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Thank you very much for that greeting and I too would like to acknowledge the Wurundjeri people as the traditional owners of this land and the custodians of this institute.

It’s a great honour for Amnesty International tonight to take this platform tonight and have the honour of your company and we are extremely appreciative, Chancellor, for the fact that you and your University have created this important annual focus on human rights and we are enormously grateful that this year you have given the lecture over to an activists perspective.

From my own standpoint I am very thrilled to be back in my hometown. I’m glad that the University accepted me, they obviously haven’t checked that academic record. My office also asked me to convey that they’re happy that I’m here and not in London, apparently the reason has something to do with cricket.

Amnesty International is social movement of more than 2 million people based in 100 plus countries around the world. It’s dedicated to the defence of human rights; united by a common conviction that all people are created equal and that none is to be denied that equality.  

It’s a network of ordinary individuals acting in solidarity with other ordinary individuals, Amnesty International takes oppression personally.  We work to expose the very particular price that injustice extracts from the individual.  To write these wrongs in order that wrongs may be righted – has been Amnesty International’s mission for the past 45 or more years and as activists the world round we simply ask of  governments that they keep the promises to which they have freely acceded, human rights standards.  

So it’s from a global human rights activist’s standpoint that I wanted to just share a few stories with you that maybe, hopefully relevant to Australians, to people such as yourselves, ideally to the Australian Government as well and perhaps even to the Australian Bush. 

Let me tell you, Amnesty International’s work courses over tough political and social terrain.  For while no generation has enjoyed as much wealth, comfort and opportunity as those of us sitting in the room today, we live nevertheless in an unsafe, endangered, unfair and deeply divided world:   A world made unsafe by the proliferation of arms, by the spreading of conflict, by the horror of terrorist attack and — sadly — by the actions of governments who flout the rule of law and undermine fundamental human rights.

We live in a world suffering the consequences of environmental degradation, global warming, and of our callous disregard for the un-sustainability of our own lifestyles, we live in a world that is inherently unfair. 

More than a billion people — a sixth of all humanity — live on less than a dollar a day.  Half a million women die each year in childbirth and more than 3,000 African children die of malaria every day, over 3 times the number of people killed as a direct result of armed conflict.  Only 50,000 of the 26 million people infected with HIV/AIDS in Africa have access to the health care and medicines that they need.  

We live in a world deeply divided by racism, xenophobia, growing Islamophobia and anti-Semitism, by discrimination and by a politically instrumentalised fear of "the other."

Yet the real and present danger of weapons of mass destruction turned out not to be Saddam Hussein’s nuclear or biological or chemical weapons but the proliferation of small arms which kill more than 350,000 people each year.  

In our world in the last year, more people died from the war in Iraq, Afghanistan, Darfur and Lebanon than from terrorist bombs exploded in affluent countries. 

We live in a world where violence against women is a major source of insecurity for half the world’s population, from female infanticide to female genital mutilation; from honour killings even in the richest of countries to mass rape in times of war.  In an age where women are heads of State and travel to space, won Olympic medals, been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. In many countries laws, policies and practices still discriminate against women, denying them equality with men, politically, economically and socially.   
In this world, the sovereignty of the State is under pressure from armed groups on the one hand and big business on the other.  Governments of many countries are riddled with corruption, mismanagement, abuse of power and political violence.  In other countries, economic globalisation has brought unprecedented wealth while also increasing economic disparity such that the dream - the promise of a Universal Declaration of Human Rights - remains hollow for millions of people.  

In 2006, as Amnesty International monitors human rights in more than 100 countries the world over, we can see clearly that we are living in a world dominated by fear and that fear is divisive.  
Some people find the most serious threat to their security is from armed groups and terrorist suspects.  For many, however, the real sources of insecurity lie in poverty, in HIV and AIDS and in domestic violence.  
For some, liberty is the right to choose whichever newspaper they want to read, for others liberty is the ability to read a newspaper.  But these differences of view and experience are interlinked.  In this world you are buying your security at the expense of my liberty. 

So this is the tale that Amnesty International has to tell: that in our world there are global problems to be addressed and these demand global solutions.  Just as there exists no policy fortress that can exclude a particular country from paying the price of these global problems so to there is no legitimate policy response that can excuse a country from playing its part in securing global solutions. 

This story’s punch line is that our fractured communities will not be mended by the politics of division and separation, but by the application of glue to bind us all together globally.  Such a glue is freely available and takes the form of a strong and unwavering commitment to human rights.  
As Andrei Sakharov said, the noted Soviet scientist and human rights activist, said: “The defence of human rights is a clear path, towards the unification of people in our turbulent world and a path toward the relief of suffering.” 

Human rights, grounded in universal standards and international law, embody the common values of human decency, dignity, equality, justice:  The Universal Declaration of Human Rights begins with the affirmation that “all human beings are born with equal and inalienable rights and fundamental freedoms.”  And Sakharov reminds us that: “The ideology of human rights is probably the only one that can be combined with such diverse ideas, ideologies as communism, social democracy, religion, technocracy…”
Diverse ideologies, specific identities; unique standpoints, distinct heritage: each can find their freer expression in respect for human rights.  They are global values for global times.  They are common values which, for example while finding a distinct Australian expression, share at their heart a universal interest and global relevance is their pulse.  Global insecurity, far from diminishing the value of human rights, has heightened our need to respect them.  If we want to build a more secure world, then human rights must be put at the centre of the quest for peace and security.  
And so our tale continues thus: Respect for human rights precedes the creation of sustainable political society, locally, nationally and globally.  And just as criminal violence is best addressed through better - not brutal – policing, so too are insecurity and violence best tackled by effective accountable states that ensure the security of their people by upholding, not violating, human rights.  

But in a globalizing world, where one nation’s answer can readily become another’s problem, how is political leadership to be conducted?  In democracies we elect our political leaders in the hope and expectation that they will find solutions to our problems.  Now every story needs a hero.  Let me give you a quote from one:
I will respect the traditions, customs and religions of the nations of my empire and never let any of my subordinates look down on or insult them. I will impose my rule on no nation and never resolve on war to reign.  I will never let anyone oppress any others, and if it occurs, I will take his or her right back and penalize the oppressor.  I will never let anyone take possession of movable and landed properties of the others by force or without compensation. I will prevent unpaid, forced labour.  Everyone is free to choose a religion. People are free to live in all regions and take up a job provided that they never violate other's rights. (The Charter of Freedom of Cyrus, 539 BC)
These are the words spoken by Cyrus on the occasion of his coronation in the Iran/Iraq region in the year 539 BC.  

At the beginning of this month, our Secretary General was receiving the Sydney Peace prize, and I was in Johannesburg to present Amnesty’s highest honour to Nelson Mandela.  Today, more than 40 years after his arrest under South Africa’s apartheid regime, Nelson Mandela is truly a “global citizen”.  By his example, and since he claimed his freedom from prison in February of 1990, he has come to symbolise through global leadership all that is hopeful and idealistic in public life, demonstrating the immense power of the persistent individual even in the face of extraordinary oppression.  Amnesty International honoured this man who refused to compromise with the injustice of apartheid for the profound difference his style of leadership has already made for the human security of millions of marginalized people not only in Africa, but the world over. 

So our tale is that today’s political leaders have an ancient and contemporary legacy, to enable effective and principled political leadership, and they have living examples to follow. 

Not only this, but our leaders actually have tools at their disposal to enable such leaderships to take effect, the UN Charter commits all member states to uphold human dignity. In 1948 the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, was followed immediately by the Genocide Convention and  through successive decades, a host of treaties and declarations built the edifice of the human rights framework, provisions ranging from the prohibition of torture to elimination of discrimination against women, to protection of the rights of children and of refugees. 

But this magnum opus is not the product of political leaders only.  On the contrary, it has always been and still is the fruit of leadership of people from around the world. Human rights defenders, social activists, journalists, trade unionists, lawyers, NGOs, women’s groups, development and environmental organisations, and indigenous people’s movements all speak the language of human rights and have used human rights to express and shape their agenda and aspiration.  
The language and power of human rights have fuelled political change such as the end of apartheid in South Africa, the emergence of democracy in Eastern Europe and helped turn the tide against impunity in Latin America.   Human rights have brought not only a moral dimension to international relationships among governments – they have become part of the vocabulary of social aspiration.
So the tale of our times is that a legacy of and tools for principled political leadership exist, and these in turn have created an environment for their ready application and there awaits an expectant constituency of support.  They want only for the diligence of the State to ensure their systematic, comprehensive and just implementation.   

But actually the tall tale but true is that none of this success detracts from the tough reality that, while no government today would dare deny the existence of human rights, not all of them are willing to observe these standards.  In far too many places, in far too many ways, human rights are abused not promoted, undermined not lead, ignored and eroded.  In our century, in every country in the world – from Australia to Zimbabwe – governments are seeking to expand their powers – lawfully and unlawfully - to limit freedom’s space.   
Numbered among them are countries once counted as the firm friends of freedom, but Western democracies have taken severe measures to undermine the freedoms that are the ecology in which a just and civil society may flourish.  These measures have passed into public policy with little debate or protest because their impact is largely on people at the margins of society: on the poor, on the foreigner, on the migrant and on the refugee.   

So, instead of witnessing strengthened respect for global values, we find their manifestation - human rights- under attack.  Instead of global solutions, we have been global war; a pervasive and amorphous global war on terror that has forced us all within the borders of its battlefield.  
In this terrain, the wounding of the international human rights framework is merely incidental, the erosion of our basic freedoms a necessary casualty and the betrayal of rule of law nothing but a military tactic.  
Its overlords, Messer’s Bush, Blair and Howard, have created a political discourse that fictions distance into division; weaving the lace of contrived linkages, they draw for us battlelines from Afghanistan to Chechnya, from Iraq to Indonesia.   And they posit a war, characterised by an ill-defined enemy; nebulous aims, failing strategy, and without an end in sight.  

And as is common practice in war time, accompanying the war on terror is a new propaganda. Appalling practices are disguised by innocuous terms: “ghost detainees” means people are being “disappeared” to be held and tortured in secret locations. “Stress and duress” is torture, inhumane and degrading treatment and banned by international law. “Extraordinary rendition”, well this is the practice by which suspects are effectively kidnapped, moved from one country to another in legal limbo without judicial oversight and handed over to regimes that practice torture. 
In his most recent book, Unspeak, the writer Stephen Poole discusses this use of language and the creation of spin, and he makes the point that sometimes the terms of spin actually reveal more than is intended. The word rendering for example is a term commonly used for processing meat and as Poole says, ‘suspects who are rendered to foreign torturers are anonymous pieces of meat to be processed into useful information’. 

 “CIA black sites” and secret torture flights across Europe reveal that even the most well-established and absolute of rights, such as the freedom from torture and the right to habeas corpus are being called into question – not by Middle Eastern dictators but by European, American and Australian democracies and in so doing they have opened – with only a minimum of protest it seems - a Pandora’s box of permission to flaunt human rights standards.   
So now China can justify publicly its longstanding repression of the Uighur Muslim minority in name of the “war against terror”.   The Zimbabwean state-controlled media can label political opponents “terrorists”, foreign and local journalists as “supporters of terrorists” and justify the jailing of journalists as “combating terrorism”.   When Amnesty International’s Secretary General raised the issue of incommunicado detention in Chechnya with President Putin, he immediately drew a parallel to detention at Guantánamo Bay: if the Americans can lock up terrorist suspects in secret prisons, why is it wrong for Russia to do the same?  When we raised the human rights crisis in Darfur with the Sudanese Minister of Interior, his answer was “First go and tell the Americans about Guantánamo.”

Now to be clear, not every human rights abuse can be attributed to the war on terror but there is no doubt that it has given a new lease of life to old fashioned repression: arbitrary and secret detention, torture, unfair trial, enforced disappearances, prolonged incommunicado detention, ethnic persecution, suppression of political dissent: each directly or indirectly an attack on civil society.  
A picture of a smiling Private Lynndie England, holding a leash attached to a naked Iraqi man, came to represent these abusive practices.  But Abu Ghraib was not caused by a handful of sadistic, overworked, un-trained soldiers. It was the inevitable result of an Executive that, in the pursuit of the admirable goal of national security, lost sight of the need to maintain the soul of the nation.  
For us the story is very clear: Torture is evil not only because of what it does to those tortured, but also by virtue of the great cost it imposes on the torturer and on society itself.  ‘When the state itself beats and extorts, it can no longer be said to rest on foundations of morality and justice; but rather on force. When a state [employs] torture, it reduces the moral distance between a government act and a criminal act.’ 

Ironically and tragically, Abu Ghraib prison was notorious long before the American infantry put it on the front pages of our newspaper.  The 260-acre prison complex outside of Baghdad housed thousands of criminals and political prisoners who were subjected to “unspeakable torture” at the hands of Saddam Hussein and was the symbol of all that the war on terror was supposed to vanquish. 

And as the US Independent Panel reviewing Detention Operations concluded: “Interrogation techniques intended only for Guantanamo came to be used in Afghanistan and Iraq.”  
There is yet to be a full and independent inquiry into torture and ill-treatment in Abu Ghraib, Bagram air base or at Guantánamo Bay.  But when there is no accountability for human rights violations, there is impunity, and where there is impunity, there is tacit approval for violations in the future.  
This time last November, Amnesty International (together with another NGO, Reprieve) hosted a conference in London. It was the largest ever gathering of former detainees from Guantanamo, their family members and representatives of those some 400 who are still detained.  They came from Afghanistan, from Russia, from Germany, from Jordan and Britain. Many of them had never spoken of their experiences. Speaking for the first time one said, ‘I was picked up at gunpoint by 5 or 6 special branch undercover officers who were told to pick me up on behalf of the United States. I was questioned by a British interrogator, he told me it was out of his hands, the Americans were running the show.  I was beaten up, threatened with being sent to Morocco, Egypt, or Cuba. My toe became infected and I  had it amputated. I was operated on by a trainee nurse while I was awake. I could see what was happening and I was being interrogated at the same time’.  

Earlier this year Amnesty International reported that the US-led Multinational Force (MNF) in Iraq is holding thousands of people in a system of arbitrary detention, without charge or trial for as long as two years. Unsurprisingly, we uncovered increasing evidence that the Iraqi security forces, which were created and are underpinned by the Multinational Force, are torturing detainees.  

Australian citizen Mamdouh Habib claimed he was transferred from Pakistan to Egypt in late 2001, where he said he was tortured before being sent to Guantánamo Bay, where he said he faced further torture and ill-treatment. These are serious allegations, yet instead of investigating his allegations, or protesting his detention, the government sought to discredit his story.

Just a month ago, US Vice President Dick Cheney agreed with an interviewer’s suggestion that a “dunk in water” may be an acceptable when interrogation. 
And at the start of October, Attorney-General Philip Ruddock said he didn’t regard sleep deprivation as torture, and its value should be examined in the light of “whether the evidence obtained that way has any probative value”
. He is an Attorney-General, and yet international law is clear on this matter: sleep deprivation and other so-called “lesser” means of coercive interrogation are prohibited.  Euphemisms that seek to muffle its severity do not constitute evasion of the legal and moral force of the ban on torture.  Torture is torture, and it is illegal under international law, regardless of the supposed “value” of the evidence it obtains.  

The much vaunted ticking bomb of justification for torture is in reality a slippery slope of moral decline.  These policies have not won nations’ security but rather virus like it has spread to embolden abusive regimes and weaken human rights around the world; creating an environment that where torture not security is fostered.  

If we have learnt anything from the rule of twentieth century tyrants, it is that there are grave consequences for human rights, and therefore for millions of innocent people, when legal systems operate at the convenience of those in power.  

Fifty-eight years ago, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights expressed the international community’s moral outrage of “never again”, following the horrors of the Second World War.   Its preamble states that in order for people to be protected from unbearable tyranny and oppression “human rights should be protected by the rule of law”.   Some of the same countries that led efforts to frame this powerful statement of human dignity and entitlement, Australia among them, have become ambassadors for its violation, breaking its provisions, undermining its protections or betraying it with sophistry.  

Counter-terrorism laws for example, introduced in Australia in recent years have created offences relating to terrorist activity without adequately defining many of the activities they are supposed to prohibit and compromising long-standing protections in the Australian legal system, including the right to silence, the right to a public hearing and the right to choose a lawyer. 
The Australian government has also introduced preventative detention and control orders, and reserved the right for its security agency ASIO to veto a defence lawyer appointed by a person it has arrested.  

Amnesty International understands that certain rights can be suspended for a limited period in a “time of public emergency which threatens the life of the nation”
 but there is a contradiction in terms when draconian laws undermine the very values they are intended to protect.  

The war on terror, which began in a moment of national emergency, has developed into an unending quest for security that has in fact delivered greater insecurity in many countries.
When the US government ignores the absolute prohibition on torture and fails to investigate abuses by its own soldiers, when European governments bury their collective heads in the sand of denial and refuse to question their own record on renditions, racism or refugees, they erode their credibility, they diminish their capacity and they undermine their ability to champion and lead human rights elsewhere in the world.   
The key cause and casualty of this era is leadership: In place of credible, principled and authoritative leadership, we find duplicity and double speak. Collectively and individually, governments have paralysed international institutions, squandered public resources and diluted governance capacity in misguided military and security strategies.  This same failure of leadership is evidenced too by its acts of omission and Darfur in Sudan is perhaps the saddest example of terror neglected.  
In Darfur, insecurity a daily terror experienced in the face of attacks by the government of Sudan, and the Janjawid militias that they arm and support.  It is the terror of the thousands of women and girls who have been raped there in the past three years, the tens of thousands killed and the more than 2 million forcibly displaced from their homes. It is the growing fear of displaced people who dare not leave refugee camps because the surrounding areas have been left in the hands of the awaiting militias.
When the powerful are too arrogant to review and reassess their strategies the heaviest price is paid by the poor and by the powerless.   

The political manipulation of division and separatism creates a climate of fear and suspicion that is the very antithesis of security.  By turning communities against each other, division undermines the consensus, the trust and the interaction that are our best protection against the few.  We can’t afford these cycles of fear, of distrust and prejudice, and we can’t afford to indulge leaders who would employ these as tool to gain or retain power.

The identification of our commonalities, the recognition of universal realities, of our shared challenges and the promotion of global values: this is the glue we need to repair our fractured world and these are the tools that would help us negotiate successfully, diversity.
It’s very easy to see the recent debate about Australian values is a by-product of the political manipulation of division.   If “they” represent a threat, then “we” must challenge them to prove they are in fact “one of us”.  
At this time, we should perhaps be asking, not how we can ensure migrants sign up to Australian values, but how can we ensure Australia stays true to respect for universal and unifying global values.  Of course much of what we consider to be uniquely “Australian values” find their expression in global human rights. The rights to equality, a fair trial, our obligation to respect the rights of others is surely an expression of a fair go. Seen from this perspective, the Australian government has been all too willing to enter into political alliances that betray Australian values.

This is why Amnesty International has launched a global campaign appealing to Prime Minister John Howard to intervene and defend the rights of Australian citizen David Hicks who has been detained without trial for five years, at Guantánamo Bay.  The Australian Government has so far proved itself resolutely immune to calls for justice in relation to David Hicks, sacrificing one of its citizens for the political expedient of strengthening its relationship with the current US administration.

There are here troubling and challenging implications for Australia, a country which has allowed strategic allegiance to the US to compromise its traditional values, even while it continues to debate the values that define it as a nation. 

Australia could play a strong role advocating for greater human rights in the world – as indeed we’ve done in the past. It is not the case, as this government has often argued in matters of human rights, that Australia has little influence internationally, or that Australia would suffer an unbearable cost if it were to break its lock step with the US.  

Australia has played key roles in the negotiation of human rights standards and Australia, to its credit, took a leading role this year in mapping out a path for the United Nations to develop a global Arms Control Treaty to control small arms.  It is worth noting that Australia took this position in the face of stiff US opposition. Clearly the diplomatic relationship between Australia and the US, and the much vaunted personal friendship of our leaders, are broad enough to encompass different views on matters of human rights.

But, in these arms trade negotiations, Australia’s role stood out by virtue of its rarity. With the Australian Government’s active involvement in the “war on terror”, and its unquestioning loyalty to US policies and practices in that war, frankly, to those of us abroad it appears the country has lost sight of Australian values. At home and internationally, it has undermined those rights in law, and it has helped to weaken their protection in practice.

This is where the challenge comes home, to scrutinise our own treatment of asylum-seekers, the continuing abuse of mandatory detention; the long-term failure of successive governments to successfully work with Indigenous people and communities to realise their human rights.

Australians need Australia to reengage the discourse of human rights, the world needs Australia to mount a clear and vigorous defence of their universal application. 

Universities exist to develop, preserve and impart knowledge and understanding.  From their beginnings, the knowledge with which universities have been concerned has been both practical and theoretical but what all areas of understanding have sought to share is a basis in rational enquiry, an environment of tolerance and with respect for the duty to refine one’s views in the light of evidence and countervailing arguments.  

By doing these things, universities should be exemplars of respect for universal rights, and concrete manifestations of what can be achieved through reason not prejudice, through respect, through knowledge, through information and critical exchange.

Some who thought the “war on terror” would be won with drone aircraft and cluster bombs are belatedly coming to the view that it is in fact a battle of ideas. Their metaphor is still one of war.  In reality we don’t need a battlefield of ideas as much as we need an agora, a global forum of exchange and debate, in which pursuit of knowledge and reason is not predefined nor truth’s outcome already determined.  

Universities can be exemplars of this, playing an essential social role, experimenting, analysing, and critiquing and occasionally providing an irritant to their host cultures.  Further, the university’s method of teaching and debate should help equip students to understand the importance of diversity, of difference, of discussion and of debate in a pluralistic society.  In this regard Amnesty International congratulates Melbourne University for the work it is undertaking in respect to such processes  as graduate attributes. 
But we should advise that intellectual freedom of this kind can be a dangerous business.   In Turkey, academics have been prosecuted for expressing critical opinions.  As part of China’s efforts to control the Internet, major universities have been ordered to lock down bulletin boards and restrict discussions. In Eritrea the security services monitor academics and student leaders for signs of dissent.  A student leader arrested in July 2001 after criticising the government at a graduation ceremony drew hundreds of students demonstrating support for him. Those students were beaten, arrested, punished and detained with several months’ hard labour. As guilds of learning and exploration, universities must for all our sakes defend their rights to free inquiry.  In so doing they should see themselves as part of the human rights tradition of “reason and conscience” as is expressed in Article 1 of the Universal Declaration.  And this endeavour should be “a whole of curriculum approach” – there being no field of intellectual endeavour, practical or theoretical – that does not either elucidate human rights or at least depend on them for their respect.  
Global solutions for global problems will depend in some small way on the willingness of the academy to go where-ever truth and solution demands: cross-disciplines and multi-functioned synergistic learning will be essential and is urgently required: whether to understand and respond to climate change; abject poverty or to the impacts of globalization. This approach to learning and to knowledge production is the mirror image of human rights movement pressing need to engage the indivisibility and interdependencies of human rights. 
Luis is a journalist in Chile. He was tortured by the Pinochet regime and adopted as a prisoner of conscience by Amnesty International.  After he was released he wrote to us: “When you are there, naked on a metal bed, and they are giving you electric shock torture and your wife will die and your child she is carrying will die, and the other person next to you is being killed, you wish there was an international community, a bigger humanity, somebody who will say this has to stop, this is useless, it corrupts everything, it corrupts life.  It should not be possible.”  
It is Amnesty International’s job, it is this university’s job, in fact it is all our jobs, to make Luis’s dream real.

Kate Gilmore;

 Executive Deputy Secretary General; 

Amnesty International

/ends
� 	Interviewer: But would sleep deprivation, for example, come into that category [of coercive means of interrogation which are not torture]? Philip Ruddock: Well, I don't regard sleep deprivation as torture. I've not heard it being put in that way, but it would be seen as coercive. Obviously the question would be looked at as to whether the evidence obtained that way has any probative value.  ABC TV, The Insiders, 01/10/2006, � HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/insiders/content/2006/s1752836.htm" ��http://www.abc.net.au/insiders/content/2006/s1752836.htm�.
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