convention.

‘The Government of Turkey declares, pursuant to
article 22, paragraph 1, of the Convention that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee Against
Torture to receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who
claim to be victims of a violation by a State Party of the
provisions of the Convention."

UGANDA

19 December 2001
"In accordance with Article 21 of the Convention, the
Government of the Republic of Uganda declares that it
recognizes the competence of the Committee against
Torture to recelve and consider communications
submitted by another State party, provided that such other
State Party’ has made a declaration under Article 21
recognizing the competence of the Committee to receive
and consider communicationsin regard to itself."

UKRAINEY

UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN
|RELAND

"The Government of the United Kingdom declares
under article 21 of the said Convention that it recognizes
the competence of the Committee Against Torture to
receive and consider communications submitted by
another State Party, provided that such other State Party
has, not less than twelve months prior to the submission
% it of a communication in regard to the United

ingdom, made a declaration under article 21 recognizing
the competence of the Committee to receive and consider
communications in regard to itself."

UNITED STATESOF AMERICA

"The United States declares, pursuant to article 21,
paragraph 1, of the Convention, that it recognizes the
competence of the Committee against Torture to receive
and consider communications to the effect that a State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under the Convention. It is the understandin
of the United States that, pursuant to the above-mention
article, such communications shall be accepted and
processed only if they come from a State Party which has
made asimilar declaration.”

URUGUAY

27 July 1988

The Government of Uruguay _recognizes the

competence of the Committee Against Torture to receive

and consider communications referring to the said articles
[21 and 22].
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VENEZUELA (BOLIVARIAN REPUBLIC OF)

26 April 1994
"The Government of the Republic of Venezuela
recognizes the competence of the Committee against

CzECH REPUBLIC

20 June 2011
With regard to the reservations made by Pakistan upon

ratification:

“The Czech Republic believes that the reservations of
Pakistan made to Articles 3, 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, and 16 of the
Convention, if put into practice, would result in restriction
and weakening of the universal prohibition of torture.
Such restriction or weakening is contrary to the object and
purpose of the Convention. Furthermore, Pakistan
SléIPportS reservations to Articles 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 by
references to its domestic law, which is, in the opinion of
the Czech Republic, unacceptable under customary
international law, as codified in Article 27 of the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties. Findly, the
reservationsto Articles 4, 6, 12, 13 and 16 that refer to the
notions such as “Constitution of Pakistan” and “Sharia
laws’ and to Article 3 that refer to the notions such as
“the provisions of its laws relating to extradition and
foreigners’, without specifying its contents, do not clearly

Torture as provided for under articles 21 and 22 of the
Convention."

YUGOSLAVIA (FORMER)*

define for the other States Parties to the Convention the
extent to which the reserving State has accepted the
obligations under the Convention.

It is in the common interest of States that treaties to
which they have chosen to become parties are respected
as to their object and purpose, by al parties, and that
States are prepared to undertake any legislative changes
necessary to comply with their obligations under the
treaties.  According to Article 28 paragraph 2 of the
Convention and according to customary international law
as codified in the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Tresties, areservation that is incompatible with the object
and purpose of atreaty shall not be permitted. .

he Czech Republic, therefore, objects to the aforesaid
reservations made by Pekistan to the Convention. This
objection shall not preclude the entry into force of the
Convention between the Czech Republic and Pakistan.
The Convention enters into force in its entirety between
the Czech Republic and Pekistan, without Pakistan
benefiting from its reservation.”

Notes:

Including the provisions of articles 21 and 22 concerning
the competence of the Committee against Torture, more than
five States having, prior to that date, declared that they
recognized the competence of the Committee against Torture, in
accordance with the said articles.

1

2 Official Records of the General Assembly of the United
Nations, Thirty-ninth session, Supplement No. 51 (A/39/51), p.
197.

3 The German Democratic Republic had signed and ratified
the Convention on 7 April 1986 and 9 September 1987,
respectively, with the following reservations and declaration:

Reservations:

The German Democratic Republic declares in accordance with
article 28, paragraph 1 of the Convention that it does not
recognize the competence of the Committee provided for in
article 20.

The German Democratic Republic declares in accordance with
article 30, paragraph 2 of the Convention that it does not
consider itself bound by paragraph | of thisarticle.

Declaration:

The German Democratic Republic declares that it will bear its
share only of those expenses in accordance with article 17,
paragraph 7, and article 18, paragraph 5, of the Convention
arising from activities under the competence of the Committee
as recognized by the German Democratic Republic.

In this regard, the Government of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland declared, in a letter
accompanying its instrument of ratification, the following:

"The Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland has taken note of the reservations formulated
by the Government of the German Democratic Republic
pursuant to article 28, paragraph 1, and article 30, paragraph 2,
respectively, and the declaration made by the German
Democratic Republic with reference to article 17, paragraph 7,
and article 18, paragraph 5. It does not regard the said
declaration as affecting in any way the obligations of the
German Democratic Republic as a State Party to the Convention
(including the obligations to meet its share of the expenses of
the Committee on Torture as apportioned by the first meeting of
the States Parties held on 26 November 1987 or any subsequent
such meetings) and do not accordingly raise objections to it. It
reserves the rights of the United Kingdom in their entirety in the
event that the said declaration should at any future time be
claimed to affect the obligations of th German Democratic
Republic as aforesaid.”

Moreover, the Secretary-General had received from the
following States, objections to the declaration made by the
German Democratic  Republic, on the dates indicated
hereinafter:

France (23 June 1988) :

France makes an objection to [the declaration] which it
considers contrary with the object and purpose of the
Convention.

The said objection is not an obstacle to the entry into force of
the said Convention between France and the German
Democratic Republic.
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Luxembourg (9 September 1988):

The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg objects to this declaration,
which it deems to be a reservation the effect of which would be
to inhibit activities of the Committee in a manner incompatible
with the purpose and the goal of the Convention.

The present objection does not constitute an obstacle to the
entry into force of the said Convention between the Grand
Duchy of Luxembourg and the German Democratic Republic.

Sweden (28 September 1988):

"According to article 2, paragraph 1 (d) of the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties a unilatera statement,
whereby a State e.g. when ratifying a treaty purports to exclude
the legal effect of certain provisions of the Treaty in their
application, is regarded as a reservation. Thus, such unilateral
statements are considered as reservations regardless of their
name or phrase. The Government of Sweden has come to the
conclusion that the declaration made by the German Democratic
Republic is incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention and therefore isinvalid according to article 19 (c) of
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. For this reason
the Government of Sweden objects to this declaration.”

Austria (29 September 1988):

"The Declaration [. . .] cannot alter or modify, in any respect,
the obligations arising from that Convention for al States
Parties thereto.”

Denmark (29 September 1988):

"The Government of Denmark hereby enters its formal
objction to [the declaration] which it considers to be a unilateral
statement with the purpose of modifying the legal effect of
certain provisions of the Convention against Torture, and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment in their
application to the German Democratic Republic. It is the
position of the Government of Denmark that the said declaration
has no legal basis in the Convention or in international treaty
law.

"This objection is not an obstacle to the entry into force of the
said Convention between Denmark and the German Democratic
Republic.”

Norway (29 September 1988):

"The Government of Norway cannot accept this declaration
entered by the German Democratic Republic. The Government
of Norway considers that any such declaration is without legal
effect, and cannot in any manner diminish the obligation of a
government to contribute to the costs of the Committee in
conformity with the provisions of the Convention.”

Canada (5 October 1988):

The Government of Canada considers that this declaration is
incompatible with the object and purpose of the Convention
against Torture, and thus inadmissible under article 19 (c) of the
Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. Through its
functions and its activities, the Committee against Torture plays
an essential role in the execution of the obligations of States
parties to the Convention against Torture. Any restriction whose

effect isto hamper the activities of the Committee would thus be
incompatible with the object and purpose of the Convention.

Greece (6 October 1988):

The Hellenic Republic raises an objection to [the declaration],
which it considers to be in violation of article 19, paragraph (b),
of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. The
Convention against Torture expressly sets forth in article 28,
paragraph 1, and article 30, paragraph 2, the reservations which
may be made. The declaration of the German Democratic
Republic is not, however, in conformity with these specified
reservations.

This objection does not preclude the entry into force of the
said Convention as between the Hellenic Republic and the
German Democratic Republic.

Spain (6 October 1988):

... The Government of the Kingdom of Spain feels that such a
reservation is a violation of article 19, paragraph (b), of the
Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties of 23 May 19609,
because the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment sets forth, in
article 28, paragraph 1, and article 30, paragraph 2, the only
reservations that may be made to the Convention, and the above-
mentioned reservation of the German Democratic Republic does
not conform to either of those reservations.

Switzerland (7 October 1988):

... That reservation is contrary to the purpose and aims of the
Convention which are, through the Committee's activities, to
encourage respect for a vitally important human right and to
enhance the effectiveness of the struggle against torture the
world over. This objection does not have the effect of
preventing the Convention from entering into force between the
Swiss Confederation and the German Democratic Republic.

Italy (12 January 1989) :

The Convention authorizes only the reservations indicated in
article 28 (1) and 30 (2). The reservation made by the German
Democratic Republic is not therefore admissible under the terms
of article 19 (b) of the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties.

Portugal (9 February 1989):
" . The Government of Portugal considers that this
declaration is incompatible with the object and purpose of the
present Convention. This objection does not constitute an
obstacle to the entry into force of the Convention between
Portugal and G.D.R."

Australia (8 August 1989):

"The Government of Australia considers that this declaration
is incompatible with the object and purpose of the Convention
and, accordingly, hereby conveys Australias objetion to the
declaration."

Finland (20 October 1989):
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". . . The Government of Finland considers that any such
declaration is without legal effect, and cannot in any manner
diminish the obligation of a government to contribute to the
costs of the Committee in conformity with the provisions of the
Convention."

New Zealand (10 December 1989):

". .. The Government of New Zealand considers that this
declaration is incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention. This objection does not constitute an obstacle to
the entry into force of the Convention between New Zealand and
the German Democratic Republic.”

Netherlands (21 December 1989):

"This declaration, clearly a reservation according to article 2,
paragraph 1, under (d), of the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties, not only "purports to exclude or modify the legal
effect” of articles 17, paragraph 7, and 18, paragraph 5, of the
present Convention in their application to the German
Democratic Republic itself, but it would aso affect the
obligations of the other States Parties which would have to pay
additionally in order to ensure the proper functioning of the
Committee Against Torture. For this reason the reservation is
not acceptable to the Government of the Kingdom of the
Netherlands.

"Thus, the assessment of the financial contributions of the
States Parties to be made under article 17, paragraph 7, and
article 18, paragraph 5, must be drawn up in disregard of the
declaration of the German Democratic Republic.”

Subsequently, in a communication received on 13 September
1990, the Government of the German Democratic Republic
notified the Secretary-General that it had decided to withdraw
the reservations, made upon ratification, to articles 17 (7), 18
(5), 20 and 30 (1) of the Convention.

Further, the Government of the German Democratic Republic
made the following declaration in respect of articles 21 and 22
of the Convention:

"The German Democratic Republic declares in accordance
with article 21, paragraph 1, that it recognizes the competence of
the Committee to receive and consider communications to the
effect that a State Party claims that another State Party is not
fulfilling its obligations under this Convention.

"The German Democratic Republic in accordance with article
22, paragraph 1, declares that it recognizes the competence of
the Committee to receive and consider communications from or
on behalf of individuals subject to its jurisdiction who claim to
be victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of the
Convention."

See aso note 2 under “Germany” in the “Historica
Information” section in the front matter of this volume.

4 The former Yugosavia had signed and ratified the
Convention on 18 April 1989 and 10 September 1991,
respectively, with the following declaration:

"Yugoslavia recognizes, in compliance with article 21,
paragraph 1 of the Convention, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider

communications in which one State Party to the Convention
claims that another State Party does not fulfil the obligations
pursuant to the Convention;

"Yugoslavia recognizes, in conformity with article 22,
paragraph 1 of the Convention, the competence of the
Committee against Torture to receive and consider
communications from or on behalf of individuals subject to its
jurisdiction who claim to be victims of a violation by a State
Party of the provisions of the Convention."

See also note 1 under “Bosnia and Herzegovind', “Croatid’,
“former Yugoslavia’, “The Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia’, “Slovenia’ and “Yugodlavid’ in the “Historical
Information” section in the front matter of this volume.

5 On 15 June 1999, the Governement of Portugal notified
the Secretary-General that the Convention would apply to
Macao.

Subsequently, the Secretary-General received communications
concerning the status of Macao from China and Portgual (see
note 3 under “China’ and note 1 under “Portugal” regarding
Macao in the “Historical Information” section in the front matter
of this volume). Upon resuming the exercise of sovereignty over
Macao, China notified the Secretary-General that the
Convention with the reservation made by China will also apply
to the Macao Special Administrative Region.

5 On 10 June 1997, the Secretary-General  received
communications concerning the status of Hong Kong from the
Governments of China and the United Kingdom (see aso note 2
under “China’ and note2 under “United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland” regarding Hong Kong in the
“Historical Information” section in the front matter of this
volume). Upon resuming the exercise of sovereignty over
Hong Kong, China notified the Secretary-Genera that the
Convention with the reservation made by China will aso apply
to the Hong Kong special Administrative Region.

7 Czechoslovakia had signed and ratified the Convention on
8 September 1986 and 7 July 1988, respectively, with the
following reservations:

"The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic does not consider itself
bound, in accordance with Article 30, paragraph 2, by the
provisions of Article 30, paragraph 1, of the Convention."

"The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic does not recognize the
competence of the Committee against Torture as defined by
article 20 of the Convention.”

Subsequently, on 26 April 1991, the Government of
Czechoslovakia notified the Secretary-General of its decision to
withdraw the reservation with respect to article 30 (1).

On 17 March 1995 and 3 September 1996, respectively, the
Governments of Slovakia and the Czech Republic notified the
Secretary-General  that they had decided to withdraw the
reservation with respect to article 20 made by Czechoslovakia
upon signature, and confirmed upon ratification.

See also note 1 under “Czech Republic’ and note 1 under

“Slovakia’ in the “Historica Information” section in the front
matter of this volume
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8  See note 1 under “Germany” regarding Berlin (West) in

the “Historical Information” section in the front matter of this
volume.

® See note 1 under "Montenegro” in the "Historical
Information” section in the front matter of this volume.

10 For the Kingdom in Europe, the Netherlands Antilles and
Aruba.

™ For the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, Anguilla, British Virgin Isdlands, Cayman Islands,
Falkland Islands (Malvinas), Gibratar, Montserrat, Pitcairn,
Henderson, Ducie and Oeno Islands, Saint Helena, Saint Helena
Dependencies, and Turks and Caicos Islands.

In this connection, on 14 April 1989, the Secretary-General
received from the Government of Argentina the following
objection:

The Government of Argentina reaffirms its sovereignty over
the Malvinas Idlands, which form part of its national territory,
and, with regard to the Malvinas Islands, formally objects to and
rejects the declaration of territorial extension issued by the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland in the
instrument of ratification of the Convention against Torture and
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment,
deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations on 8
December 1988.

The General Assembly of the United Nations adopted
resolutions 2065 (XX), 3160 (XXVII1), 31/49, 37/9, 38/12 and
39/6 in which it recognizes the existence of a sovereignty
dispute regarding the question of the Malvinas Idlands and has
repeatedly requested the Argentine Republic and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to resume
negotiations in order to find as soon as possible a peaceful and
definitive solution to the dispute and their remaining differences
relating to that question, through the good offices of the
Secretary-General.  The General Assembly adso adopted
resolutions 40/21, 41/40, 42/19 and 43/25, which request the
parties to initiate negotiations with a view to finding the means
to resolve peacefully and definitively the problems pending
between both countries, including all aspects on the future of the
Malvinas Islands.

Subsequently, on 17 April 1991, the Secretary-General
received from the Government of Argentina the following
declaration:

The Argentine Government rejects the extension of the
application of the [said] Convention to the Malvinas Islands,
effected by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland on 8 December 1988, and reaffirms the rights of
sovereignty of the Argentine Republic over those Islands, which
are an integral part of its national territory.

The Argentine Republic recalls that the United Nations
General Assembly has adopted resolutions 2065 (XX), 3160
(XXVIII), 31/49, 37/9, 38/12, 39/6, 40/21, 41/40, 42/19 and
43/25, in which it recognizes the existence of a sovereignty
dispute and requests the Governments of the Argentine Republic
and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
to initiate negotiations with a view to finding the means to
resolve peacefully and definitively the pending questions of

sovereignty, in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations.

On 9 December 1992, the Government of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland notified the Secretary-
General that the Convention applies to the Bailiwick of
Guernsey, the Bailiwick of Jersey, the Isle of Man, Bermuda and
Hong Kong (seealsonote4) .

2 0On 3 June 1994, the Secretary-General received a
communication from the Government of the United States of
America requesting, in compliance with a condition set forth by
the Senate of the United States of America, in giving advice and
consent to the ratification of the Convention, and in
contemplation of the deposit of an instrument of ratification of
the Convention by the Government of the United States of
America, that a notification should be made to all present and
prospective ratifying Parties to the Convention to the effect that:

"... nothing in this Convention requires or authorizes
legislation, or other action, by the United States of America
prohibited by the Constitution of the United States as interpreted
by the United States."

13 0On 4 August 1998, the Government Bahrain withdrew the
following reservation to article 20 made upon accession:

1. The State of Bahrain does not recognize the competence of
the Committee for which provision is made in article 20 of the
Convention.

“ In this regard, the Secretary-General received
communications from the following Governments on the dates
indicated hereinafter:

Germany (17 December 1999):

“The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany notes
that the said declaration constitutes a reservation of a generd
nature. A reservation according to which article 14 paragraph 1
of the Convention will only be applied by the Government of the
People's Republic of Bangladesh "in consonance with the
existing laws and legidation in the country” raises doubts as to
the full commitment of Bangladesh to the object and purpose of
the Convention. It is in the common interest of States that
treaties to which they have chosen to become Parties are
respected, as to their object and purpose, by al Parties and that
States are prepared to undertake any legislative changes
necessary to comply with their obligations under these treaties.

The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany
therefore objects to the reservation made by the Government of
the Peopl€e's Republic of Bangladesh to the Convention. This
objection does not preclude the entry into force of the
Convention between the Federal Republic of Germany and the
People's Republic of Bangladesh”.

Netherlands (20 December 1999):

“The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
considers that such a reservation, which seeks to limit the
responsibilities of the reserving State under the Convention by
invoking national law, may raise doubts as to the commitment of
this State to the object and purpose of the Convention and,
moreover, contribute to undermining the basis of international
treaty law.
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It is in the common interest of States that treaties to which
they have chosen to become parties should be respected, as to
object and purpose, by al parties.

The Government of the Kingdom of the Netherlands therefore
objects to the aforesaid reservation made by the Government of
Bangladesh.

This objection shall not preclude the entry into
foof Convention between the Kingdom of the Netherlands and
Bangladesh".

5 |n communications received on 8 March 1989, 19 and 20
April 1989 respectively, the Governments of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic
and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic notified the
Secretary-General  that they had decided to withdraw the
reservations concerning article 30 (1) made upon ratification.
The reservation made by the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, which isidentical in essence, mutatis mutandis , as
the one made by the other two Governments, reads as follows:

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics does not consider
itself bound by the provisions of paragraph 1 of article 30 of the
Convention.

Subsequently, on 1 October 1991, 3 October 2001, and 12
September 2003, respectively, the Governments of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Belarus and Ukraine notified the
Secretary-General that it had decided to withdraw the following
reservation with regard to article 20 made upon signature and
confirmed upon ratification. The reservation made by Belarus,
which isidentical in essence, mutatis mutandis, as the one made
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, reads as follows:

The Union of Soviet Socidist Republics does not recognize
the competence of the Committee against Torture as defined by
article 20 of the Convenant.

On 12 September 2003, Ukraine not only had decided to
withdraw the reservation under article 20 but also the
declarations made under articles 21 and 22 whic read as follows:

“....Ukraine has decided to withdraw the reservations
concerning Article 20 of the Convention against Torture and
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment,
which was adopted at New York on 10 December 1984, made
upon signature and confirmed upon ratification thereof.

Ukraine fully recognizes extension to its territory of Article 21
of the 1984 Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment as regards
recognition of the competence of the Committee against Torture
to receive and consider communications to the effect that a State
Party claims that another State Party is not fulfilling its
obligations under this Convention.

Ukraine fully recognizes extension to its territory of Article 22
of the 1984 Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment as regards
recognition of the competence of the Committee against Torture
to receive and consider communications from or on behalf of
individuals subject to jurisdiction of a State Party who claim to
be victims of aviolation by a State Party of the provisions of the
Convention.

Ukraine declares that the provisions of Articles 20, 21 and 22
of the 1984 Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment shall extend to
cases which may arise as from the date of receipt by the UN
Secretary Genera of the natification concerning the withdrawal
of reservations and relevant declarations of Ukraine.”

6 On 24 June 1992 and 25 June 1999, respectively, the
Government of Bulgaria notified the Secretary-General of its
decision to withdraw the reservations to article 30 (1) and 20,
made upon signature and confirmed upon ratification. For the
text of the reservations, see United Nations, Treaty Series, vol.
1465, p. 198.

' In a communication received on 7 September 1990, the
Government of Chile notified the Secretary-General that it had
decided to withdraw the declaration made by virtue of article 28
(1) upon signature and confirmed upon ratification by which the
Government did not recognize the competence of the Committee
against torture as defined by article 20 of the Convention. The
Government of Chile further decided to withdraw the following
reservations, made upon ratification, to article 2 (3) and article
3, of the Convention:

(@ [To] Article 2, paragraph 3, in so far as it modifies the
principle of "obedience upon reiteration" contained in Chilean
domestic law. The Government of Chile will apply the
provisions of that international norm to subordinate personnel
governed by the Code of Military Justice, provided that the
order patently intended to lead to perpetration of the acts
referred to in article 1 is not insisted on by the superior officer
after being challenged by his subordinate.

(b) Article 3, by reason of the discretionary and subjective
nature of the termsin which it is drafted.

It will be recalled that the Secretary-General had received
various objections to the said declarations from the following
States on the dates indicated hereinafter:

Italy (14 August 1989):

The Government of Italy considers that the reservations
entered by Chile are not valid, as they are incompatible with the
objection and purpose of the Convention. The present objection
is in no way an obstacle to the entry into force of this
Convention between Italy and Chile.

Denmark (7 September 1989):
"The Danish Government considers the said reservations as
being incompatible with the object and purpose of the

Convention and therefore invalid.

"This objection is not an obstacle to the entry into force of the
said Convention between Denmark and Chile."

Luxembourg (12 September 1989):

. The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg objects to the
reservations, which are incompatible with the intent and purpose
of the Convention.

This objection does not represent an obstacle to the entry into
force of the said Convention between the Grand Duchy of
Luxembourg and Chile.
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Czechoslovakia (20 September 1989):

"The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic considers the
reservations of the Government of Chile [. . .] as incompatible
with the object and purpose of this Convention.

"The obligation of each State to prevent acts of torture in any
territory under its jurisdiction is unexceptional. It is the
obligation of each State to ensure that al acts of torture are
offences under its criminal law. This obligation is confirmed,
inter alia , in article 2, paragraph 3 of the Convention
concerned.

"The observance of provisions set up in artticle 3 of this
Convention is necessitated by the need to ensure more effective
protection for persons who might be in danger of being
subjected to torture and this is obviously one of the principal
purposes of the Convention.

"Therefore, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic does not
recognize these reservations as valid."

France (20 September 1989):

France considers that the reservations made by Chile are not
valid as being incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention.

Such objection is not an obstacle to the entry into force of the
Convention between France and Chile.

Sweden (25 September 1989):

". .. These reservations are incompatible with the object and
purpose of the Convention and therefore are impermissible
according to article 19 (c) of the Vienna Convention on the Law
of Treaties. For this reason the Government of Sweden objects
to these reservations. This objection does not have the effect of
preventing the Convention from entering into force between
Sweden and Chile, and the said reservations cannot alter or
modify, in any respect, the obligations arising from the
Convention."

Spain (26 September 1989):

. . The aforementioned reservations are contrary to the
purposes and aims of the Convention.

The present objection does not constitute an obstacle to the
entry into force of the Convention between Spain and Chile.

Norway (28 September 1989):
" . The Government of Norway considers the said
reservations as being incompatible with the object and purpose
of the Convention and therefore invalid.

"This objection is not an obstacle to the entry into force of the
said Convention between Norway and Chile."

Portugal (6 October 1989):
". . .The Government of Portugal considers such reservations

to be incompatible with the object and purpose of this
Convention and therefore invalid.

"This objection does not constitute an obstacle to the entry
into force of the Convention between Portugal and Chile."

Greece (13 October 1989):

Greece does not accept the reservations since they are
incompatible with the purpose and object of the Convention.

The above-mentioned objection is not an obstacle to the entry
into force of the Convention between Greece and Chile.

Finland (20 October 1989):
" . The Government of Finland considers the said
reservations as being incompatible with the object and purpose
of the Convention and thereforeinvalid.

"This objection is not an obstacle to the entry into force of the
said Convention between Finland and Chile."

Canada (23 October 1989):

"The reservations by Chile are incompatible with the object
and purpose of the Convention Against Torture and thus
inadmissible under article 19 (c) of the Vienna Convention on
the Law of Treaties."

Turkey (3 November 1989):

"The Government of Turkey considers such reservations to be
incompatible with the object and purpose of this Convention and
therefore invalid.

"This objection does not constitute an obstacle to the entry
into force of the Convention between Turkey and Chile."

Australia (7 November 1989):

"[The Government of Australia] has come to the conclusion
that these reservations are incompatible with the object and
purpose of the Convention and therefore are impermissible
according to article 19 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties. The Government of Australia therefore objects to these
reservations. This objection does not have the effect of
preventing the Convention from entering into force between
Australia and Chile, and the afore-mentioned reservations
cannot alter or modify, in any respect, the obligations arising
from the Convention.”

Netherlands (7 Novermber 1989):

"Since the purpose of the Convention is strengthening of the
existing prohibition of torture and similar practices the
reservation to article 2, paragraph 3, to the effect to an order
from a superior officer or a public authority may - in some cases
- be invoked as a justification of torture, must be rejected as
contrary to the object and purpose of the Convention.

"For similar reasons the reservation to article 3 must be
regarded as incompatible with the object and purpose of the
Convention.

"These objections are not an obstacle to the entry into force of

this Convention between the Kingdom of the Netherlands and
Chile."
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Switzerland (8 November 1989):

These reservations are not compatible with the object and
purpose of the Convention, which are to improve respect for
human rights of fundamental importance and to make more
effective the struggle against torture throughout the world.

This objection does not have the effect of preventing the
Convention from entering into force between the Swiss
Confederation and the Republic of Chile.

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (8
Novem- ber 1989):

"The United Kingdom is unable to accept the reservation to
article 2, paragraph 3, or the reservation to article 3."

In the same communication, the Government of the United
Kingdom notified the Secretary-General of the following:

"(a) The reservations to article 28, paragraph 1, and to article
30, paragraph 1, being reservations expressly permitted by the
Convention, do not call for any observations by the United
Kingdom.

"(b) The United Kingdom takes note of the reservation
referring to the Inter-American Convention to Prevent and
Punish Torture, which cannot, however, affect the obligations of
Chile in respect of the United Kingdom, as a non-Party to the
said Convention."

Austria (9 November 1989):

"The reservations [. . .] are incompatible with the object and
purpose of the Convention and are therefore impermissible
under article 19 (c) of the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties. The Republic of Austriatherefore objects against these
reservations and states that they cannot alter or modify, in any
respect, the obligations arising from the Convention for all
States Parties thereto.”

New Zealand (10 December 1989):

". . . The New Zealand Government considers the said
reservations to be incompatible with the object and purpose of
the Convention. This objection does not constitute an obstacle
to the entry into force of the Convention between New Zealand
and Chile."

Bulgaria (24 January 1990):

"The Government of the People's Republic of Bulgaria
considers the reservations made by Chile with regard to art. 2,
para. 3 and art. 3 of the Convention against torture and other
forms of cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment
of December 10, 1984 incompatible with the object and the
purpose of the Convention.

"The Government of the People's Republic of Bulgaria holds
the view that each State is obliged to take all measures to
prevent any acts of torture and other forms of cruel and inhuman
treatment within its jurisdiction, including the unconditional
qualification of such acts as crimesin its national criminal code.
It is in this sense that art. 2, para. 3 of the Convention is
formulated.

"The provisions of art. 3 of the Convention are dictated by the
necessity to grant the most effective protection to persons who
risk to suffer torture or other inhuman treatment. For this reasn
these provisions should not be interpreted on the basis of
subjective or any other circumstances, under which they were
formulated.

"In view of this the Government of the People's Republic of
Bulgaria does not consider itself bound by the reservations.”

Further, in a communication received on 3 September 1999,
the Government of Chile withdrew the following reservation
made upon ratification:

The Government of Chile will not consider itself bound by the
provisions of article 30, paragraph 1 of the Convention.

¥ In a communication received on 30 May 1990, the
Government of Guatemala notified the Secretary-General that it
has decided to withdraw the reservations made by virtue of the
provisions of articles 28 (1) and 30 (2), made upon accession to
the Convention.

¥ In a communication received on 13 September 1989, the
Government of Hungary notified the Secretary-General that it
has decided to withdraw the following reservations relating to
articles 20 and 30 (1) made upon ratification:

The Hungarian People's Republic does not recognize the
competence of the Committee against Torture as defined by
article 20 of the Convention.

The Hungarian People's Republic does not consider itself
bound by the provisions of paragraph 1 of article 30 of the
Convention.

20 On 19 October 2006, the Government of Morocco notified
the Secretary-General that it had decided to withdraw the
reservation made regarding article 20, made upon signature and
confirmed upon ratification. The reservation reads as follows:

The Government of the Kingdom of Morocco does not
recognize the competence of the Committee provided for in
article 20.

2L The Secretary-General received communications relating
to the reservation made by Qatar upon accession from the
following States on the dates indicated hereinafter:

Italy (5 February 2001) :

"The Government of the Italian Republic has examined the
reservation to the Convention against torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment made by the
Government of Qatar. The Government of the Italian Republic
believes that the reservation concerning the compatibility of the
rules of the Convention with the precepts of the Islamic law and
the Islamic Religion raises doubts as the commitment of Qatar to
fulfill its obligations under the Convention. The Government of
the Italian Republic considers this reservation to be incompatible
with the object and purpose of the Convention according to
article 19 of the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties. This reservation does not fall within the rule of article
20, paragraph 5 and can be objected anytime.
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Therefore, the Government of the Italian Republic objects to
the aforesaid reservation made by the Government of Qatar to
the Convention.

This objection does not preclude the entry into force of the
Convention between Italy and Qatar."

Demark (21 February 2001) :

"The Government of Denmark has examined the contents of
the reservation made by the Government of Qatar to the
Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment regarding any
interpretation of the provisions of the Convention that is
incompatible with the precepts of Islamic law and the Islamic
religion. The Government of Denmark considers that the
reservation, which is of a general nature, is incompatible with
the object and purpose of the Convention and raises doubts as to
the commitment of Qatar to fulfil her obligations under the
Convention. It is the opinion of the Government of Denmark
that no time limit applies to objections against reservations
which are inadmissible under international law.

For the above-mentioned reasons, the Government of
Denmark objects to this reservation made by the Government of
Qatar. This objection does not preclude the entry into force of
the Convention between Qatar and Denmark."

Portugal (20 July 2001) :

"The Government of the Portuguese Republic has examined
the reservation made by the Government of Qatar to the
Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment (New York, 10 December
1984), whereby it excludes any interpretation of the said
Convention which would be incompatible with the precepts of
Islamic Law and the Islamic Religion.

The Government of the Portuguese Republic is of the view
that this reservation goes against the general principle of treaty
interpretation according to which a State party to a treaty may
not invoke the provisions of its internal law as justification for
failure to perform according to the obligations set out by the said
treaty, creating legitimate doubts on its commitment to the
Convention and, moreover, contribute to undermine the basis of
International Law.

Furthermore, the said reservation is incompatible with the
object and purpose of the Convention.

The Government of the Portuguese Republic wishes,
therefore, to express its disagreement with the reservation made
by the Government of Qatar."

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
(9 November 2001):

"The Government of the United Kingdom have examined the
reservation made by the Government of Qatar on 11 January
2000 in respect of the Convention, which reads as follows:

‘....with reservation as to: (a) Any interpretation of the
provisions of the Convention that is incompatible with the
precepts of Islamic law and the Ilamic religion.'

The Government of the United Kingdom note that a
reservation which consists of a general reference to national law
without specifying its contents does not clearly define for the
other States Parties to the Convention theent to which the
reserving State has accepted the obligations of the Convention.
The Government of the United Kingdom therefore object to the
reservation made by the Government of Qatar.

This objection shall not preclude the entry into force of the
Convention between the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland and Qatar."

2 On 26 February 1996, the Government of Germany
notified the Secretary-General that with respect to the
reservations under | (1) and understandings under Il (2) and (3)
made by the United States of America upon ratification "it is the
understanding of the Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany that [the said reservations and understandings] do not
touch upon the obligations of the United States of America as
State Party to the Convention.".

3 In a notification received on 19 February 1999, the
Government of Zambia informed the Secretary-General that it
had decided to withdraw its reservation to article 20 of the
Convention, made upon accession. The text of the reservation
reads asfollows:

"With areservation on article 20."
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