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LexisNexis Summary

... Yet around the world, millions of children continue to live in abject poverty, are afflicted by hunger, malnutri-
tion, and disease, are denied basic education, and are subject to intolerable forms of neglect, abuse and exploitation.
... According to the most recent census, nearly 20% of American children live below the federal poverty line. ...
The “compatibility gap” between the Convention and U.S. law is thus perceived by some to exist on two levels: on
a structural or conceptual level there are fundamental differences in how to approach the government’s role in pro-
tecting and promoting rights, and as to specific topics there is a more straight-forward divergence based on substan-
tive content. ... Among developed nations, the United States has one of the highest percentages of children living in pov-
erty. ...

| Text

[*161] I. INTRODUCTION

Children’s issues have emerged as a pressing political and humanitarian priority, both domestically and internation-
ally. As President Clinton has said on a number of recent occasions, children are our future. !'Yet around the world, mil-
lions of children continue to live in abject poverty, are afflicted by hunger, malnutrition, and disease, are denied ba-
sic education, and are subject to intolerable forms of neglect, abuse and exploitation. Even within the United

States, children suffer from high mortality rates, lack of adequate medical and health care, and insufficient educa-
tional opportunities. According to the most recent census, nearly 20% of American children live below the federal pov-
erty line. > Hunger and malnutrition know no boundaries among the young. According to UNICEF’s most recent an-
nual report, over 200 million children under the age of five are malnourished; of the nearly twelve million children
who die each year, most perish from preventable causes. > Some thirteen million American children go hungry at least
part of the year, including on any given night as many as one in four children in the District of Columbia. *

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (Convention) is the principal instrument by which chil-
dren are given special recognition and protection under international human rights law. > The Convention sets forth the
legal and moral standards by which States Parties can safeguard and advance children’s rights. Many view it as a vi-
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See, e.g., Proclamation No. 6602, 58 Fed. Reg. 52,205 (1993).

2 See HOUSE SELECT COMM. ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES, 101ST CONG., U.S. CHILDREN AND
THEIR FAMILIES: CURRENT CONDITIONS AND RECENT TRENDS 1989 at 109 (Comm. Print 1989).

3 See Focus on Nutrition: The State of the World’s Children 1998, UNICEF ANN. RPT. 1998, 11 (visited Apr. 9, 1998) <http://
www.unicef.org/sowc98/foreword.htm>.

4 See Liz Spayd, Food Banks are Going Hungry, WASH. POST., Apr. 17, 1994, at B1.
5 Convention on the Rights of the Child, adopted Nov. 20, 1989, G.A. Res. 44/25, U.N. GAOR, 44th Sess., Supp. No. 49,
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tal tool for that purpose. ® The Convention has now been ratified by 191 countries, making it the most widely ac-
cepted U.N. human rights treaty. ’ Indeed, adherence is almost universal. Ratification and implementation are, of course,
different; while the standards set forth in [*162] the Convention have been broadly accepted as normative goals,

it cannot be said they have been effectively implemented, much less achieved in practice, by most States Parties. ® The
United States participated actively in the ten years of intense multilateral negotiations that led to the consensus adop-
tion of the Convention by the United Nations General Assembly in November, 1989 and signed the Convention

in February, 1995. ° But the United States has not yet taken steps to ratify the treaty and is today one of only two
U.N. Member States which are not parties to the Convention. '

To a large extent, the Convention is based upon and elaborates the basic rights first expressed in the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights of 1948 which were subsequently articulated in the two fundamental human rights trea-
ties: the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, '' to which the United States is a party, and the Inter-
national Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, '* which the United States has signed but not ratified.
While several earlier instruments were devoted specifically to children’s rights, ' the Convention is the first legally
binding international instrument to address children’s issues comprehensively.

At the international level, the Convention established the Committee on the Rights of the Child (Committee) for the pur-
pose of monitoring “the progress made by States Parties in achieving the realization of the obligations undertaken

in the present Convention.” '* The Committee consists of ten members who are supposed to be independent experts
of high moral standing and recognized competence in the field of children’s rights. '> Members are nominated

and elected by States Parties for four-year terms, half standing for election every two years. '® The first members
were elected in February, 1991. '” The Committee meets three times a year for three week sessions. '®

U.N. Doc. A/RES/44/736 (1989) [hereinafter Convention].

®  See Paula Donnolo & Kim K. Azzarelli, Ignoring the Human Rights of Children: A Perspective on America’s Failure to

Ratify the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, 5 J.L. & POL’Y 203, 204 (1996).

7 See U.S. COMM. FOR UNICEF, U.N. CONVENTION ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD: FREQUENTLY ASKED QUES-
TIONS 1 (1997).

8

States Parties are routinely faulted by the Committee on the Rights of the Child for their failure to fully implement their obli-
gations. See, e.g., Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Bulgaria, in Report on the Fourteenth Session, UN. Comm.
on the Rts. of the Child, 14th Sess., PP25-59, U.N. Doc. CRC/C/62 (1997); Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Panama,
in Id. at PP98-134.

9 Signature of a treaty does not entail a legal commitment to ratify but does obligate the signatory to refrain from taking ac-

tions which would defeat the object and purpose of the treaty. See Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, May 23, 1969, art.
18, 1155 U.N.T.S. 332, 336; see also THE U. N. CONVENTION ON THE RTS. OF THE CHILD, A GUIDE TO THE "TRAVAUX
PREPARATOIRES,” (Sharon Detrick ed., 1992) (detailing the role of the U.S. delegation in drafting the Convention).

9" The United States and Somalia are the only member nations that have not ratified the Convention. See U.S. COMM. FOR UNI-
CEF, supra note 7, at 1.

""" International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, opened for signing Dec. 16, 1966, S. EXEC. DOC. E, 95-2 (1978) 999
U.N.T.S. 171; David P. Stewart, U.S. Ratification of the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights: The Significance of the Reser-
vations, Understandings and Declarations, 14 HUM. RTS. L. J. 77, n. 1 (1993).

2 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Dec. 16, 1966, 993 U.N.T.S. 3; Stewart, supra note 11, at

83, n. 25.

13

See, e.g., Declaration of the Rights of the Child (Declaration of Geneva), (Sept. 24, 1924) microformed on League of Na-
tions Doc., 1919-1946, A 107. 1924 IV. (Research Pubs.); Declaration of the Rights of the Child, G.A. Res. 1386, U.N. GAOR, 14th
Sess., Supp. No. 16, at 14, U.N. Doc. A/4354 (1959); see also Cynthia Price Cohen, The United Nations Convention on the
Rights of the Child: A Feminist Landmark, 3 WM. & MARY J. WOMEN & L. 29, 36 (1997) (comparing the Convention to pre-
vious human rights treaties); Roger J.R. Levesque, The Internationalization of Children’s Human Rights: Too Radical for Ameri-
can Adolescents?, 9 CONN. J. INT'L L. 237, 264-269 (1994) (criticizing the Convention for going farther in establishing chil-
dren’s rights than previous child-oriented treaties).

Convention, supra note 5, at art. 43(1).
15 Id at arts. 43, 45.
16 Id. at art. 43.

7 See Report of the Committee on the Rights of the Child, UN. GAOR 47th Sess., Supp. No. 41, Annex II, at 13, U.N. Doc
A/47/41 (1993).
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The Committee carries out its oversight responsibilities primarily through consideration of the periodic reports of
States Parties on the specific measures they have taken to give effect to the rights specified in the Convention and
on the actual progress towards enjoyment of those rights. '° On the basis of the reports and presentations by [*163]
States Parties, as well as information submitted by non-governmental organizations and other interested parties, °
the Committee pursues a “constructive dialogue” 2! by making comments and suggestions to States Parties on fulfill-
ing their obligations, usually in the form of “concluding observations” on their reports, as well as general recommen-
dations to all States Parties regarding interpretation and application. >

In terms of compliance, the Committee has some powers -- some venture to describe them as “teeth” -- that other hu-
man rights treaty bodies lack, especially under Article 45. ** Nonetheless, the Convention provides relatively weak en-
forcement mechanisms, because the Committee cannot compel States Parties to follow its directions. While the Com-
mittee’s views of the Convention carry considerable weight, they are not legally binding, and the Committee can take
no direct “enforcement” measures. Unlike some other human rights treaties, the Convention contains no provisions
for the submission of individual or state-to-state complaints and provides no compulsory dispute settlement proce-
dures.

Effective implementation must occur through domestic law. In this respect it is important to emphasize that ratifica-
tion of the Convention by the United States would not be merely symbolic under U.S. law. Ratification of a hu-
man rights treaty may usefully be likened to a legislative act. If it were simply a declaration of principles or values,
or an expression of political will, many of the underlying issues discussed below would not arise or would, at

least, be less acute. But in our system, that is not the case. Under Article VI of the U.S. Constitution, a duly ratified
treaty becomes part of the “Supreme Law of the Land,” equivalent in stature to a federal statute. ** As such it over-
rides inconsistent state and local law as well as prior federal law. >° Even though the Convention is, for the most part,
consistent with existing state and federal law, one essential focus of the pre-ratification discussion must be to iden-
tify the differences that do exist between the Convention and relevant U.S. laws and practices, the changes we are or
are not required and prepared to make in ratifying the Convention, and the specific steps we are willing to take to
implement the Convention. %® This is true whether or not the specific provisions of the Convention articulate enforce-
able “rights” or goals for progressive implementation.

Domestically, strong forces are arrayed in support of ratification, including a large number of non-governmental orga-
nizations. Unquestionably, most Americans support the goals and purposes of the treaty. Many advocates of chil-
dren’s rights view the Convention as a potentially powerful vehicle for requiring governments at all levels in the United

8

9 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 44. Periodic reports are required within two years of the Convention’s entry into force and ev-

ery five years thereafter. See General Guidelines Regarding the Form and Content of Initial Reports to be Submitted by States Par-
ties under Article 44, Paragraph 1(a), of the Convention, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of the Child, Ist Sess., P1, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/
C/5 (1991) [hereinafter Initial Report Guidelines]; General Guidelines Regarding the Form and Content of Periodic Reports to be
Submitted by States Parties under Article 44, Paragraph 1(b), of the Convention, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of the Child, 13th
Sess., P1, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/58 (1996) [hereinafter Periodic Report Guidelines].

29 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 45(a).

2t Periodic Report Guidelines, supra note 19, at P4,

22 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 45(d). The conclusions and recommendations adopted by the Committee are accumulated pe-

riodically, see Conclusions and Recommendations Adopted by the Committee on the Rights of the Child, UN. Comm. on the
Rts. of the Child, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/19/Rev. 6 (1996); see also Cynthia Price Cohen, Role of Non-governmental Organiza-
tions in the Drafting of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, 12 HUM. RTS. Q. 137 (1990).

23 For example, the Committee can seek the advice and opinions of outside experts and ask for reports from knowledgeable non

-governmental organizations. See Convention, supra note 5, at art. 45(a). UNICEF is given a special role in its activities. See
Price Cohen, supra note 22, at 56-57.
24 See Edye v. Robinson, 112 U.S. 580 (1884).

25

Id. See also Asakura v. City of Seattle, 265 U.S. 332 (1924). The effect of a “non-self-executing” treaty may be more lim-
ited. However, a treaty cannot override a protection provided by the Constitution. See Reid v. Covert, 254 U.S. 1 (1957).

26

Some have argued that the outer limit for compliance is the deadline for submission of the first compliance report to the Com-
mittee on the Rights of the Child under Article 44 -- that is, within two years of ratification. As a practical matter, this means
that review of the law must start before ratification. See Levesque, supra note 13, at 284-291.
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States to improve their treatment of children, by devoting additional resources to such vital areas as health care, edu-
cation and employment, increasing efforts to protect children against pornography, sexual exploitation, and traffick-
ing, and modifying other existing laws and practices. >’

The Convention also has support in the U.S. Congress. In September 1990, the Senate adopted a resolution urging

early signature of the treaty and its submission to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. ** More re-

cently, legislation [*164] has been reintroduced in the House of Representatives calling for ratification of the Con-
S0

vention.

The Clinton Administration has clearly expressed its strong support for the Convention’s general objectives of pro-
moting children’s rights and well-being throughout the world. The Convention’s standards are, in many ways, based
upon those in the United States and other Western countries. Many of the Administration’s most important under-
takings on children’s issues, including, for example, the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, *° the Family and
Medical Leave Act of 1993, *! the Children’s Health Initiative, >* and the President’s 21st Century Community Learn-
ing Program, ** are model initiatives consistent with the Convention’s provisions. These undertakings with regard to
children are surely aligned with the spirit if not the letter of the Convention. Once ratified, the Convention would pro-
vide a strong textual basis, and perhaps increased political leverage, for pursuing other such initiatives. In addition, U.S.
adherence would complement and bolster on-going efforts to improve the situation in other countries where chil-
dren desperately need protection.

But from a legal perspective, the essential question is the potential impact of the Convention on U.S. law and prac-
tice. Ratification will entail an obligation, under both domestic and international law, to comply with the Conven-
tion’s requirements, either immediately or progressively depending on the particular provisions. Most of the areas cov-
ered by the Convention fall within the jurisdiction of state and local governments. To the extent of any inconsistency,
ratification will require either changing (or undertaking to change) those laws and practices to conform to the Con-
vention’s standards, or conditioning U.S. adherence on reservations. As President Clinton has already observed, the
United States will likely need to condition its adherence on a fairly detailed statement of “reservations and under-
standings” to ensure that the Convention does not infringe upon the role of parents and the family, impose an educa-
tional curriculum, or undermine the rights of states under our federal system of government. ** It will also be nec-
essary to reserve the right to use the existing tools in our criminal justice system and make clear that the Convention
cannot serve as a basis for litigation in domestic courts.

However, the ability of the United States to condition its obligations under the Convention by reservation or interpre-
tation is not unlimited. While reservations are in fact permissible and have been taken by a number of States Par-
ties, international law generally prohibits reservations that are contrary to the object and purpose of the treaty in ques-
tion, a prohibition that has been specifically incorporated into the Convention itself. *® Moreover, the Committee is

27 For a complete listing of U.S. organizations and local governments supporting ratification of the convention visit the UNI-

CEF web site at <<http://www.unicef.org crc updates usendorse.html>>.

28 See S. Res. 231, 101st Cong. (1990) (enacted, as part of the-Treasury, Postal Service and General Government Appropria-

tions Act of 1991).

2% The Rights of the Child Act of 1997, H.R. 3017, 105th Cong. (1997), was introduced by Rep. Bernie Sanders (I-VT). 143
CONG. REC. E2301 (daily ed. Nov. 10, 1997).

30 Pub. L. No. 105-89, 111 Stat. 2115 (1997) (to be codified at scattered sections of 42 U.S.C.).
3! Pub. L. No. 103-3 (Feb. 5, 1993), 107 Stat. 7, 29 U.S.C. § 2611 et. seq. (1997).

32 Children’s Health Initiative, 34 WEEKLY COMP. PRES. DOC. 274 (Feb. 18, 1998).

33 Press Release, White House Fact Sheet on Clinton After-School Care Initiative (Jan. 26, 1998).

3 White House Statement on U.N. Decision to Sign U.N. Convention on the Rights of the Child, WHITE HOUSE PRESS
OFF. (Feb. 10, 1995).

35 For a discussion of the conditions on which the United States based its adherence to the International Covenant on Civil

and Political Rights, another human rights treaty, see Stewart, supra note 11, at 77.

36 Article 51(2) states: “A reservation incompatible with the object and purpose of the present Convention shall not be permit-

ted.” See also Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, supra note 9, at art. 19, 1155 UN.T.S. at 336. The various reserva-
tions of States Parties to the Convention, and objections thereto, are contained in Reservations, Declarations and Objections Relat-
ing to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of the Child, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/2/Rev. 2 (1993).
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inclined to the view that no reservations at all may be taken to a number of articles. *’

[*165] Playing on these issues, a number of individuals, groups and organizations have expressed opposition to rati-
fication. Some argue that ratification will unacceptably change U.S. law, facilitate unnecessary and unprecedented fed-
eral interference in state and local matters, and impose significant “unfunded mandates” on the states. *® Others
see the Convention as a pretext for United Nations intrusion into domestic or family matters, threatening to under-
mine parental authority by creating “autonomous” rights which can be asserted against parents. ** In a letter dated May
1, 1997, echoing earlier statements of concern, Senator Helms, who chairs the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, reiterated his request that the Convention not be sent to the Senate for its advice and consent because, among other
faults, it “forces its way into the relationship of a parent and child and should not be considered in federal legisla-
tion, let alone international treaties.” *°

While the Convention has thus become politically controversial, there has yet to be a reasoned and coherent public de-
bate on the legal issues posed by the prospect of ratification. Many children’s rights advocates point to an alleged ar-
ray of serious shortcomings in U.S. law and practice as the compelling justification for prompt ratification of the Con-
vention. But it cannot be contended, realistically, that those problems either result from non-ratification or would be
instantly cured by ratification. The Convention is not a panacea. No one has seriously argued that ratification

would somehow magically improve the condition of children in any country, including our own. Nor would ratifica-
tion ensure that the United States can and will continue to take a leadership role in promoting children’s rights in-
ternationally. Moreover, the legal concerns of opponents deserve careful responses. Thus, advocates should address with
some precision how ratification would change U.S. law or reform U.S. practices to achieve otherwise desirable
changes, and how the Convention would in fact make domestic children’s programs more effective or open opportu-
nities for programs that are not now available. While there has been some scholarly writing in this area, *' an open
and informed discussion is now essential. The purpose of this paper is to stimulate and facilitate that discussion, not to
advocate one particular view or another regarding ratification. ** The focus of this paper is on the legal issues

posed by the prospect of ratification, not the policy issues. In the end, the decision to ratify must of course rest on
policy choices, but those choices must first be informed by an accurate and complete understanding of their legal con-
text and consequences.

Part II of this Paper lays out the most important provisions of the Convention and briefly discusses possible areas of con-

The Committee has voiced objection to reservations it considers overbroad or contrary to the object and purpose of the Conven-
tion. See, e.g., 1996 Annual Report of the United Nations Committee on the Rights of the Child, UN. GAOR, 51st Sess., Supp. No.
41, P19, U.N. Doc. No. A/51/41 (1996) (concluding observations on the initial report of Pakistan) [hereinafter /1996 Annual Re-
port].

37 In particular, the Committee opposes reservations taken to Articles 2 (anti-discrimination), 3 (best interests), 4 (obligation to

implement), 6 (right to life), and 12 (freedom of expression). See, e.g., 1996 Annual Report, supra note 36, at P183 (conclud-
ing observations on the initial report of Honduras), P256 (concluding observations on the initial report of Paraguay), P409 (con-
cluding observations on the initial report of Jamaica).

3 See Elizabeth M. Calciano, United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child: Will it Help Children in the United
States?, 15 HASTINGS INT'L & COMP. L. REV. 515, 521-22 (1992).

3 See Barbara J. Nauck, Implications of the United States Ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the

Child: Civil Rights, The Constitution and the Family, 42 CLEV. ST. L. REV. 675, 686-88 (1994).

40

Letter from Senator Jesse Helms, Chairman Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, to Secretary of State Madeleine K. Al-
bright, (May 1, 1997) (on file with the Department of State). See also S. Res. 133, 94th Cong. (1995) (asking the President not
to submit the Convention to the Senate); cf. Statement of Sen. Helms, 141 CONG. REC. S8400 (daily ed. June 14, 1995) (“As long
as I am chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, it is going to be very difficult for this treaty even to be given

a hearing.”).

41

See, e.g., David A. Balton, The Convention on the Rights of the Child: Prospects for International Enforcement, 12 HUM.
RTS. Q. 120 (1990); Calciano, supra, note 38, at 515; Levesque, supra note 13, at 232; Adam Lopatka, Symposium, Implementa-
tion of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, 6 TRANSNAT’L L. & CONTEMP. PROBS. 251 ff. (1996); Don-
nolo & Azzarelli, supra note 6, at 203; Bruce C. Hafen & Jonathan O. Hafen, Abandoning Children to Their Autonomy: The
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, 37 HARV. INT’L L. J. 449 (1996); Kerri Ann Law, Hope for the Future: Over-
coming Jurisdictional Concerns to Achieve U.S. Ratification of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, 62 FORDHAM L.
REV. 1851 (1994); Nauck, supra note 39, at 675; Price Cohen, supra note 13, at 29; CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN AMERICA (Cyn-
thia Price Cohen & Howard Davidson, eds., 1991).

42

The U.S. Committee for UNICEF has also made useful efforts to clarify the issues and focus the domestic debate. See gener-
ally, UN. COMM. FOR UNICEEF, supra note 7.
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flict and consonance with U.S. law and practice. Part III explores certain conceptual differences between U.S. law
and the Convention in the areas of parental and private rights, and federalism. Part III also discusses in depth two ar-
eas of perceived conflict between the Convention and U.S. law -- abortion and juvenile justice -- which pose their
own unique challenges. Part IV points out some issues with regard to U.S. implementation of the Convention that may
need to be addressed in the context of overall implementation [#*166] of the Convention. To some extent, these

are issues likely to arise during the ratification debate regardless of how one interprets the actual requirements of the
Convention.

II. NATURE OF PROVISIONS

The Convention is a lengthy and complicated document, consisting of forty-two substantive articles, including some
that incorporate rights not previously recognized in international law, such as the right to foster care, the right to adop-
tion, and the right to identity, ** and others not established as rights in contemporary U.S. law, such as the rights to be
heard, to education, to an adequate standard of living, and to rest and leisure. “4 The heart of the Convention, how-
ever, can be found in the first four articles.

Article 1 defines a child as “every human being below the age of eighteen years unless, under the law applicable to
the child, majority is attained earlier.” *> Article 2(1) requires each State Party to respect and ensure the full enjoy-
ment of all the rights set forth in the Convention to each child within its jurisdiction “without discrimination of any kind,
irrespective of the child’s or his or her parent’s or legal guardian’s race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or
other opinion, national, ethnic or social origin, property, disability, birth or other status.” *® Article 3(1) provides that
”in all actions concerning children, whether undertaken by public or private social welfare institutions, courts of
law, administrative authorities or legislative bodies, the best interests of the child shall be a primary consideration.”
47 Article 4 requires States Parties to take “all appropriate legislative, administrative, and other measures for the imple-
mentation of the rights recognized in the present Convention,” including, with respect to economic, social and cul-
tural rights, “such measures to the maximum extent of their available resources.” **

Generally, it appears that these fundamental provisions resonate happily with the basic principles of federal, state,
and local law in the United States. For example, in the United States, for many if not most purposes, eighteen is the
age of majority; every U.S. jurisdiction endorses the prohibition against discrimination; *° the ”best interests” prin-
ciple is prevalent -- as “a” if not “the” primary consideration -- in custody cases; °° and the rights of children recog-
nized by the U.S. are broadly implemented, largely through commitment of financial resources by federal and state
government. >' Any possible conflicts between U.S. law and practice and these four articles bear particular atten-
tion, however, both because U.S. compliance should not automatically be presumed and because, as “constitutive” pro-
visions that precede many more specific Articles, they inform the meaning of all other substantive provisions of the Con-
vention. 3% The potential obstacles to implementation of Article 4 in the United States are dealt with more fully in

43 Convention, supra note 5, at arts. 20 (foster care), 21 (adoption), 8 (identity).

4 Id. at arts. 12 (right to be heard), 29 (education), 27 (standard of living), 31 (rest and leisure).

4 Id atart. 1.

46 Id. at art. 2(1). It is important to note that the emphasis in this article on discrimination would not prohibit legitimate distinc-

tions, that is, reasonable differentiations based on age and other objective criteria aimed at achieving a justifiable governmental pur-
pose. A reservation or understanding could be required to permit appropriate distinctions between children who are not citizens
or lawful immigrants or visitors from those who are.

47 Id. at art. 3(1).

48 Id at art. 4.

49 See, e.g., Herbert E. Gerson & Gregory Addison, Handicapped Discrimination Law and the Americans with Disabilities Act,

11 MISS. C. L. REV. 233, 237-238 (1991) (comparing Mississippi and Tennessee disability discrimination laws).

30 See Joan Heifetz Hollinger & Alice Bussiere, The Child’s Rights in Adoption and Foster Care, in CHILDREN’S RIGHTS
IN AMERICA, supra note 41, at 260.

31 See Howard Davidson, A Model Child Protection Legal Reform Instrument: The Convention on the Rights of the Child’s Con-
sistency With Key U.S. Federal Laws, 5 GEO. J. ON FIGHTING POVERTY (forthcoming Summer 1998).

52 The Committee on the Rights of the Child has said, for example, that the “best interests” principle must be affirmatively imple-

mented in such areas as health, education, and social security and must be read in close conjunction with the “right to be heard” pro-
visions of Article 12. See Concluding Observations on the Initial Report from the United Kingdom, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of
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Part IV.

[¥167] The remainder of the Convention details the specific rights that must be accorded to children. These in-
clude two types of provisions which may be broadly characterized as “civil and political rights” and “economic, so-
cial and cultural rights.” The former are similar to rights articulated by U.S. law, and are thus familiar to U.S. le-
gal practitioners, and are intended to be effective immediately. >* The economic, social, and cultural rights, which put
obligations on the state to take positive action with regard to children, are less familiar to most practitioners, and Ar-
ticle 4 obligates States Parties to undertake such measures to the maximum extent of their available resources. >*
For present purposes of discussion, however, the substance of the rights in both groups can more usefully be grouped
a little differently, and somewhat arbitrarily, into four categories: (1) life, development and health rights; (2) mem-
bership rights; (3) protection rights; and (4) empowerment rights. >

A. Life, Development, Health

The first category includes what have been called “survival” rights. °° They are based on Article 6, which recog-
nizes every child’s “inherent right to life” and obligates States Parties “to ensure to the maximum extent possible the
survival and development of the child.” > For the most part, these provisions mirror the fundamental rights of ev-
ery person as reflected in all major human rights instruments, including the right to be free from arbitrary killing, tor-
ture, and cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment or punishment. >

From the U.S. perspective, two especially sensitive issues lurk within this category. One concerns the question of abor-
tion and the rights of the unborn. The Convention cannot fairly be read to require legislative action to protect the fe-
tus because the text of Article 6 is silent on this subject, despite the reference in the ninth preambular paragraph

to the need of the child to “special safeguards and care, including appropriate legal protection, before as well as af-
ter birth.” °° This does not mean, however, that the issue will not arise during the ratification process. The other sig-
nificant issue involves the death penalty. Article 6 must be read in conjunction with Article 37(a), which specifi-
cally prohibits imposition of capital punishment for offenses committed by persons below eighteen years of age. Neither
of these issues need prevent ratification; we will return to these two volatile issues a bit later, in Part III. Mean-
while, we will turn to three other topics in this category that may pose problems for U.S. implementation.

1. Standard of Living

Article 27(1) requires States Parties to recognize “the right of every child to a standard of living adequate for the

the Child, 8th Sess., P11, P14, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/15/Add. 34 (1995). Attention must be given to application of this principle
in actions based on parental consent or request, in delinquency and involuntary mental health proceedings, and deportation and
other immigration law matters, and in the administration of laws of general application.

3> Compare Convention, supra note 5, at art. 36 (“States Parties shall protect the child against all other forms of exploitation preju-

dicial to any aspects of the child’s welfare) with id. at art. 39 (“States Parties shall take all appropriate measures to promote physi-
cal and psychological recovery and social reintegration of a child victim . . .”).

54 Id. at art. 4.

55 For different ways of grouping the rights established in the Convention, see generally LAWRENCE J. LEBLANC, THE CON-
VENTION ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD: UNITED NATIONS LAWMAKING ON HUMAN RIGHTS (1995); THE

U.N. CONVENTION ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD: A GUIDE TO THE “"TRAVAUX PREPARATOIRES,” supra note 9; GER-
ALDINE VAN BUEREN, THE INTERNATIONAL LAW ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD (1995).

36 See LEBLANC, supra note 55, at 65.

57 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 6.

58 See Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, opened for signing Dec.

10, 1984, S. TREATY DOC. NO. 100-20 (1988), 1465 U.N.T.S. 85; see also Convention Against Torture Implementation Act,
Pub. L. No. 103-236, 108 Stat. 382 (1994) (codified at scattered sections of 18 U.S.C.). Note that the latter formulation is broader
than the Eighth Amendment protection against cruel and unusual punishment and may therefore need to be qualified by a reser-
vation.

59 Convention, supra note 5, at preamble.
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child’s physical, mental, spiritual, moral and social development.” %0 Under Articles 27(2) and (3), the Convention rec-
ognizes that parents have primary responsibility for providing the conditions necessary for the child’s development
but requires States Parties to “take appropriate measures to assist parents and others responsible for the child to imple-
ment this right.” ®' These provisions obligate governments specifically to provide, “in case of need,” material assis-
tance and support to children, particularly with regard to nutrition, clothing and housing. ®* Like other provisions re-
lating to “economic, social and cultural” rights, this article contemplates affirmative, concrete action. The Committee
likely will not consider it sufficient for a State Party to interpret its obligation under Art. 27 simply as refraining from
action that would deprive children of the opportunity to benefit from basic material needs, including food, cloth-
ing, and shelter. ®* The task here to implement this provision is to articulate what is done, and what needs to be done.

2. Health

States Parties must also strive to assure a child’s right to “the highest attainable standard of health.” ®* In pursuing
“full implementation” of this right under Article 24, States Parties are obliged to ensure provision, inter alia, of pri-
mary and preventive health care, guidance for parents and family planning education and services, appropriate

pre- and post-natal health care for mothers, and special treatment and education for the disabled. ® Article 26 sets
forth the right of every child to benefit from social security, including social insurance.

These provisions could have a significant effect on our domestic policies and programs. The Convention does not
call simply for access to health care or for maintenance of the highest attainable standards of health care, but rather es-
tablishes a “right to health” and to health care itself. Here again, the question concerns implementation: even if one ac-
cepts this “right” as a goal for progressive achievement, rather than an immediately effective guarantee, it must be
asked whether Article 24 would be satisfied by initiatives such as the Administration’s recently-announced program to
extend government funded health care to up to ten million children without health insurance. ¢’ It is likely that this pro-
vision will require a more comprehensive solution that addresses health care for al/l American children.

3. Education

States Parties are obliged, under Article 28, to recognize and progressively implement the right of all children to edu-
cation. ®® Primary education must be compulsory and free to all; States Parties must encourage different forms of sec-
ondary educations (general as well as vocational); and higher education must be “accessible to all on the basis of ca-
pacity.” ® In particular, steps must be taken to encourage school attendance and reduce drop-out rates. ’° Moreover,
under Article 29, the aim of education is “development of the child’s personality, talents and mental and physical abili-

69 Id. at art. 27(1). This “right” represents a goal for progressive achievement, within the scope of available resources.

St Id. at art. 27(2) & (3).
2 d

% The Committee will read this provision together with the more general provision that States Parties will take all available mea-

sures to implement these rights. Id. at art. 4.
¢4 Article 24(1) provides:
States Parties recognize the right of the child to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of health and to fa-

cilities for the treatment of illness and rehabilitation of health. States Parties shall strive to ensure that no child is de-
prived of his or her right of access to such health care services.

Id. at art. 24(1).

S Id. at art. 24.

66 Id. at art. 26.

67 Children’s Health Initiative, 34 WEEKLY COMP. PRES. DOC. 274 (Feb. 18, 1998).
68 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 28.

% Id.
0



Page 9 of 26
5 Geo. J. Fighting Poverty 161, *167

ties to their fullest potential.” 7' Education must also foster:

development of respect for the child’s parents, his or her own cultural identity, language and values, for
the national values of the country in which the child is living, the country from which he or she may origi-
nate, and for civilizations different from his or her own; 7> the preparation of the child for responsible life
in free society, in the spirit of understanding, peace, tolerance, equality of sexes, and friendship among
all peoples, ethnic, national and religious groups and persons of indigenous origin; "* and the develop-
ment of respect for the natural environment.

There is, of course, no explicit “right to education” in the U.S. Constitution, ’> nor is one recognized in most

state constitutions. ’® Although improvement of education and literacy have long been a proper concern of the fed-
eral government, '’ educational issues remain primarily within the purview of the states and local govern-
ments. Even at those levels, tensions exist regarding the proper scope of regulation of private and parochial
schools and institutions of higher education. Nor is there a general assurance that curricula meet any particular re-
quirements. Harmonizing state laws and practices to conform to the requirements of the Convention could
pose difficult problems, especially with regard to curriculum issues and the controversial concept of “values” edu-
cation. ”® U.S. undertakings in this area will likely need to be conditioned on an appropriate reservation or un-
derstanding.

4. Rest and Leisure

Finally, Article 31 recognizes “the right of the child to rest and leisure, to engage in play and recreational ac-
tivities appropriate to the age of the child and to participate freely in cultural life and the arts.” ”” Because such
a right is currently unknown in U.S. law and practice, it will be necessary to identify provisions of existing
state law and practice that may be relied on in respect of this right in order to determine what new provisions
will need to be adopted to ensure compliance.

In sum, the rights in the Convention in the category of life, development, and health could require new initia-
tives by the United States if they are interpreted to mandate more involvement by the federal or state govern-
ment in the private affairs of citizens and institutions or more funding for programs than those that govern-
ment at all levels has already undertaken.

B. Membership Rights

A second category of rights may be termed “membership” rights. For some, the primary importance of the Con-

71 Id. at art. 29(1)(a).
72 Id. at art. 29(1)(b).
73 Id. at art. 29(1)(c).
7 Id. at art. 29(1)(d).

75 See, e.g., Rodriguez v. San Antonio Indep. Sch. Dist., 411 U.S. 1 (1973); but see Millard Arnold, et al., Report of the Ameri-
can Bar Association Working Group on the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, A.B.A. WKG. GP. ON THE
U.N. CONVENTION ON THE RTS. OF THE CHILD 84 (1993) (concluding that Rodriguez is inconsistent with the Conven-
tion).

76 States that recognize a right to education in their constitutions include Minnesota, MINN. CONST. art. VIII, § 1; New Jer-

sey, N.J. CONST. art. VIII, § 4; West Virginia, W. VA. CONST. art. XII, § 1; Ohio, OHIO CONST. art. VI, § 2; and Pennsylva-
nia, PA. CONST. art. III, § 14.

77 The current Administration, for example, has given particular support to literacy efforts. See, e.g., Reading Excellence Act,

S. 1596, 105th Cong. (1998).
78 See Susan Kilbourne, Tracking the Opposition to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, J. INTERGROUP RELA-
TIONS, Winter 1997-1998, at 24.

79 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 31.
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vention lies in the fact that it requires States Parties to recognize children as human beings with rights, or in
other words, to accord them “legal personality.” This alone should pose few if any issues under U.S. law, as chil-
dren have long been recognized as persons under the law. * Nor would the United States find any difficulty
with such provisions as Article 7, which accords children the right from birth to a name and the right to ac-
quire a nationality, and requires States Parties to register children immediately after birth. ®'

But even in this category, some issues need to be addressed. As noted above, Article 2 obliges States Parties
to treat all children within their jurisdiction without discrimination of any kind. ® This prohibition extends be-
yond the prohibited factors of race, color, and national or ethnic origin, which are well-known in U.S. non-
discrimination law, % and even beyond sex, religion and disability, to include property, political opinion, lan-
guage, and other ”status.” ®** The prohibition on ”status” discrimination could be interpreted to have a great effect
on children who are illegally present in, or attempting illegally to enter, the United States. ® Those consider-
ing the Convention must determine as best they can whether under this provision the federal government would
have to change many of its practices, for example, such as guaranteeing minors detained in Immigration and
Naturalization Service custody access to counsel or the right to contact or reunite with family members. ¢

The prohibition on “language” discrimination might have an effect on the current debate over bilingual educa-
tion, as well. This prohibition can be read together with the right articulated in Article 8, paragraph 1, which
obliges States Parties to “undertake to respect the right of the child to preserve his or her identity, including na-
tionality, name, and family relations as recognized by law without unlawful interference.” ®” This language is
vague, and in need of some elaboration; but if read together with Article 2, which prohibits discrimination of any
kind, Article 8 might be understood to mandate that localities educate non-English speaking children in what-
ever language they are most capable of learning. Because the Convention, whether implemented at the federal or
state level, would most likely set a unified standard of performance on this issue, those who have sought cre-
ative solutions to this problem at the local school district level would no doubt feel frustrated if this were the re-
sult of ratification.

C. Protection Rights

In the third category of rights protected by the Convention are the classic rights of children to protection
against abuse and neglect. These are variously expressed in the Convention as the right to governmental protec-
tion against all forms of physical and mental violence, injury or abuse, %® all forms of economic exploitation
and hazardous work, ® illicit use of narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances, °° sexual exploitation and abuse,

80 See Tinker v. Des Moines Indep. Community Sch. Dist.. 393 U.S. 503, 511 (1969) (”Students in school as well as out of
school are ’persons’ under our Constitution. They are possessed of fundamental rights which the State must respect, just as they them-
selves must respect their obligations to the State.”).

81 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 7.

82 See Adam Lopatka, An Introduction to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, 6 TRANSNAT’L L. & CON-
TEMP. PROBS. 251, 252 (1996).

83 See, e.g., Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et. seq. (1997).

84

For example, those born out of wedlock might be protected as to their “status” under this provision. Although discrimina-
tion on this status has largely disappeared, the concept survives in the United States, and some believe it to be fundamentally in-
consistent with requirements of the Convention. See Arnold et al., supra note 75, at 76. For an examination of programs which
might be invalidated by a ban on illegitimacybased discrimination, see James Weill, Assuring an Adequate Standard of Living for
the Child, in CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN AMERICA, supra note 41, at 197.

8 For a discussion of the rights of immigrant children in Immigration and Naturalization Service custody see Flores v. Reno

507 U.S. 292 (1993).

86

It should be noted that immigration “status” has been held insufficient to justify differential treatment of illegal immigrant chil-
dren by states. See Plyler v. Doe, 457 U.S. 202 (1982) (finding that the Constitution affords equal protection to the children of il-
legal aliens in respect of public education).

87 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 8.

88 Id at art. 19.
89 Id. at art. 32.



Page 11 of 26
5 Geo. J. Fighting Poverty 161, *167

91 abduction, sale and trafficking, 2 and torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.
3 Under a fair reading of these provisions, criminalizing such conduct is, in and of itself, insufficient to

meet a State Party’s obligations in this area. The Convention makes clear that the child is entitled, as of right,
to protection against these forms of abuse; ** effective preventive, prosecutive and remedial measures are there-
fore obligatory. If current U.S. law and policy is found to provide insufficient protection in this regard, then there
will be a need to assess what kinds of programs, beyond criminal law enforcement, the United States would
be required to undertake.

Dangerous and abusive labor conditions, covered by Article 32, are one area of alleged shortcomings in exist-
ing U.S. law. In implementing Article 32, States Parties are obliged to provide for a minimum age or ages

for “admission to employment,” to regulate hours and conditions of employment effectively, and to provide ap-
propriate penalties or other sanctions to ensure effective enforcement of these provisions. °° In this regard,

the Convention can be read to contemplate a degree of uniformity that is currently lacking in the United States.
The federal Fair Labor Standards Act undoubtedly would carry the United States a very long way towards

the goal of full compliance with this article, but its coverage is not comprehensive. *® State laws on child la-
bor vary, in some cases permitting those as young as age fourteen to work in non-agricultural jobs. °” In the ag-
ricultural sector, especially on family farms, [*171] youthful workers abound. o8 Nationally, the United
States has an unusually high rate of work-related adolescent death and injury. °° It is therefore important to con-
sider whether specific measures should be proposed for the United States to bring its laws and practices into
closer harmony with these provisions.

The Convention addresses in some detail the responsibility of governments to provide protective supervision
in matters of child custody, '°° temporary protection and foster care, '°' and adoption. '°* Principles of family
unity and reunification appear to be central to these provisions. '®> Here, issues of federalism and the alloca-
tion of governmental responsibility as between the federal government and the constituent states are likely to be
of critical importance. The general problem that notions of federalism in U.S. law and practice pose for U.S. rati-
fication and implementation of the Convention are discussed more fully in Part III.

D. Empowerment Rights

The final grouping involves “empowerment” rights, including what some have characterized as the most inno-

%0 Id. at art. 33.
ol Id. at art. 34,
92 Id. at art. 35.
93 Id. at art. 37,
%4 Id. at art. 4.

9> Id. at art. 32,

96 29 U.S.C. §§ 201-219 (1988 & Supp. IV 1992); see Law, supra note 41, at 1864 (arguing that under-enforcement of the
FLSA by the federal government has placed the United States in direct violation of the applicable provisions of the Convention).

97 See, e.g., ARK. STAT. § 11-6-114 (1997).

98 See generally Lori Nessel & Kevin Ryan, Migrant Farmworkers, Homeless and Runaway Youth: Challenging the Barriers

to Inclusion, 13 LAW & INEQ. 99 (1994).
99 See Jeremy S. Sosin, The Price of Killing a Child: Is the Fair Labor Standards Act Strong Enough to Protect Children in To-
day’s Workplace?, 31 VAL. U. L. REV. 1181, 1185 (1997).

100

Convention, supra note 5, at arts. 9, 10.
101 Jd. at art. 20.

192 14, at art. 21.

193 In its Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of

the Child, 16th Sess., P45, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/15/Add. 78 (1997), the Committee recommended that the government take
”all appropriate measures, including legal ones, to ensure that children maintain contact with both parents in case of divorce or sepa-
ration, as well as to ensure the recovery of maintenance for the child.”
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vative and expansive provisions of the Convention. '®* In the U.S. system, children do in fact have many of
the rights specified in the Convention, especially those of constitutional stature. '°> However, it remains un-
clear whether the treaty formulations differ significantly from the corresponding rights under existing U.S. law.
One major issue in existing U.S. law -- whether children’s rights are co-extensive with those of adults -- is
not the only dimension to this important question. '° Another question, for example, is the extent to which the
Convention articulates rights based on the “choice” of the child rather than based on a determination by an
adult about the needs of the child, and in so doing exceeds the scope to which children are currently accorded
rights under U.S. law. '°” For example, the Convention unequivocally recognizes a child’s “right to be

heard” in any judicial and administrative proceeding affecting his or her interests directly or indirectly, while un-
der current U.S. law children do not have a right to be heard in all such proceedings. '*®

Some of the provisions of the Convention that deal with issues covered by the United States Constitution, how-
ever, are arguably capable of interpretations that give children more rights vis-a-vis their parents than they cur-
rently enjoy, and some believe they allow the states to restrict the exercise of those rights in ways that are

not now permitted under U.S. law. Article 14 addresses the child’s right to freedom of thought, conscience, and
religion. States Parties must respect this right as well as the rights and duties of parents “to provide direc-
tion” to the child in a manner consistent with the evolving capacities of the child. But freedom to manifest one’s
religion or beliefs may be subject, under this article, ”. . . to such limitations as are prescribed by law and

are necessary to protect public safety, order, health or morals, or the fundamental rights and freedoms of oth-
ers.” 1% This language can be read to give the government more power to regulate religion than it currently en-
joys under First Amendment jurisprudence. ''°

Similarly, the child’s freedoms of association and of peaceful assembly are guaranteed under Article 15 are ex-
pansive, specifying that the only permissible restrictions on these rights are those “necessary in a democratic so-
ciety in the interest of national security or public safety, public order (order public), the protection of public

104 See, e.g., VAN BUEREN, supra note 55, at 131-145.

195 See Nauck, supra note 39, at 688-89, (citing In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967) (recognizing due process right of children in de-

linquency proceeding) and Tinker v. Des Moines Indep. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503 (1969) (recognizing qualified right to free ex-
pression in schools)). See also Planned Parenthood of Cent. Mo. v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52. 74 (1976) (stating, in recognizing a lim-
ited privacy right for minors, “minors as well as adults are protected by the Constitution”).

196 See Bellotti v. Baird, 443 U.S. 622 at 634 (1979) (holding that “the constitutional rights of children cannot be equated with
those of adults.”). In Bellotti, the Supreme Court articulated three factors differentiating the constitutional rights of children

from those of adults: the peculiar vulnerability of children, the inability of children to make informed, mature decisions on mat-
ters affecting their interests, and the importance of the parental role in child rearing. Id. In Ginsburg v. New York, 390 U.S. 629
(1968), the Court made clear that states may impose greater restrictions on the rights of minors than on those of adults. See

also Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 U.S. 158 (1944).

107

See Hafen & Hafen, supra note 41, at 460. The Hafens’ criticism is not limited to this circumstance; they more generally
take issue with the Convention’s grant to children of “choice rights,” or rights which “grant individuals the authority to make af-
firmative and legally binding decisions, such as voting, marrying, making contracts, exercising religious preferences, or choos-
ing whether and how to be educated.” Id. They argue that granting such rights is fundamentally incompatible with the “protec-
tion” rights of children which, they argue, are the cornerstone of the U.S. approach to the rights of children. /d. The Convention is
internally inconsistent in that it seeks to effectuate both types of rights: “to confer the full range of choice rights on a child is
also to confer the burdens and responsibilities of adult legal status, which necessarily removes the protection rights of child-
hood.” Id.

198 " The Convention, supra note 5, at art. 12(1), provides: ”States Parties shall assure to the child who is capable of forming

his or her own views the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child, the views of the child being given
due weight in accordance with the age and maturity of the child.” Art. 12(2) states: “For this purpose, the child shall in particular
be provided the opportunity to be heard in any judicial and administrative proceedings affecting the child, either directly, or
through a representative or an appropriate body, in a manner consistent with the procedural rules of national law.” See also LEB-
LANC, supra note 55, at 157. The reach of these requirements deserves careful consideration.

109 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 14; see also Nauck, supra note 39, at 691-93, 698.

110 See generally Employment Div., Dep’t of Human Resources of Oregon v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872 (1990) (holding that restric-

tions on religious exercise must be narrowly tailored).
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health or morals or the protection of the rights and freedoms of others.” ''' Although this language is the
same as the provision on the right to religious expression, the child’s rights under Article 15 are arguably strength-
ened beyond what is contemplated under Supreme Court free-assembly jurisprudence because the Court has sub-
jected constraints on a child’s free assembly rights to a lower level of scrutiny. ''?

On free speech the Convention might be read in ways that may not entirely coincide with permissible restric-
tions under domestic law. Article 13 guarantees the right of all children to freedom of expression including the
"freedom to seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, either orally,
in writing or in print, in the form of art, or through any other media of the child’s choice.” ''* States Parties are
obliged under Article 17 “to ensure that the child has access to information and material from a diversity of na-
tional and international sources, especially those aimed at the promotion of his or her social, spiritual and
moral well-being and physical and mental health.” ''* This language, read in combination with other substan-
tive rights, might have dramatic affects on domestic law and practices regarding, for example, exposure of chil-
dren to pornography, access to family planning information, and restrictions on “hate speech” on school and uni-
versity campuses.

As indicated above, some Convention provisions arguably pose questions when compared with U.S. law and prac-
tice. Some provisions specify substantive rights that are thus far unknown as legally enforceable rights in

U.S. law. Some provisions express rights protected under U.S. law, but appear to mandate steps beyond what
the United States is able, or willing, to do. These issues must be explored and resolved as part of the debate over
United States ratification of the Convention.

III. THE COMPATIBILITY GAP

Some advocates of ratification claim that current U.S. law and practice conflict with, or fail sufficiently to imple-
ment, the Convention’s requirements in nearly every substantive provision and at [*173] every level of gov-
ernment. ''> Others argue that the United States is in compliance with the Convention already, and can and
should ratify without any reservations. ''® This Part attempts to assess the “compatibility gap” by considering
some discrete areas of current debate and discussion. First, this Part discusses two major conceptual barriers to
U.S. ratification of the Convention: parental and private rights, and federalism. Within the frame of these two is-
sues, this Part moves on to discuss two specific topical areas of potential conflict between U.S. law and prac-
tice and the Convention: abortion and juvenile justice. Finally, this Part lays out the implementation and en-
forcement issues which may affect ratification of the Convention.

A. Structural Issues

The issues of U.S. ratification and enforcement of the Convention posed by the problems I term “structural” --
the problems of private and parental rights, and federalism -- are some of the most contentious and impor-
tant. Fortunately, they are not difficult to resolve, at least in principle. It is likely that these problems will be
taken care of by reservations or understandings accompanying the Senate’s advice and consent to ratification, as

1 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 15.

112 See e.g., City of Dallas v. Stanglin, 490 U.S. 19 (1989). Although when assessing the legality of the “teenage curfews”

which are increasingly used by U.S. cities -- daytime as well as nighttime -- as a way of controlling juvenile crime and enforcing
school attendance, U.S. courts have recognized that many curfews are unconstitutional, see, e.g., Nunez v. City of San Diego,
114 F.3d 935 (9th Cir. 1997); Bykofsky v. Borough of Middletown, 401 F. Supp. 1242 (M.D. Pa. 1975), aff’d. 535 F.2d 1245 (3rd
Cir.), cert. denied 429 U.S. 964 (1976); Nauck, supra note 39, at 698-99, these courts have not used the same strong “children’s
rights” language as the Convention. See infra note 141, and accompanying text (discussing Nunez v. City of San Antonio, 114 F.3d
935 (9th Cir. 1997)).

113

Convention, supra note 5, at art. 13.
414 at art. 17.

5 This has been the position, for example, of the Children’s Defense Fund. CHILDREN’S DEFENSE FUND, AMERICA’S
CHILDREN FALLING BEHIND: THE UNITED STATES AND THE CONVENTION ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD 1-6
(1992).

116

See Levesque, supra note 13, at 279-80.
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several commentators have proposed. '’
1. Parental Rights/Private Action

A fundamental aspect of the U.S. approach to limited government is that private persons have a “right to be
left alone.” ''® Thus, to the extent that the Convention could be interpreted to require state intervention in the ac-
tivities of parents and private organizations in dealing with children, there would be a conceptual divergence be-
tween the Convention and U.S. law and practice. These issues should be clearly addressed by an appropri-

ate reservation or understanding clarifying that the Convention will not govern or interfere with parental rights
or otherwise unacceptably intrude on the sphere of private action.

While the argument is sometimes made, amazingly, that parents should have no rights at all in connection
with child-rearing, ''® a more frequently heard contention is that, in emphasizing children’s autonomy, the Con-
vention accords insufficient attention to the central role of parents, undermines parental authority, and invites
governmental intrusion into family matters. '*° This perspective draws superficial validity from the absence of
any clear statement in the treaty that parents have a right to direct their children’s upbringing, let alone a state-
ment that parents’ rights will be preeminent in case of conflict with the rights of children, and the textual em-
phasis throughout the Convention on the role and responsibilities of the government, with little mention of par-
ents. While this emphasis is to some extent understandable, in that treaties are written for governments, it
nonetheless gives rise to the concern that the various enumerated rights will not be subject to, and indeed,
would be legally assertable against, parental authority.

In point of fact, the Convention does, of course, acknowledge the central role of parents. The preamble de-
scribes the family as “the fundamental group of society and the natural environment for the growth and well-
being of all its members and particularly children.” '*' Article 5 requires States Parties to respect “the responsi-
bilities, rights and duties of parents or, where applicable, the members of the extended family or community.”
122 [¥174] In the context of freedom of thought, conscience, and religion, Article 14(2) requires States Par-
ties to respect the rights and duties of the parents and where applicable the legal guardians “to provide direc-
tion to the child in the exercise of his or her right in a manner consistent with the evolving capacities of the
child.” '** Under Article 3(2), States Parties undertake to ensure the protection and care necessary to the child’s
well-being “taking into account the rights and duties of his parents” and guardians. '** This can be read in con-
junction with Article 27(2), which notes that the parents or others responsible for the child have the “pri-
mary responsibility to secure, within their abilities and financial capabilities, the conditions of living necessary
for the child’s development.” '*°

While it is therefore difficult to argue seriously that the Convention ignores or was intended to undermine pa-
rental authority, it is also true that one major purpose of the treaty was and is to “empower” children, to over-
come the idea that children are parental property or family chattels, and to recognize them as “rights bearing” in-
dividuals. This is the crux of the “right to be heard” of Article 12, and is also apparent in the areas of

17 See, e.g., Law, supra note 41, at 1871-75; Nauck, supra note 39, at 702; Lawrence L. Stenzel, II, Federal-State Implica-

tions of the Convention, in CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN AMERICA, supra note 41, at 68-70; but see Arnold et al., supra note 75,
at 13 (concluding that a federalism reservation is unnecessary because the Convention calls for progressive implementation, not ab-
solute results); cf. Peter J. Spiro, The States and International Human Rights, 66 FORDHAM L. REV. 567, 568 (1997) (arguing that
because federalism reservations, in particular, have rendered human rights treaties meaningless as to the United States, treaties
should instead be ratified at a “subnational” [state] level, which would ensure some implementation of such treaties, by those states
which agree to abide by their provisions, rather than none at all).

'8 See, e.g., Frisby v. Schultz, 487 U.S. 474, 492 (1988) (Brennan, J., dissenting).

119

See Hafen & Hafen, supra note 41, at 453-54 (describing the evolution of the “kiddie 1ib” movement).

120 See Nauck, supra note 39, at 686-688; Levesque, supra note 13, at 276.

21 Convention, supra note 5, at preamble.
122 Id. at art. 5.

23 Id. at art. 14(2).

12414 at art. 3(2).

125 Id. at art. 27(2).
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freedom of expression, 126 freedom of thought, conscience, and religion, 127 and freedom of association and peace-
ful assembly. '*® Failure to comply with the “right to be heard” is the basis for the Committee’s frequent criti-
cisms of national laws and practices that exclude children from participating in decisions affecting their inter-
ests, including participation in compulsory religious instruction and sex education. '*°

The “empowerment” orientation of the Convention is perceived by some as running counter to the aims of the do-
mestic “parental rights” movement, which in recent years has had some success in advocating pro-parent posi-
tions. Especially in the educational arena, a number of states have recently enacted parental rights-type

laws. For example, in Utah, the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act requires school districts to get the writ-
ten consent of a student’s parent or legal guardian before administering any psychological or psychiatric ex-
amination. '*° In Massachusetts, the Parents’ Notice Law requires a school district to notify parents when it plans
“any curriculum whose primary involvement is human sexual education or human sexuality issues” and per-
mits parents to remove their children from such classes. '*! Michigan’s Public School Code recognizes the natu-
ral, fundamental right of parents and legal guardians “to determine and direct the care, teaching, and educa-
tion of their children.” '**

Similar bills or constitutional amendments are being considered in a number of states. For example, in Vir-
ginia, a parental rights amendment to the State Constitution which would have provided that “the right of par-
ents to direct the upbringing and education of their children is a fundamental right,” was narrowly defeated (21
-19) in the state Senate. '>*> A parental rights bill was introduced in the 1995 U.S. Congress and would have
provided that “no Federal, State, or local government, or any official of such a government acting under
color of law, shall interfere with or usurp the right of a parent to direct the upbringing of the child of the par-
ent.” 3* Advocates for the Convention must discuss how the concerns which motivate [*175] these legisla-
tive initiatives can be reconciled with the child empowerment theme of the Convention.

The challenge of reconciling current U.S. law and practice with the Convention can be illustrated by looking
at the potential scope and import of Article 16, which requires States Parties to protect a child’s right to pri-
vacy, including correspondence. ' In our system children clearly have Fourth Amendment rights, although
they are not the same as those enjoyed by adults. '*° A few months ago, in In re: Tarig A-R Y, Maryland’s Court
of Appeals ruled that a parent of an unemancipated minor can properly and effectively consent, over the
child’s objections, to a police search of his or her minor child’s personal belongings if those belongings have
been left in “the common area of the home.” '*’ During the search in question, the police found a quantity of mari-
juana in the pocket of a vest jacket which the sixteen-year-old boy had left in the dining room. In upholding
the trial court’s denial of a motion to suppress the marijuana, the Court of Appeals recognized that a parent’s “right
to control and direct the child’s conduct in the home . . . is sometimes in tension with the minor child’s

126 14 at art. 13.
127 Id. at art. 14.

128 Id. at art. 15.

129 The Committee has, for example, criticized Norway because children are not able to “opt out” of compulsory religious edu-
cation without parental consent, see 1996 Annual Report, supra note 36, at P144. Regarding England and Wales, the Committee
noted that parents “have the possibility of withdrawing their children from parts of the sex education programmes in schools.” Id.
It continued: ”in this as in other decisions, including expulsion from school, the child is not systematically invited to express his/
her opinion and those opinions may not be given due weight, as required under article 12 of the Convention.” Id. at P480.

130 Utah Family Education Rights and Privacy Act, UTAH CODE ANN. § 53A-13-301 (1997).
131 Massachusetts Parents Notice Law, MASS. ANN. LAWS ch. 71, § 32A (Law Co-Op. 1998).
132 Michigan Public School Code, MICH. COMP. LAWS § 380.10 (1997).

133 §.J. Res. No. 363, 1994-1995 Sess. (Va. 1995).

134 See H.R. 1946, 104th Cong. (1995); S. 984, 104th Cong. (1995). Both bills were entitled the ”Parental Rights and Respon-
sibilities Act of 1995.”

135

Convention, supra note 5, at art. 16.
136 See Nauck, supra note 39, at 689; see generally Vernonia Sch. Dist. v. Acton, 515 U.S. 646 (1995).
137 In re Tarig A-R Y, 701 A.2d 691, 692 (Md. 1997).
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rights under the Fourth Amendment.” 138 Nonetheless, it said, parental consent to a search of the residence
will act to bind the child, at least as to admissibility of the evidence recovered. '*° Assuming that the Conven-
tion had been in effect for the United States, and taking specific account of the rights of the child to privacy
and to be heard on matters affecting his interests as recognized by the Convention, the Court of Appeals might
have been required to rule differently. For example, if the treaty were “self-executing” the Court might have
been required to hold that under Article 16 the parent’s consent to such a search was not enough to justify the
search by state authorities.

A second dimension exists to the parental rights question, namely, the extent to which the Convention might op-
erate to alter the relative authority of the government and parents with regard to childrearing issues. The Con-
vention has often been characterized as imposing limits on the government’s ability to infringe on chil-

dren’s rights, '*° but others contend it would in fact require increased governmental involvement and regulation.
Our system has always circumscribed the reach of governmental power in this area. Consider, for example,
the recent case of Nunez v. City of San Diego, '*' in which the Ninth Circuit held, among other things, that a mu-
nicipal juvenile curfew ordinance intruded on the substantive due process rights of parents. '**> The Court of Ap-
peals noted that the custody, care, and nurture of a child reside in the first instance in her parents, and

while government has a legitimate interest in the welfare of youthful citizens, a parent’s right to rear children with-
out undue governmental interference is ”a fundamental component of due process.” '**

If, as seems incontrovertible, parental authority has a constitutional grounding, it is worth asking further
whether the requirements of the Convention would in any way conflict with the notion of limited government in-
volvement. It is an open question whether our system in fact invests governmental agencies with sufficient au-
thority to carry out the requirements of the Convention, for instance over the contrary wishes of parents and
other responsible adults. The issue, in other words, is not simply the rights of parents versus the children for whom
they are responsible, but their rights versus the government, viewed in light of the obligations that the Conven-
tion would impose on governmental authority. If a child objected to a parentally-imposed curfew, as op-

posed to a stateimposed curfew as in Nunez, the Convention could be construed to require the government to in-
tervene on behalf of the child to prevent parents from imposing an unreasonable curfew on their child. Here
again, a careful analysis would seem essential to the ratification debate.

Yet another aspect of this issue is the extent to which the Convention might properly be read to implicate ac-
tions by individuals and private entities outside of the family relationship. The fundamental non-discrimination
provision in Article 2(1), for example, requires States Parties to ensure the rights recognized in the Conven-
tion for “each child within their jurisdiction without discrimination of any kind.” '** Article 3(1) establishes the
"best interests of the child” as a primary consideration in actions taken inter alia by private social welfare in-
stitutions. '*> The requirements of Articles 28 and 29 regarding education clearly may be read to cover private
schools and institutions. '*® Similar questions are presented by the various provisions relating to health,

health care, and child labor. Murkiest of all, perhaps, is the reach of Article 31(1), which guarantees “the right
of the child to rest and leisure, to engage in play and recreational activities appropriate to the age of the

138 1d. at 696.
3% 1d. at 697.

140 Susan Kilbourne, U.S. Failure to Ratify the Convention on the Rights of the Child, 6 TRANSNAT’L L. & CONTEMP.
PROBS. 437, 442 (1996).

1 114 F.3d 935 (9th Cir. 1997).
142 1d. at 951.

143 Id. (citing Ginsburg v. New York, 390 U.S. 629, 639 (1969)). The court found that the curfew was an impermissible ad-
verse inference by the state, and as such derogated the parents’ rights. Id. at 951-52 (citing Hodgson v. Minnesota, 497 U.S. 417
at 444 (1990)).

144

Convention, supra note 5, at art. 2(1).
145 14 at art. 3(1).
146 Jd. at arts. 28 & 29.
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child and to participate freely in cultural life and the arts.” '*” Because of the important jurisdictional issue
posed by the parental rights and private action problems, the United States, along with a non-self-executing dec-
laration, might conclude that it would be prudent to limit its undertakings to those areas properly subject to
”state aclgié)n," much as it did with regard to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimi-
nation.

2. Federalism

The question of governmental authority itself has another important aspect. Despite the increasing role of the fed-
eral government in children’s issues, '*° many of the areas covered by the treaty remain matters primarily of
state and local law, if, indeed, they are matters for government at any level. '*° To a much greater extent than other
human rights treaties recently endorsed by the Senate, this Convention addresses areas traditionally consid-
ered to be primarily or exclusively within the province of state and local authority, such as measures for child
health, development and protection, custody and visitation, adoption and foster care, and education and wel-
fare. ! The Convention requires States Parties to make a commitment to provide certain services or levels of ser-
vices in these areas, such as ensuring the development of institutions for the care of children "> and promot-
ing the recovery of children who are victims of torture, neglect, exploitation or abuse. 153

Nonetheless, the federal government would, upon ratification, be ultimately responsible for compliance with
these provisions. Clearly, the treaty was drafted primarily from the perspective of a central government in a “uni-
tary” state, with plenary authority for all issues related to children’s welfare. The Committee itself shares this per-
spective, as reflected in its calls upon States Parties to adopt and pursue coordinated national implementa-

tion policies. Recently, for example, it criticized the Republic of Ireland for its “somewhat fragmented approach”
to implementation, because the government lacked a comprehensive national policy incorporating the prin-
ciples and provisions of the Convention. '>* In contrast, it praised the [#177] United Kingdom for adopting a
single Children’s Act applicable to England and Wales even while expressing concern at the lack of an effec-
tive central coordinating mechanism to ensure implementation. '> This orientation poses problems for our de-
centralized approach to children’s affairs.

The first option in solving this problem could be to increase federal responsibilities for children’s issues, espe-
cially those to which U.S. compliance with the treaty standards is comparatively weak. The federal govern-
ment could rely on its authority under the treaty power to take over direct responsibility for various substan-
tive areas covered by the treaty, for example by establishing a central department of children’s affairs or

47 Id. at art. 31(1).

48 1In the case of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, opened for signing Mar. 7, 1966,

S. EXEC. DOC. C., 95-2 (1978), 60 U.N.T.S. 195, the United States reserved with regard to “private conduct” not subject to gov-
ernmental regulation. 140 CONG. REC. S7634 (daily ed. June 24, 1994). A similar reservation has been proposed by the Admin-
istration, and endorsed by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, with respect to the Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Discrimination Against Women, opened for signature Dec. 18, 1979, S. EXEC. REPT. 103-38 at 10 (1994). The ABA
group addressing the Convention has recommended an understanding clarifying that Article 29 does not require regulation of pri-
vate educational institutions other than what is permitted under the First Amendment. See Arnold et al., supra note 75, at 86.

149 See generally Davidson, supra note 51.

130 For example, only limited federal standards apply to child care facilities, children’s institutions, and child protective ser-

vices. Mental health commitment of children to private institutions may in some circumstances be outside the reach of constitu-
tional protection. See Parham v. J.B., 442 U.S. 584 (1979).

31 See generally CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN AMERICA, supra note 41, at chs. 9-13.

152

See Hollinger & Bussiere, supra note 50, at 280.

133 See James B. Boskey, Preventing Exploitation of the Child, in CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN AMERICA, supra note 41, at
303.

154 Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Ireland, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of the Child, 17th Sess., P6, U.N. Doc.
No. CRC/C/15/Add.85 (1998); see also Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Bulgaria, supra note 8, at P33.

135 See Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of the United Kingdom, supra note 52, at PP3, 24.
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establishing a comprehensive child rights statute. Under the authority of Missouri v. Holland, '>® Congress
could probably do so as a matter of constitutional law, even in areas to an extent not otherwise supportable un-
der the enumerated powers. However, there would likely be very significant political opposition to “federaliz-
ing” these areas. To take one example, while prevention of child abuse and neglect has been deemed a legiti-
mate matter of federal concern and limited activity, "> many would look askance at any effort to make it
primarily a federal issue. One need only consider the field of education, for example, where opposition to a na-
tional curriculum has been pronounced, to see the difficulties this approach might encounter. '>® Opponents

of the Convention have already been successful at rallying support for their position by claiming that this op-
tion would be inevitable should the United States ratify the Convention. !>

A second option would be, at least in theory, for the United States to take a “federalism” reservation to con-
form its undertakings under the Convention to the limited reach of federal authority. This option would surely
be objectionable. Such a reservation, unlike those that the United States has taken to other human rights trea-
ties, would limit the extent to which the Convention applied to the United States at all; it would not merely be
a statement of U.S. intentions with regard to implementation. '°* If the United States were to accept obliga-
tions under the Convention only to the extent of the central government’s existing jurisdiction and authority, and
otherwise decline to be bound, one could imagine significant, and legitimate, domestic and international out-

cry. 1o

A third possibility is to accept the treaty obligations in their totality but to recognize and maintain the divided re-
sponsibilities of federal and state governments with regard to domestic implementation. There is precedent

for such an approach in the “federalism understanding” taken by the United States in connection with both the In-
ternational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Ra-
cial Discrimination. '%> Because the Children’s Convention nowhere specifies which level of government

must be responsible for implementing its particular provisions, one could hope thereby to avoid an objection
in principle. '®

However, this third approach raises the vital issue of how the federal government would, if necessary, ensure com-
pliance by a recalcitrant state or local government. How would the federal government guarantee the neces-
sary harmonization of state and local laws and practices? What would happen in the event that, for whatever rea-
son, the voters of a particular jurisdiction decided not to change their local law to conform, or not to fund
services to the requisite level, or not to follow the Committee’s recommendations? An example may serve to il-
lustrate the difficulty. The national bookseller Barnes & Noble was recently indicted in Montgomery, Ala-
bama, under state law for disseminating “obscene” material containing visual reproductions of children under

136 252 U.S. 416 (1920). For an exploration of the Court’s likely analysis of legislation enacted to implement the Convention un-

der Missouri and its progeny, see Susan Kilbourne, The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child: Federalism Is-
sues for the United States, 5 GEO. J. ON FIGHTING POVERTY (forthcoming Summer 1998).

157

For an examination of the primary federal child welfare programs, see Davidson, supra note 51.

158 Consideration must also be given to recent Supreme Court cases on the issue of federalism, which are not yet well under-

stood in relation to the treaty power. See, e.g., Printz v. United States, 117 S.Ct. 2365 (1997) (holding unconstitutional the Brady
Handgun Violence Prevention Act); City of Boerne v. Flores, 117 S. Ct. 2157 (1997) (finding Religious Freedom Restoration
Act to be unconstitutional); United States v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549 (1994) (holding Gun Free School Zone Act unconstitutional);
New York v. United States, 505 U.S. 144 (1992) (invalidating federal environmental regulations which required state action).

139 Douglas Phillips, The Legal Impact of the the [sic] United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (Nat’l Ass’n for
Home Educ., Paeonian Springs, Va.). Also, although opponents of the Convention have claimed that ratifying the Convention would
diminish U.S. sovereignty, it is important to emphasize that the federalism issue is not a “sovereignty” issue per se, but rather
one concerning the allocation of authority within the federal system.

160 See Louis Henkin, U.S. Ratification of Human Rights Convention: The Ghost of Senator Bricker, 89 AM. J. INT’L. L. 341,
345 (1995).

1ol g,

162

Id.; see also supra note 148.

163 Of course, given past Committee statements favoring a single, uniform, integrated approach, the Committee’s likely views

on adequacy of implementation under such an understanding would not be favorable. See supra note 154 and accompanying text.
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the age of seventeen involved in sexually suggestive acts. '®* The books in question were Age of Innocence
by the French photographer David Hamilton and Radiant Identities by the San Francisco photographer Jock
Sturges. '®® The Alabama prosecutor is quoted as saying, “We must protect children from those who would ex-
ploit their innocence for financial gain under the guise of so-called art.” ' Tennessee has brought similar
charges against Barnes & Noble. '°” Articulation and enforcement of specific obscenity standards is largely a lo-
cal function. Under one reading of Article 34 of the Convention, and assuming that it did not contravene the
First or Tenth Amendments, the federal government might be required to mandate such prosecutions through-
out the country on a uniform basis and Alabama and Tennessee might be required to raise the age at which
they would prosecute to stop such “exploitation” from seventeen to eighteen.

An alternative to direct enforcement could be to use the federal purse to encourage compliance by states and lo-
calities. '°® Precedents abound in various fields of federal activity and regulation. '® Yet another approach
might be to encourage direct adoption of the Convention at the state and local levels. '’ These two ap-
proaches are among the innovative options which must be carefully explored.

B. Topical Areas of Concern

Two substantive areas where issues have arisen about the conflict between U.S. law and practice and the Con-
vention -- abortion, and juvenile justice and capital punishment -- help illuminate the interaction between the
conceptual or structural concerns discussed above and the public policy issues involved in the debate over spe-
cific Convention provisions.

1. Abortion

The Convention does not address the question of abortion directly, but it is difficult to see how it could be
avoided during a Senate ratification debate. A credible effort was made during the drafting process to ensure
that the Convention is “abortion neutral.” Article 16 (right to privacy) and Article 24(2)(f) (right to family plan-
ning education and services) provide a basis for asserting that the right to choose is recognized, at least implic-
itly. '”" Right to Life proponents are likely to press for an affirmative declaration, however, that the Conven-
tion protects the rights of the unborn, citing the explicit preambular reference to the need to provide children
”special safeguards and care, including appropriate legal protection, before as well as after birth,” '7? the par-
allel declaration made by the Holy See, '”> and the obligation under Article 6(2) to ensure “to the maximum ex-
tent possible the survival and development of the child.” '”* One skirmish in this battle was already fought
when Senator Helms proposed an amendment to the September, 1990 Senate resolution that would have inter-
preted the Convention to protect the rights of “unborn offspring at every [*179] stage of biological develop-
ment.” '”> The proposal was defeated sixty-three to thirty-six. '’®

164 Phillip Rawls, Alabama Indicts Book Chain on Pornography, WASH. POST., Feb. 19, 1998, at AS8.
165 4

166 Id

167 Harassment in the Bookstore, WASH. POST, Mar. 1, 1998, at C6.

168 See Kilbourne, supra note 156.

19 g,

170 See Spiro, supra note 117, at 568.

71 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 16 & 24(2)().

72 Id. at preamble.

73 Initial Report of Holy See, U.N. Comm. on the Rts. of the Child, P8, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/3/Add. 27 (1994).

174 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 6(2).

75 The resolution, S. Res. 231, 101st. Cong., (1990), was tabled, and later re-introduced as Amendment 2625 to H.R. 5241,
101st. Cong., (1990), an appropriations bill, to which Senator Helms attempted to attach a second-degree amendment on abor-

tion, Amendment 2628. 136 CONG. REC. S12787-02 (daily ed. Sept. 11, 1990).
176 136 CONG. REC. $12807-02 (daily ed. Sept. 11, 1990).
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However this debate is decided, any attempt to use the Convention to establish a national norm in this area
would encounter opposition. Despite its obvious constitutional implications, abortion has been primarily an is-
sue of state legislation throughout its history. Any attempt to pass federal legislation enforcing a national stan-
dard either prohibiting or allowing unfettered access to abortion would without a doubt raise federalism con-
cerns. Advocates of parental rights would argue as well that any attempt to use the Convention’s right to
privacy provision to overrule state laws, such as those laws which have recently been upheld regarding paren-
tal notification, would infringe on the due process rights of parents. '’

2. Juvenile Justice/Punishment

Of particular importance is the potential impact of the Convention on the juvenile justice system. This ques-
tion must be assessed in light of the rising public concern over increasing rates of youth crime, which finds re-
flection in two unmistakable trends: first, the movement within the Congress towards federalizing juvenile jus-
tice, '”® and second, the trend towards increasing the penalties for the most serious juvenile offenses, '
highlighted by recent incidents such as the tragic events in Jonesboro, Arkansas. '*°

A number of Convention provisions touch generally on the administration of the criminal justice system as it ap-
plies to minors. For example, Article 37(a) prohibits “cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment,” Ar-
ticle 39 obligates parties to provide rehabilitative care, and children are given the right in Article 40(1) to

be treated under the penal law “in a manner consistent with the promotion of the child’s sense of dignity and
worth.” ' On a substantive level these standards may be difficult for the United States to implement care-
fully. The Committee on the Rights of the Child has put great emphasis on juvenile justice and has pointedly
called upon States Parties to adhere not only to the Convention, but to related international standards, includ-
ing the Beijing Rules, the Riyadh Guidelines, and the U.N. Rules for the Protection of Juveniles Deprived of
their Liberty. '®2 Of special concern in the United States will be conditions of pretrial detention, separation of ju-
venile and adult offenders, and the circumstances of juvenile commitment to mental hospitals. However, de-
spite U.S. Justice Department activity in the field of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, '? it is clear
that forcing these standards on the states, to the extent that they exceed constitutional requirements, would
raise serious federalism issues.

Capital punishment promises to be a particularly contentious subject. While infrequently imposed on and even
less often carried out against youthful offenders, capital punishment is today permissible for the most serious of-

77" See supra note 140, and accompanying text (discussing Nunez v. City of San Diego). The optimal solution, therefore,

might well be an understanding endorsing the “neutrality” of the Convention on this potentially divisive issue.

178 See Ronald Goldstock, et al., Justice that Makes Sense, CHAMPION, Dec. 1997, at 6.

179 The theme for this trend, in general, has been “adult time for adult crime.” In recent years, most states have amended their

laws to make it easier to prosecute the most serious juvenile offenders as adults. See Proposed Comprehensive Plan for FY
1998, 63 Fed. Reg. 6338 (1998) (Feb. 6, 1998) (proposal by Dep’t of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pro-
grams).

180 Rick Bragg, Bloodshed in a Schoolyard: The Overview, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 25, 1998, at Al.

181

Convention, supra note 5, at arts. 37(a), 39, 40(1). These provisions, which prohibit degrading treatment and require consid-
eration of the child’s dignity and self-worth, seem to go considerably farther than the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition of “cruel
and unusual punishment.” U.S. CONST. amend. VIIL

182 See, e.g., Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, supra note 103, at

PP29, 53; Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Indonesia, in 1996 Annual Report, supra note 36, at P219. See also
United Nations Guidelines for the Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency (“The Riyadh Guidelines”), U.N. GAOR, 45th Sess., Supp.
No 49, U.N. Doc. No. A/RES/45/112 (1990); United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Administration of Juvenile Jus-
tice (“The Beijing Rules”), U.N. GAOR, 40th Sess., Supp. No. 53, U.N. Doc. No. A/RES/40/33, (1985); United Nations Rules for
the Protection of Juveniles Deprived of Their Liberty, UN. GAOR, 45th Sess., Supp. No. 49, U.N. Doc. No. A/RES/45/113
(1990). These rules are not widely known or applied, at least formally, in the United States.

83 See Proposed Comprehensive Plan for FY1998, 63 Fed. Reg. 6338 (1998) (Feb. 6, 1998) (proposal by Dep’t of Justice, Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Programs).
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fenses committed by juveniles aged sixteen or seventeen in the United States. '®* In Stanford v. Kentucky, '®
the Supreme Court held that the Eighth Amendment does not prohibit imposition of the death penalty in all such
cases. '8¢ Currently, about half of the states permit capital punishment for those convicted of certain forms of
murder as juveniles; four states specify seventeen as the minimum age by statute (Georgia, New Hampshire, North
Carolina and Texas) and twenty others specify age sixteen. '®” On February 27, 1998, a seventeen-year-old
was sentenced to death by electrocution in Lake County, Florida, following his conviction for a particularly vi-
cious, premeditated double murder. 188 The condemned individual, Roderick Justin Ferrell, a self-described vam-
pire, was sixteen at the time of the murders, to which he confessed. '*

Article 37(a) of the Convention specifically prohibits imposition of the death penalty for crimes committed
prior to age eighteen. '°° This presents an obvious quandary. Unless the Clinton Administration and the Con-
gress are prepared to renounce capital punishment for juvenile offenders entirely and to enforce that decision
against the states, then a reservation to Article 37(a) will be required. However, some would undoubtedly ar-
gue that any such reservation would be manifestly contrary to the object and purpose of the Convention and there-
fore impermissible under Article 51(2) as well as general international law. '°" A number of countries have ob-
jected to the U.S. reservation on the juvenile death penalty under the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, where the prohibition on the juvenile death penalty was arguably less relevant to the object
and purpose of the treaty. '°* The only State Party to have taken a specific reservation to the juvenile capital pun-
ishmelr19t3provision of Article 37 is Singapore, and that reservation has drawn objections from a number of coun-
tries.

The practice of sentencing a juvenile offender to life imprisonment without possibility of parole may pose a simi-
lar problem. Some would say that such a sentence is cruel and unusual, grossly disproportionate, and in defi-
ance of what Justice Stevens has called the “special mitigating force of youth.” '°* Nonetheless, even in states
without capital punishment, the possibility exists that a youthful murderer can receive such a sentence. In Ken-
tucky, where not long ago a high school student went on a shooting spree killing and injuring a number of his fel-
low students, '°° the statutes provide that a youthful capital offender can be sentenced to life imprisonment with-

84 See VICTOR STREIB, THE JUVENILE DEATH PENALTY TODAY (1996). Since 1976, only nine persons convicted of
crimes committed while they were juveniles have been executed, all for crimes committed at age seventeen. The juvenile death sen-
tencing rate and the juvenile death row population remain at 1% and 2% respectively.

185492 U.S. 361 (1989).
'8¢ 1d. at 371.

187

See Law, supra note 41, at 1854, n.32-33; see also Victor L. Streib, American Death Penalty for Juveniles: An Interna-
tional Embarrassment, 5 GEO. J. ON FIGHTING POVERTY (forthcoming Summer 1998).

188 See Donald P. Baker, 17-Year-Old Sentenced to Die in Fla., WASH. POST, February 28, 1998, at A3.

'8 Id. In Florida, according to the same report, three of the 373 inmates on death row were convicted and sentenced for

crimes committed as juveniles. Nationally, at the end of 1997, sixty-seven of the roughly 3400 death row inmates committed
crimes as juveniles. /d.

190" Neither capital punishment nor life imprisonment without possibility of release shall be imposed for offenses committed by per-

sons below eighteen years of age.” Convention, supra note 5, at art. 37(a).

191 Id. at art. 51(2); Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, supra note 9, at § 2, art. 19(c), 1155 U.N.T.S. at 336; see also

VAN BUEREN, supra note 55, at 187-91 (discussing the debate over whether the prohibition on the juvenile death penalty is a
norm of jus cogens for purposes of customary international law).

192 VAN BUEREN, supra note 55, at 190.

93 This is not to say, of course, that an appropriately worded reservation could not be crafted or would be impermissible. For

the full text of the Singapore reservation, see MULTILATERAL TREATIES DEPOSITED WITH THE SECRETARY-
GENERAL at 212, U.N. Doc. No. ST/LEG/SER.E/15, U.N. Sales No. E.97.V.5 (1997). The objections are found id. at 214 (Bel-
gium) and id. at 217 (Norway). Malaysia’s broad reservation to Art. 37 might also apply to this issue. /d. at 210. Interestingly,

a number of countries (including, inter alia, Canada, New Zealand, and Japan) have reserved to the “separate facilities” obliga-
tion of Article 37(c). Id. at 206, 211, 209.

94 Thompson v. Oklahoma, 487 U.S. 815, 833-834 (1988).
195 Closed Hearing for Kentucky Shooting Suspect, WASH. POST., Dec. 11, 1997, at A4.
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out benefit of parole for twenty-five years. '® The application of that statute to the [*181] individual in
question has yet to be decided. In Washington State, two boys convicted of aggravated first degree murder did re-
ceive such a sentence, and it survived challenge under the Eighth Amendment in the Ninth Circuit. '°” The de-
mand for stiff punishments for juveniles was seen in the recent case where two young boys, age eleven and thir-
teen, ambushed their school-mates outside an Arkansas middle school, killing four children and one teacher. 198
Local officials called for the Justice Department to prosecute the boys so that they could receive a stiffer pen-
alty than under state law, although the state legislature had rejected stiffer penalties for children as young as thir-
teen only recently. '° The Convention prohibits imposition of life imprisonment for children; *°° given the dif-
ficulty of reconciling current U.S. law and practice, a reservation will likely be required.

Another question concerns corporal punishment. Existing law in all states (except Minnesota) permits parents
to use corporal punishment on their own children, and nearly half of the states permit schools to administer rea-
sonable corporal punishment to students, even though it is apparently used infrequently. >°! While the Conven-
tion does not explicitly prohibit such a sanction, Articles 19(1), 28(2), and 37(a) (which require States Par-
ties to take measures to protect children from violence, and to ensure that school discipline is consistent with
the child’s dignity and that children are not subject to cruel or unusual punishment) provide a clear textual ba-
sis for implying that result. 2> The experts on the Committee on the Rights of the Child unquestionably

hold that view. *** A number of States Parties have abolished corporal punishment as part of their Convention
implementation. *** In May, 1996, for example, the Italian Supreme Court rendered a decision outlawing all cor-
poral punishment relying in part on Article 19(1). 2> Again, the legal issues discussed above -- parental rights
and federalism -- are implicated. A reservation or understanding may be required.

The “compatibility gap” between the Convention and U.S. law is thus perceived by some to exist on two lev-
els: on a structural or conceptual level there are fundamental differences in how to approach the government’s role
in protecting and promoting rights, and as to specific topics there is a more straight-forward divergence

based on substantive content. Key conceptual issues for many are whether the federal or state governments
would be required to regulate matters that are now matters of parental, or private organizations’ control, and if

196 KY. REV. STAT. ANN. § 640.040 (1) (Banks-Baldwin 1998).

197 See Harris v. Wright, 93 F.3d 581, 584 (9th Cir. 1996) (declining, in sentencing two juveniles to life without parole, to
treat the sentence of life without parole with the special scrutiny given to the death penalty); see also Ridgley v. Alaska, 739 P.2d
1299, 1303 (Ak. App. 1987) (holding that ninety-nine year terms for juveniles were justified by the severity of the crime); Nao-
varath v. Nevada, 779 P.2d 944, 948 (Nev. 1989) (finding sentence of life without possibility of parole cruel and unusual punish-
ment for thirteen-year-old murderer of sexual assailant); Washington v. Furman, 858 P.2d 1092, 1101 (Wash. 1993) (reversing
death penalty for seventeen-year-old but imposing sentence of life without possibility of parole). Maryland permits consideration
of the youthful age of the offender as a mitigating factor in cases of first degree murder for which the death penalty or life with-
out parole are possible sentences. See MD. ANN. CODE Art. 27, § 413(g)(5) (1957); see also N.J. STAT. § 2C:11-3(c)(5)(c) (al-
lowing consideration of the age of the defendant as a mitigating factor).

198 Roberto Suro, Justice Dept. Checks U.S. Laws for Stiffer Juvenile Sentences; Jonesboro Suspects Can’t be Tried as Adults Un-

der State Code, WASH. POST., March 27, 1998, at A2.

199 Jd.; Linda J. Collier, Adult Crime, Adult Time: Outdated Juvenile Laws Thwart Justice, WASH. POST., Mar. 29, 1998, at
C1; Sue Anne Pressley, Jonesboro Begins to Bury It’s Dead; International Attention Adds Another Shock to School Shootings, WASH.
POST., Mar. 28, 1998, at Al; Executing Children, WASH. POST., Apr. 14, 1998, at A14 (discussing proposal by Texas State Rep-
resentative Jim Pitts to allow eleven-year-olds to be eligible for the death penalty).

200 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 37.

201 See Maria Glod, Loudon Case Tests Faith in Corporal Punishment, WASH. POST, March 1, 1998 at B5 (“The District of Co-
lumbia and 27 states, including Maryland and Virginia, have banned physical punishment in public schools.”). Federal law re-
mains permissive. See Ingraham v. Wright, 430 U.S. 651 (1977) (no constitutional prohibition against corporal punishment in pub-
lic schools).

292 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 19(1), 28(2) & 37(a); see also, Susan H. Bitensky, Educating the Child for a Productive
Life: Articles 28 and 29, in CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN AMERICA, supra note 41, at 167.

203 See Concluding Observations on the Report of Canada, UN. Comm. On the Rts. Of the Child, 9th Sess., P25, U.N. Doc.
No. CRC/C/15/Add. 37 (1995).

204 VAN BUEREN, supra note 55, at 88.
205 1996 Annual Report, supra note 36, at P662.
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so whether the U.S. Congress could legislate in areas traditionally controlled by the states. Because of the
deep feelings in the United States on these issues, and the constitutional provisions or principles involved, it
seems certain that a [*182] variety of reservations and understandings will be required on these issues.

Some of the most important topics on which the Convention may diverge from U.S. law are in the areas of ju-
venile justice, including the juvenile death penalty. Any attempt to enforce the Convention through federal leg-
islation would raise the conceptual issues discussed above; in addition, because of the divergence between
U.S. law and the treaty, reservations to the Convention on these subjects have the potential to generate serious in-
ternational criticism.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFORCEMENT

Several additional issues must be addressed regarding how the United States would implement and enforce the
Convention. As noted above, significant questions for effective implementation of the Convention are posed
by the concept of parental and private rights, and federalism. Second, many Convention provisions, as noted in
Part II, seem to require active state involvement to enforce substantive rights.

A. New Approaches to Implementation in the Federal System

Past Committee criticism of fragmented implementation systems indicates that the United States, however it ad-
dresses the federalism question, can expect criticism of its implementation strategies unless it adopts a new
and nationally integrated approach. In varying degrees, the Committee has been critical of States Parties for their
failure to adopt a comprehensive national policy *°° towards implementation, as well as for the lack of a cen-
tral coordinating body -- or ”“systematic mechanism” -- such as a National Committee or Ombudsman to en-
sure that the Convention’s provisions are pursued. The Committee expects governments to take concrete

steps to harmonize national legislation with the Convention’s provisions, to coordinate implementation among
the various governmental agencies and departments, to gather the relevant data, to promote public aware-
ness, and to provide training and education for officials who deal with children’s matters. °’ The Committee
has indicated that a decentralized governmental system may not provide a sufficient response to this expecta-
tion. In the case of Iceland, for example, the Committee stressed the importance of overall “coordination of sec-
toral policies of the different governmental agencies and departments dealing with child issues” and continued:

In view of the large autonomy of the local authorities in the field, among others, of child protection and wel-
fare, the Committee also notes with concern the absence of a mechanism to coordinate the decisions
taken and the activities undertaken in this field between the central and local authorities between the lo-
cal authorities themselves. 28

The Committee has had the same response in the case of countries with federal systems.

Serious consideration should therefore be given to some form of institutional mechanism to oversee and guide
implementation of the Convention in U.S. law and practice. Within the proper constraints of our federal sys-
tem, this mechanism could devise ways to promote the progressive implementation of the Convention, espe-
cially regarding the economic, social, and cultural rights articulated in the Convention, on which the Commit-
tee has placed specific emphasis. *'°

B. Mode of Implementation

206 Such ideal policies are sometimes characterized as an “integrated strategy” or a “global approach.” See infra note 208, and

accompanying text.

297 Jaap E. Doeck, The Current Status of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, in THE UNITED NA-
TIONS CONVENTION ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD: A GUIDE TO THE “TRAVAUX PREPARATOIRES,” supra note
9, at 636-39.

208 Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Iceland, in Report on Eleventh Session, UN. Comm. on the Rts. of the

Child, 11th Sess., P137, U.N. Doc. No. CRC/C/50 (1996).
210 See LEBLANC, supra note 55, at 268.
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A second concern is whether the Convention should be denominated as a “self-executing” treaty, >'" and if it
is not (as seems likely), what form [*183] of implementing legislation should be adopted. Nothing in the Con-
vention requires that it be made directly applicable in the domestic law of a State Party or provide a basis

for suits by private individuals against the government. In fact, it appears that most States Parties, including
the common law countries, do not implement the treaty in this fashion. >'> However, many children’s rights ad-
vocates want to use its provisions as a litigating tool. >'* They argue that denomination of the Convention as non
-self-executing will render the Convention essentially meaningless to U.S. law. 2'* The ”self-executing” ap-
proach, which has a special appeal for lawyers but that laymen tend not to share, may ascribe inordinate
importance to judicial remedies and ignores the other important avenues for advancing implementation, such as
the passage of conforming legislation. Nonetheless, following the dominant practice of declaring human

rights treaties to be “non-self-executing” is likely to be controversial among advocates of children’s rights.

Even if the Convention cannot be used directly as a basis for litigation, its provisions will have to be re-
spected, followed, and applied in some meaningful fashion. *'° States are obligated to take “all appropriate mea-
sures” to implement the rights it recognizes. *'® Regardless of the form it takes, implementation will necessar-
ily entail difficult decisions concerning resources. In requiring States Parties to guarantee such services and
benefits as health care, education, an adequate standard of living, and social security, Article 4 of the Conven-
tion specifically commits States Parties to undertake measures to implement such rights through “all appropri-
ate legislative, administrative, and other measures . . . to the maximum extent of their available resources.” 217
The Committee has placed special emphasis on this provision even in the case of countries with compara-
tively few resources. 2'® Surely, for the United States, that commitment should and necessarily must entail ex-
tensive measures at the national level. Among developed nations, the United States has one of the highest per-
centages of children living in poverty. 2'° Thus far, however, it seems that little attention has been paid to assessing
the costs of good faith implementation of the Convention. 2*°

One hurdle to U.S. implementation of this aspect of the Convention at a meaningful level is conceptual. Tradi-
tionally, United States society has not regarded economic and social benefits as legally required or enforce-
able “rights” but rather as discretionary services or programs that may be amended or rescinded solely on the ba-

211 The distinction between “self-executing” and “non-self-executing” treaties has its origins in early Supreme Court jurispru-

dence. In general, a treaty is “non-self-executing” if citizens are unable to invoke it directly as binding authority in court. See Fos-
ter & Elam v. Nelson, 27 U.S. (2 Pet.) 253 (1829); U.S. v. Percheman, 32 U.S. (7 Pet.) 51 (1833). For its part, the Committee
on the Rights of the Child has “welcomed” the fact that the Convention has been denominated as self-executing under the domes-
tic laws of some States Parties. See Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Chile, in 1996 Annual Report, supra note
36, at P123; Concluding Observations on the Initial Report of Italy, Id. at P662.

212

There is in fact some basis in U.S. law for presuming that multilateral treaties should be presumed not to be self-executing.
U.S. v. Postal, 589 F.2d 862 (5th Cir. 1979), cert. denied 444 U.S. 832 (1979). Some commentators have suggested that the Con-
vention is, at least in part, by terms non-self-executing. See Arnold et. al., supra note 75, at 34.

213 See Calciano, supra note 38, at 527.
214 See Donnolo & Azzarelli, supra note 6, at 212.
215

The Australian High Court recently addressed this issue in Minister for Immigration and Ethnic Affairs v. Teoh (1995) 183
C.L.R. 273. Even though treaties are not directly incorporated into the domestic law of Australia until they have been legisla-
tively implemented, the Court held that the act of ratification is a “positive statement by the Executive Government” that it will
act in accordance with the treaty and can give rise to a “legitimate expectation . . . that administrative decision-makers will act in con-
formity with it.” Id. at 291.

216 Convention, supra note 5, at art. 4.

217 Id. at art. 4.

218 Thus, in considering the initial report of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the Committee acknowledged that it was

“among the least developed countries” but nonetheless expressed concern that insufficient attention had been paid to Article 4 re-
garding “budgetary allocations to the maximum extent of available resources.” Concluding Observations on the Initial Report
of the Lao People’s Republic, supra note 103, at PP7, 9, 32.

219 See Calciano, supra note 38, at 525.

220 Calciano has suggested simply that because the United States “possesses approximately the same resources as the other in-

dustrialized countries. . . the United States proverty rate and infant mortality rate should at least be within the same range as
theirs,” id., and that failure by the U.S. to bring these rates to within this range would be a per se violation of the Convention.
Id.
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sis of political or budgetary considerations. **' The Convention has been viewed by some as calling for
substantial [#184] new programs for children with significant resource implications. *** It is not entirely
clear, for example, how the federal government could or would effectively guarantee the right of every child
in the country “to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of health” *** or “to a standard of living ad-
equate for the child’s physical, mental, spiritual, moral and social well-being,” >** but some steps must neces-
sarily be taken to achieve the goals. Difficult decisions will need to be made regarding the level of resource
commitments to be devoted to implementing the Convention, how and by whom they will be funded, and who
will administer delivery. In some areas, this may require provision of new services. Even where programs do pro-
vide services for care, protection, and support at state levels, more than a few are underfunded, poorly staffed and
overburdened. There is little question, for example, that additional steps to improve health care delivery to

the least fortunate, and to reduce the infant mortality rate, would be entirely consistent with the objectives of
the Convention.

Consider, in this context, the current debate within the state legislatures of Virginia and Maryland over fund-
ing of medical insurance for children of the “working poor.” %> Some legislators have argued that the private mar-
ket is the best mechanism for dealing with this problem. Even in light of the President’s recently announced
child care initiative, under one view the United States would not be compliant with the requirement in Article
18(3) tozg:élsure that all children of working parents have the right to benefit from child-care services and fa-
cilities.

V. CONCLUSION

A clear understanding of the requirements of the Convention in light of existing law and practice in the
United States is an inescapable prerequisite to dealing with the real dimensions of the issues posed by ratifica-
tion. Only a thorough analysis can lay a proper groundwork for ratification, including preparation of any nec-
essary implementing legislation. Not only is such an analysis needed to tell the legislators whether, where, why,
and how the law may need to be changed, it will also provide the basis for crafting necessary reservations, un-
derstandings, and declarations, and -- equally important -- avoiding those which are not absolutely neces-

sary. After such an analysis, the debate over the risks and benefits of ratification will continue to be an exer-
cise in hypothesis and hyperbole. At the same time, this analysis will provide a blueprint for working towards
achieving conformity of law and practice in advance of ratification, and as a focus for action once the Con-
vention has been ratified.

Some have identified important Convention provisions that appear to conflict with U.S. law and practice -- ei-
ther because they articulate rights unknown in U.S. law, or because they arguably allow or mandate state in-
terference with personal liberties and parental prerogatives. These concerns must be met and addressed care-
fully. It will presumably be necessary to condition U.S. adherence on a number of reservations, understandings,
and declarations. It may also be appropriate to consider adopting new legislation to assist in effectively imple-
menting the Convention.

There is much to be said in favor of an innovative approach to U.S. implementation. If progressive implemen-
tation is viewed as a touchstone of the Convention, then the United States must find new ways of implement-
ing the Convention within the federal system. In this regard, the United States will have to address whether and
how to commit more resources to implementing the Convention than it has to children’s issues already.

Only after a thorough examination of all of these issues will the debate over the ratification be able to proceed
on a fully informed basis. This Article challenges all those concerned with children’s welfare to take an ac-
tive role in promoting an informed national conversation on the Convention on the Rights of the Child.
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Id. at art. 27(1).
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