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Diskussionsunderlag angående ’Europe’s Human Rights Challenge for Amnesty International’
______________________________________________________________________________________
Till: Styrelsen
Från: Susann Olsson
Datum: 06 april 2006

Diskussionsunderlaget är upplagt på följande sätt:
· Sammanfattning av ’Europe's Human Rights Challenge for Amnesty International’

· Sammanfattning av Amnestys approach till mänskliga rättigheter i Europa

· Sammanfattning av behovet av en gemensam vision

· EU-föreningens styrelses tankar bakom resolutionen

· Resolutionstexten

· Styrelsens beslutspunkt

Europe’s human rights challenge for Amnesty INTERNATIONAL

Issues at hand:

· Torture being at the core of the process of erosion, the ‘tactical campaign’ came late and remained too limited, focused as it was on the US and isolated from a broader analysis of the questions surrounding terrorism, security and human rights. 

· The fight against “illegal immigration” has become another battleground where state security considerations are pitched against individuals and their basic rights. 

· People die in numbers in the border zones surrounding Europe to the East and especially the South. European asylum and immigration policies have become more directly linked to the larger security debate.

· Europe/the EU is increasingly seen as applying double standards, expecting others to uphold standards Europe is not prepared to uphold itself, and even outsourcing torture.

· Europe prides itself on its values of human rights, democracy and the rule of law.

· That picture no longer appears to hold true– at least not for those who happen to be asylum seekers, immigrants, members of religious or ethnic minorities or others with different roots especially if originating from the Middle East or Africa. 

· Serious violations now occur in the context of fighting illegal immigration and terrorism. 

· The courts can still be relied upon to do their job in protecting basic rights, but all too often victims never even get the chance to find justice that way.

· The Council of Europe (except for the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg) has no real teeth and certainly no appetite for censuring its Western members (especially now that the EU has the majority). 

· The current conception of the proposed EU Fundamental Rights Agency reflects a minimalist approach, the agency will have no bearing on the real issues of human rights risk and abuse in the EU.

· Europe is in danger of following the US and losing the moral high ground when it comes to upholding basic human rights standards and setting the example to the rest of the world. 

· Europe itself has become a liability in the global fight for human rights, a silent or even active accomplice in questionable practices or their justifications. 

· Europe’s voice for justice elsewhere is compromised. 

· The need for more coherence and consistency across a range of external policies and instruments is greater than ever if the EU is to realize its potential for change in the world, is precisely the objective for which the EU enjoys the widest support among European citizens. 

AI’s approach to human rights in Europe 

· AI is only now coming to grips with the fact that basic achievements of decades of work are under sustained attack by the very states that proclaim to be the world’s human rights champions.

· AI is the only organisation that is able to engage a larger constituency & to mobilize mass pressure. 

· When the scandal of possible European complicity in CIA renditions hit Europe at the end of 2005, it became clear that AI cannot yet pull its weight and live up to expectations. 

· Only few European sections have come to develop their own capability not only to respond but also, albeit within limited margins, to take certain initiative. 

· AI’s human rights advocacy at the EU traditionally focused on ‘third countries’, but over the past years the domestic dimension has gained steadily in importance. 

· The enlargement process focused on human rights conditionality for applicant states that contrasted sharply with member states’ complacency. 

· Counter-terrorism, the fight against illegal immigration and the attendant phenomena of racism and xenophobia changing the complexity of the European human rights debate so fundamentally, that the domestic human rights deficit has become a very prominent feature of AI’s work at the EU. 

· An absence of an integrated, focused and well-equipped capability in the IS on human rights and terrorism.

· A fragmented capability between IS, sections and EU office on asylum and immigration, with migrants’ rights still not fully in focus.

· A lack of an integrated strategy for our work on the Council of Europe, the EU & OSCE.

· The loss of overall coordination the IS had previously of AI’s work on and in Europé.

· A lack of focus and capability (expertise, resources, partnership with other NGOs) in most sections on monitoring relevant domestic developments within their own countries.

· A reluctance (or at least lack of familiarity/inclination) in most sections to engage systematically and purposely in domestic political and public debate on pertinent human rights issues.

· The absence of a collective capability at the operational level to coordinate research and action among AI sections in Europe, and failure so far to create the preconditions for such a development.

· The absence of a collective capability at the governance level to discuss and decide on these matters, and to create those preconditions.

· It is problematic because human rights pose major challenges in European countries in terms of undermining standards, complicity in abuse by others and outright abuse by themselves. 

· It is about the core business of Amnesty: freedom of expression and association, fair trial, torture, “disappearances”, extra-judicial killings. 

· The human rights climate in our societies shows worrying features fuelled by fear, exclusion and outright discrimination that a human rights organization of AI’s stature and membership can no longer ignore. 

· AI is the only organization capable of the research, the campaigning and the sustained engagement needed to provide an effective response. 

· AI owes it to the human rights movement to get its act together – in fact, many are waiting for us to do so. 

· The future of AI activism in Europe will depend on acquiring renewed domestic relevance. 

· AI Europe cannot afford to default on its own region, for the sake of its own relevance and credibility, and for the sake of preserving, strengthening and utilizing Europe’s potential in the world. 

The need for a shared vision

· What is needed is a shared vision of what AI’s real challenge and opportunity in Europe is all about: an unprecedented assault on values that constitute our core business, hitting us at home in an unprecedented fashion, requiring an unprecedented response. 

· And we must develop a sense of urgency that we cannot afford to go through traditional organizational processes especially where these are not designed to allow intuition and imagination to lead and take us out of our collective box. 

· For the sections, it implies a commitment to engage domestically that only few seem ready for today, and that requires debate first and foremost with their membership. 

· For sections it implies a commitment to engage at European level that breaks through the comfortable status quo in just about every way and throws up major questions of governance, structure and resourcing. 

· For the IS and IEC it implies a challenge to debate and planning processes crafted through careful stewardship over a considerable period of time. 

· For the EU Association, it extends way beyond its formal remit of lobbying the EU and probably even its self-proclaimed catalyst role.

Three paths to achieve a new European approach:

1) Seeking much better cohesion for concrete action, especially via organizational and financial strategy;

2) Sharply analyzing the alignment of resources and opportunities, especially through a major investment in growth across the movement;

3) Encouraging innovation in implementation, stressing the need to overcome current schemes and build international spaces and initiatives within AI.

Conclusions and resolution for the 2006 AGM

· At its March meeting, the EUA Board felt it was timely and appropriate to put forward to the 2006 AGM a resolution the main result of which would be to agree on a common shared vision for AI to act collectively in Europe as a necessary preliminary step. 

· The text submitted still has no provisions about how to practically handle the collective campaigning effort foreseen in 2006-2007 (mainly in the area of human rights and counter-terrorism). This will require proper input from the Directors’ meeting and we reasonably expect to be able to include this component during the AGM.
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· Beslut för styrelsen: Godkänner styrelsen resolutionen som den är, föreslår ändringar, kommer med villkor eller förkastar förslaget? 

Kommentarer: 
· Fundera över hur ni tolkar punkt 4 och ‘actively pursue’. 
· Vad skulle punkt 3 innebära konkret för den svenska sektionen? 

Resolution





The Annual General Meeting of the EU Association:


noting the efforts made during recent years to ensure better coordination within AI and to generate more collective action in Europe;





stressing again the need to successfully implement an operational triangle between the IS, the EU office and the sections and structures;





noting the important debate within the movement about “Globalizing AI”;





concerned to bring about the most effective impact on human rights not only within Europe but also throughout the world by maximising the EU's adherence to human rights principles both at home and in its international affairs;





Agrees the following steps in fulfilment of a shared vision for AI to operate more collectively and effectively in Europe:





The EU Association and EU member sections and structures shall seek to develop a coherent and strategic approach to human rights advocacy and activism on and in Europe, within the framework of the ISP; 





The IS shall be fully engaged in the process of elaborating and agreeing upon such common action;





The EU Association and EU member sections and structures work together, as pertinent to and consistent with the agreed common action, in their research, lobbying and campaigning efforts, aligning properly their national operational plans;





The EU Association and EU member sections and structures should actively pursue pooling of human resources where necessary and/or appropriate.





The AGM further decides to mandate the Board of the EU Association to consider any changes that might be made to the statute of the Association, to be discussed at the 2007 AGM, with the aim to enlarge the EU Association’s purpose to include the coordination of AI activities in Europe and to open its membership beyond EU member or candidate countries. Such a project should be discussed adequately and in depth with the IEC, sections and structures concerned, and the IS.
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