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Reports of States 
 
Iceland (initial report on the Optional Protocol on the involvement of children in armed 
conflict) 
 
Information submitted to the Committee 
 
Iceland submitted its initial report on its implementation of the Optional Protocol on the involvement of 
children in armed conflict (OPAC))1 due in 2004. Furthermore, the State party submitted written answers2 to 
the Committee’s list of issues3. The very short report contains general information on the ratification and use 
of international legal standards in Iceland and the contribution of the State party to the promotion of the rights 
of children around the world. The report also mentions the fact that Iceland has no armed forces. No NGO 
reports were submitted. 
 
Iceland has ratified the Convention on the Rights of the Child (the Convention); the Optional Protocol on sale 
of children, child prostitution and child pornography (OPSA); and the Optional Protocol on the involvement of 
children in armed conflict (OPAC). Iceland has made declarations under Article 9 and Article 37 of the 
Convention and Article 3 paragraph 2 of the OPAC. The declaration relating to OPAC declares that a 
minimum age for recruitment is not applicable, as the State party has no armed forces. 
 
Themes and Issues 
 
Since the State party has no armed forces the discussion was limited to a few detailed issues and lasted 
only about half an hour. The three main themes taken up by the Committee were unaccompanied asylum-
seeking children; extraterritorial jurisdiction of international child protection instruments; and the 
application of international human rights instruments in domestic law. The Committee enquired about 
the number of unaccompanied asylum-seeking children. The delegation replied that during the last three 
years there had only been one case and unfortunately the child had fled so no decision was made in this 
case. Additionally, the State party had set up a working group to elaborate rules for handling such cases. 
Noting that all States are obligated to promote and protect the rights of children, the country rapporteur 
enquired about whether domestic courts had extraterritorial jurisdiction providing for the prosecution of 
foreigners for crimes committed outside the territory of the State Party. The delegation explained that a lot of 
its international obligations already have extraterritorial jurisdiction when it comes to its own citizens. The 
State party would consider widening this jurisdiction to all international obligations. When asked about the 
application of international human rights instruments in domestic law the delegation replied that apart from 
the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms this was not the 
case. However, international conventions had been used in the last revision of the domestic human rights 
protection system and there is a marked tendency of courts making direct reference to international 
provisions. In relation to the issues of jurisdiction and international instruments the Committee suggested 
that the State party included a specific prohibition on recruitment of children in its penal code. The delegation 
replied that if there was an obligation to so it would.   
 
The Committee seemed satisfied with these answers and concluded the consideration by encouraging the 
State party to move forward and continue to set an example of best practices for other States.   
 
Conclusions and next steps 
 
In its concluding observations4 the Committee took note that the State party does not have armed forces. 
However, this did not exclude the possibility of recruitment of Icelandic children for foreign armed forces or 
groups. Therefore, the Committee recommended the State party to explicitly prohibit recruitment of children 
and to establish extraterritorial for these types of crimes especially relating to children under the age of 
fifteen. While short, the discussion was held in a positive environment with the delegation showing a high 
level of engagement in the discussion.  

                                                           
1 CRC/C/OPAC/ISL/1 
(http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/898586b1dc7b4043c1256a450044f331/5022a5cbe15c2014c12570b2004fc01d/$FILE/
G0542802.pdf) 
2 CRC/C/OPAC/Q/1/add.1 (http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G06/420/01/PDF/G0642001.pdf?OpenElement) 
3 CRC/C/OPAC/Q/1 (http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G06/405/19/PDF/G0640519.pdf?OpenElement) 
4 CRC/C/OPAC/ISL/CO/1 (http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/docs/co/CRC.C.OPAC.ISL.CO.1.pdf) 
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There seemed to be a lack of information provided on the status and treatment of refugee children. It 
remains unclear whether this was due to a lack of cases or a lack of statistical data. The Committee referred 
the State party to the General Comment No. 6 on the treatment of unaccompanied and separated children 
outside their country of origin5.  
 
In general both the delegation and the Committee should be satisfied with the outcome of the discussion, as 
the Committee at one and the same time confirmed the good human rights record of the State party while 
pointing out the areas where improvement could be done. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
5 CRC/GC/2005/6 
(http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/898586b1dc7b4043c1256a450044f331/532769d21fcd8302c1257020002b65d9/$FILE/
G0543805.DOC) 
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