ISP Consultation Pack 1, ”The World We See”

Section response, AI Sweden

1. Introduction

First of all, we would like to thank the ISP committee for all the efforts you have made in making the consultation process truly inclusive and open-ended in this early stage of drafting the new ISP!  We believe this is reflected in ”The World We See”, which generally is an accessible and well written document and, consequently, a good starting point in the consultation process.

The consultation process in the Swedish Section started in late March when we established a working group consisting of our Secretary General and our Section Chair plus two current and two previous members of the Board. We arranged an ISP seminar during our AGM in mid April, which unfortunately only attracted around 20 participants (we held four other seminars including one with our international guest at the same time). Consultation Pack 1 has been available on our intranet, together with a Swedish translation of the PowerPoint presentation, and some questions for discussion. We have also highlighted the ISP process in our monthly activist bullentin ”Insats”. In addition to this, we sent a letter with the material and some specific questions to all our specialist groups/networks and country coordinators asking for comments. The turnout has been fairly low, and this response is based on discussions within the working group  and comments from the AGM seminar, together with longer comments from staff, a few specialist groups, and some other interested members. Our consultation process will intensify this autumn, when we also plan to consult with external partners.

2. The content of ”The World We See”

Question a) How do you see the world?

We believe that ”The World We See” gives a good general picture of the world around us and covers most of the issues relevant for AI in the future. We have no particular additions. It is important, however, that we prioritize; see comments below.

We support the general approach the document takes, i.e. the choice of not pointing to specific situations or countries, since this would have made the text less accessible. However, at page 11 a long paragraph deals with the feminization of poverty, which stands in contrast to the general approach used in the rest of the document. One could easily argue that the situation for women merits specific mention under all the headings of the document, since women are differently affedcted in all the areas mentioned (e.g. the situation for refugee women, and women’s vulnerability in the wake of religious fundamentalism). 

Question b/ Future threats and opportunities for human rights:

· Economic actors: We need to keep a close eye on what is happening in this area. We agree with the statement on page 12 – that we need to develop a well coordinated transnational approach when it comes to corporate actors. In addition, we also believe we need to continue, and perhaps strenghten, our collaborations with other NGO’s. However, we do not agree with the statement ”[e]fforts to establish international binding standards for corporate accountability for human rights are likely to suffer a setback as corporations and governments collude to avoid or water down international initiatives” (page 11)  We believe it is quite the contrary; for the first time there is a UN rapporteur on business and human rights (albeit he has not been as strong as we wish) and we think the efforts will increase, rather than decrease.

· Technological change: In our opinion, the most important aspects here are the new threats to integrity and freedom of speech, and the technological gap in the world, both in general and within AI. It is important to keep this gap in mind when developing activist tools, and when discussing AI’s growth.

· Political re-configuration: We believe that the situation that is discussed under the label ”divisions between the West and the ’non-West’” (p. 10) merits our close attention (although we question the use of the the term ”non-West”). As mentioned in the document, accountability for non-state actors will continue to be a challenge for AI (and for human rights law) in the years to come and we believe that non-state actors such as trade unions, religious groups, armed groups, criminal gangs, NGO’s, exceptionally wealthy individuals and others will have an increasing influence on human rights in both positive and negative ways. 

· Climate change: This is of course potentially a very serious threat to human rights, and we think it is good  to divert some time to studying the implications. Still, we should move ahead with caution and we doubt that this is an area we should prioritize in the upcoming ISP. If we do choose to address this issue it is very important to stay concrete and specific and to focus on unique perspectives we could bring to the issue, for example by focusing on discrimination or refugee issues. We need to be percieved as a distinct voice, as there are many actors already doing a lot of important work in this area. Regarding the text, the example of Darfur is a bit oversimplified (page 10). At the moment, it is trendy to explain the Darfur conflict with environmental changes, for example desert taking over fertile lands. It is important that AI does not fall into that trap since the conflict is much more complicated that that. 

Question c/ On what issues should AI work? Are there areas of work we should move away from?

This is a question of prioritization, and we need to do a bit more consideration and consultation to be able to give more substantial answers. Some areas of concern are already mentioned above - here are a few other thoughts:

· Women’s rights. We have spent many years capacity-building in this area in the context of the SVAW campaign – now it is time to take a step further. Particular areas of concern are SRHR, empowerment and the conditions for women under economic globalization, and female migrants. It is also important that we mainstream the gender perspective throughout the ISP. To be able to do that we must see women and men in all issues we are discussing and "women and men" should be visible in all documents during the whole process. If we do not do this we will never be able to recognize or make women’s rights visible as human rights other than specificly connected to violence against women, FGM and health issues.  

· Migration issues. Especially in the context of national security, multiculturalism and discrimination. 

· The EU. In our regional context, continuing and strengthening our EU work will be crucial, as EU policy in the area of human rights will continue to be of great importance in the future. 

General comments on content

2.4 Urbanization and the Mega-city: We must see both the advantages and disadvantages of urbanization. The situation for women could, in some ways, improve in towns, away from the social control of the village for example, even if it means living in a slum. There is something in the city that draws people and we need to understand that reality.

2.5 Revolution in technology and science: Our expertise is in the area of human rights, not ethics in general. Therefore we find the last paragraph including the discussion on genetic profiling and the statement ”…calling into question the ’human’ in ’human rights’” puzzling. There are many other organizations that are much better equipped for dealing with these kinds of issues, and it is very unclear from this text where AI could make a contribution or which human rights issues are at stake.

2.2 Economic globalization: The first statement in this part, that ”[g]lobalization […] is bringing greater opportunity and wealth for millions but also deepening inequality, exclusion and marginalization…” (page 11) stands out as both highly contested and vague. The causal link implied is in no way generally accepted and we believe that it is not within our expertise, nor within our interests, to ”evaluate” globalization in general.  Instead we should strictly focus on the concrete human rights violations, and take extra care to be precise and contextual when we discuss human rights concerns in the context of globalization. The discussion on the IFI’s human rights credentials, or the comment that ”electoral democracy and the economy simply don’t deliver for the majority of the world’s populations” are other examples of vagueness. We should be very careful about questioning the importance of democracy and freedom of speech – if AI is perceived as not defending these rights, it could be exploited. 

3. Understanding ourselves: We wholeheartedly agree that diversity is both a moral imperative and a political and operational necessity – however, there are still many things to consider when it comes growth and to making AI a truly global community with a worldwide membership. Questions of resources are obviously relevant here, as in all other areas. We have to make sure that we put our resources where there is a possibility for success and while working for expansion in the South, we should not forget that there are still great opportunities for growing in the North. We believe that chances for success are greater in countries where there has been a strong tradition of civil society organisation – our comperatively strong presence in Nepal, for example, could be due to this. 

We are also concerned that the often repeated, but seldomly specified, goal of ”growing in the South” makes us forget all the other options we have for advancing human rights in the South, such as collaborating with and supporting other organizations and human rights defenders with financial and other means. It is not obvious that the best way forward is to incorporate all human rights defenders under the ”Amnesty umbrella”.

In the context of our ongoing ISP consultation, we should not forget to include former prisoners of conscience and human rights defenders, and if needed differentiate the consultation process  according to target group. For example, in the online-survey (which we have commented on in a separate mail to Dirk Steen) there is no way of indicating if you are connected to AI as an ex-POC (see the question ”How are you connected to Amnesty International?”)
Furthermore, our comments on gender mainstreaming above are of course also relevant to our internal work on growth and ”understanding ourselves”. 

3. Comments on the outline of the next ISP

Our view is that the ISP is above all an instrument for prioritization. The ISP 2004 – 2010 did not provide much of guidance in this respect. Prioritization therefore was made on other levels of the organization, above all by the International Secretariat by its operational plans, the ISOPs. We believe that the next ISP must be improved in this respect. At the 2007 ICM, it was decided that the ISP and planning systems together should provide clear strategic long term goals (Decision 1). We see such goals as a preferred way to prioritization. We believe that such goals would automatically mean a prioritization and therefore hope that the ISP committee will work towards such goals. Clear goals would also have the advantage of releasing energy in the organization, allowing different parts to act independently without waiting for central instructions. To make sure that the ISP is sufficiently strategic, the selection of goals must be based on solid argumentation and guiding principles – the movement needs to know why these particular goals are chosen and not others.

We agree that it is crucial to be able to move more quickly in response to changing events in the world around us (POL 50/001/2008). We have to ensure flexibility and relevance, and be able to handle rapid crisis response. However, these types of events cannot be planned for. We therefore believe that we have to set aside sufficient resources for these situations, but not confuse responding to events in our external world with strategic long-time goals that AI as a political movement want to put on the agenda. To strike a balance – both financially and otherwise – between long-term goals and crisis response is difficult and takes careful deliberation, nevertheless it needs to be done. We are therefore happy to note that the ISP committee according to POL 50/001/2008 is planning to take a comprehensive view of our planning processes and operating model and connect the ISP process with the ongoing work on for example ”From Assessment to Distribution” and ”Strengthening AI’s Democracy”. We would also like to stress the importance of taking into consideration the ongoing work with the International Youth Strategy. 

