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Dear Secretary,

Re: Anti-People Smuggling and Other Measures Bill L0

Thank you for the opportunity to send a public sigsmon relating to the Anti-People Smuggling and
Other Measures Bill 2010. Below is our contributtonyour committee considerations of the Bill.

For this submission, our interest is defined byjgutoSafeCom’s long-standing concern for just, déce
and fair refugee policies and treatment.

In addition to Project SafeCom’s usual interestg personal interests in this issue are reinforced a
result of my work since June 2009 as a post-graduraiversity research student at a West Australian
university, where | undertake research into thetieal Development and Implementation of
Australia’s People Smuggling Legislation.

Yours sincerely,

Jack H. Smit
Project Co-ordinator

,
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1. Underlying principles

This submission formulates its claims while assynamumber of underlying principles, norms and
values. These are all linked to the United NatiGogvention for the Status of Refugees (UNHCR,
2006) and other Conventions Australia has signeldaaceded to.

1.1.Since 2001 Project SafeCom has expressed a cdiocgust, decent and fair refugee policies and
treatment. This has caused us to be “fierce andl¥oa many occasions (for example in Smit,
2009) where Australia is clearly in breach of tHe¢ Refugee Convention (UNHCR, 2006).

1.2.We acknowledge that — following a number of yeaneme Australia’s treatment of refugees and
asylum seekers was cruel, harsh, unnecessary anchame (for example see SafeCom, 2004) —
the Rudd government through its Immigration mimi&enator Chris Evans has been pro-active in
creating a more humane treatment environment fagees and asylum seekers (e.g. see SafeCom,
2008d, 2008e), bringing Australia more in complemgth the Refugee Convention.

1.3.While we note the good changes brought about uh@eRudd government, we are still concerned
that in relation to “boat arrivals” the Australi&tate remains gravely in breach of Article 31 & th
Convention, which states — without any ambiguithat a “member state” shall not discriminate
against asylum seekers and refugees for havinggdrtillegally” or treat them punitively based on
this way of arriving. In international law thisgenerally referred to as discrimination based on an
asylum seeker’s “mode of arrival” (UNHCR, 1979, 2DQt is not acceptable that any Australian
politician or public servant tries to portray bdating refugees and asylum seekers as doing or
having done anything “illegal” — they are simplyngstheir international legal right to seek asylum
in a country that gives them nothing less than W#uBee protection.

1.4.Stating the point made in (3) in more detail, Aak#r's discrimination of boat arrivals is
implemented by jailing them. While many people ustind and even support the initial control of
those who arrived in unannounced and unexpected bxapoat, fact is that this initial control is
not the purpose of this jailing. In addition, theseo law that limits the time for this jailingh&
term “jailing” is deliberately used because boatirig asylum seekers find themselves locked up in
a maximum security facility, equal to a prison,Ibfar this purpose. To make matters worse, the
Australian state chose to locate this facility mitr@n 2,500 km from the nearest major capital city
in Australia. Given this extreme and remote loaatibcan be argued that Christmas Island
harbours more secrethan the facilities of the now closed Woomera Badter Immigration
Detention Centres: unless citizens are financietyemely well-off, they can not visit the islarad t
check whether or not the Australian State treatiiasseekers there with respect or with extreme
cruelties or harassment, telling them they“dlegals who never will come into Australian
society” as has happened in the period between 2001 ardi2@dmigration detention centres:
we have to take the word of the Immigration Minidte this, a Minister who supports several
policies that are in breach of international lawd afhthe UN Refugee Convention.

We should warmly applaud the commitments made hyigtr Chris Evans in his 2008 lecture at
Australian National University (SafeCom, 2008e)] ave do indeed. Regrettably though, we have
as yet to see legislation which completes jimisney from cruelty to refugee justide the absence
of changes in law, presented and passed by thieafias Parliament, we must remain sceptical
about the Rudd government’s rhetoric around thetrment of refugees arriving by boat and the
Minister's promises of theeven new principles of detentias announced in that lecture.

1.5. Article 31 of the Refugee Convention is furthemd dizarrely — undermined through the excision
of more than 4,600 islands from the Australianiti@ries ‘for migration purposes’ (SafeCom,
2008a). This excision zone may at times be riditireinternational law circles, but it works:
while Australia has a substantial body of refuge, lfully tested in the courts, the Australian
State, also under the current government and itssidir Senator Chris Evans, blocks any access to
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this refugee law in any courts for those who arbyéoat to seek asylum. Any assessment of
refugee claims, even though the percentage of &ppfor boat arrivals is very high, should be
treated by observers with suspicion: it's all haadby an officer of the Immigration Department,
while his or her colleagues and superiors in tlreesBepartment scrutinise his or her decision
making. This seems bizarre: the Australian Humagh®i Commission (AHRC), established
through an Act of Parliament under the Fraser gowent, remains out of earshot in refugee status
determinations. Project SafeCom, as well as offgegs Neumann, 2004, p. 110) have been critical
of this. We have argued that Immigration officemsskilled and trained to keep people out of the
countryrather tharetting them into the countrgnd that an organisation such as AHRC (as we
understand, the organisation counts amongst itisnstae than one hundred trained human rights
lawyers) should be participating in, if not be timal arbiters of the refugee determination process
— if that process is indeechamanitarianrather than &order-protectionissue. It seems that the
Australian State, if not the Department of Immigratand Citizenship, has been successful in
wrestling this process out of the sphere of hunigints law, and Australia treats refugees who
arrive by boat as a border protection issue. Témsains deeply disturbing for us.

1.6.We congratulate the Rudd government for issuingextive to the Immigration Department
during July 2009 that confirmed the end to usagheterm “unauthorised arrivals” when the term
is used to denote refugee boats (DIAC, 2010b). ¢iage was unique and it challenged, for the
first time in the history of the Immigration depadnt, the universal usage of the term for all who
enter Australian territory without prior approvaénad it is wholly in line with the commitments
Australia gave under Article 31 of the UN Refugemn@ention. We note however, that the change
is merely tokenistic, and it can be argued thahly came after the completion of a progressive
process of punishment, by law, of boat-faring asyieekers through mandatory immigration
detention, and the criminalisationtbibse who bring thenm the People Smuggling legislation,
first in 1999 and then in 2071

1.7.There is a growing body of peer-reviewed evideraseld on previously classified cabinet
documentation and policy documents, showing thaibséustralian immigration officials have
run a long-standing campaign from the 1950s onwaftisrdline resistance against Article 31 of
the UN Refugee Convention (Neumann, 2004; Paln@9Pand its demands for the Australian
situation, that maritime asylum seekers are nafritisnated against or treated punitively. It is
disappointing that these hardline officials haverbable set a self-serving agenda of control (Jupp,
2002, pp. 66-67) and persuasion, a campaign tbaegdrtoo strong for the governments that
should have led, instructed and directed them @Fr&sSimons, 2010, p. 419), rather than follow
them. During the Fraser years this campaign regutta openly acknowledged agenda inside the
Immigration Department, where officer Greg Humpspeblicly states how he was sent to
Malaysia with a brief ofstopping the boats from arriving in AustraliagMartin, 1989, p. 107).
This seems to have not just been an acknowledgatbagor senior Immigration officers stationed
in other countries, but this also resulted in Mmtfanries boasting aboiriterfering with and
sinking refugee boaf{Martin, 1989, p. 107) in Malaysia. He boasts dtibis not just to his
colleagues, but broadcasts this and identifies délints a book, published by the Department of
Immigration through the Australian Government Pstilg Service.

1.8.While public opinion about refugee boat arrivals béways been an elemeatdeply fearedby
Australian politicians (or opportunistically usexdjustify harsh deterrence, punitive laws or
deportations), no Australian government adminigtratnor any Prime Ministers, from Menzies to
Rudd, have shown enough couragéutly inform the Australian people about the fact thatam
arrivals by boat should be accepted and welcomeszhuse they do so under their universal right
to seek asylum and because Australia has an itit@maalegal obligation to hear and assess their

! Border Protection Legislation Amendment Bill 1999; Migration Legislation Amendment Act (No. 1) 1999

2 Border Protection (Validation and Enforcement Powers) Act 2001
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claims. This is by far the most disastrous failoinethe part of Australian governments since
Australia acceded to the UN Refugee Convention,raock so since 1973 under the Whitlam
government, when the Convention became part ofrAlist law. Nobody, not even former Prime
Minister Malcolm Fraser, under whose governmentiado220,000 Indo-Chinese refugees were
resettled in Australia, showed sufficiegumption’to tell the Australian people (see e.g. York,
2003b) about the legal status of refugees arrivimgvited on our shores for example in his
‘information and education campaigrrhis failure to educate the public about theustaind

rights of boat arrivals is most likely to be thegle largest contributing factor to the fact thaiaat
majority of Australians erroneously think it's igal to arrive by boat to seek asylum.

In this context, it borders on the ridiculous thedund one of the most stirring issues in Australia
politics and society, the Australian governmeninsvilling to fully inform its citizens about the

real legal and convention status and rights ofuas\deekers attempting to reach Australia by boat
and put the population at ease around this issue.
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2. Summary of Recommendations

1. Throughout the legislation dealing with peoptauggling, clear provisions should be made so that
the legislation does not adversely catch out teev@nd skippers if it cannot be shown that they are
also the smugglers and organisers of the ventatetree mandatory sentencing provisions should not
apply to crew and skippers.

2. The legislation should make Australians feebhliely confident that they can provide financial
support to their friends, their relatives and tlasisociates in Indonesia. They should also feel
supremely confident about providing financial suppo these parties in Indonesia, even if these
parties are also intending to use the travel sesvif a people smuggler to reach their destination
country Australia.

3. Using the services of smugglers is not a crinteraever has been a crime; therefore there shauld b
no ambiguity in any part of the legislation thatynwaply that using the travel services of a people
smuggler is a crime.

4. Any people smuggling legislation, including fresent Bill, needs to ensure, in line with the
express intent of the UN People Smuggling Protdoolusion of an ‘innocence clause’ for charitable
organisations and church groups, internationabesdips and other initiatives that would reasonably
fall within this category.

5. Any people smuggling legislation, including fresent Bill, needs to ensure that groups of refsige
who organised their own passage by boat with @udpn one of their leaders or one of their orgasiser
cannot be said to have used people smugglershanddislation needs to ensure that no prosecigion
“fitted” to such person or persons to fill whatewagenda prosecutors have.

6. The two amendments to sections 233A and 233BedWigration Act as proposed in the legislation
need to be adjusted to include an innocent pasdagse for asylum seekers in line with the express
intent of the United Nations People Smuggling Reotowhich specifically calls for states to not
undermine the rights of those smuggled into theimdries.

7. ASIO’s role as proposed in the people smugdbggslation needs to be viewed with deep suspicion,
and only if tasking is sharply defined and bounekastrictly imposed on the agency’s role and
involvement, in a context where the agency’s nali@ccountability role and process is being made
clear, open and responsive to Australia’s legaldamocratic structures, where we do not unduly
accuse our fellow citizens without evidence, can@Srole be restored to what it should be.

8. The stacking of multiple offences in first-tirneurt appearances, the shifting of the burden @bfpr
from prosecution to the defendant, and the notianandatory sentencing, since they are all
expressions of immature bullying of the courts biitizians, should be removed from the legislation.

9. Australia’s People Smuggling legislation showid be setting itself up as beingserthan the
United Nations People Smuggling Protocol, whersténds to remove one of the central definition
clauses of that Protocol, which requires peopleggting to be defined as including ‘obtaining a
material benefit’.
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3. Australia’s People Smuggling laws: general comisiand observations

3.1. THE PEOPLE SMUGGLING LAWS AS FIRST PASSED HYARLIAMENT DURING 1999ARE
THE HARSHEST PEOPLE SMUGGLING LAWS IN THE WORLD

The laws(Border Protection Legislation Amendment Bill 1988igration Legislation Amendment
Act (No. 1) 1999include a maximum prison sentence provision of 2éry. Legislation dealing
with the much more violent (and non-consensuabpg®sed to smuggling) transnational crime of
human trafficking (e.g. for trafficking women to stwalia for the purpose of ‘sexual servitude’)
includes a maximum sentence of 15 years. The aniggling laws of 2001 (further developing
the 1999 laws) and the human trafficking laws weae of Australia’s response to the United
Nations ‘Palermo Conventioh(UN, 2001a). However, unlike the people smugglaws of 1999
and 2001, the human trafficking laws were codif#@ much later date — in October 2005.

The comparison between these two sets of laws ¢fieesnpression that the Australian
government was in a great hurry to pass the pespleggling laws, while not showing much haste
to pass the human trafficking laws. This dispahi&g also given rise to critical comments
suggesting that the Australian State is more isteckin protecting its borders than in protecting
women from being used in the sex slave trade (Tagi@02, p. 32, 2009a).

3.2. THE 1999PEOPLE SMUGGLING LAWS ARE MOSTLY BASED ON THE FEARHAT
TRANSNATIONAL CRIMINAL NETWORKS SUCH AS THECHINESE SNAKEHEADS ARE
BEHIND A VIGOROUS PEOPLE SMUGGLING TRADE IMUSTRALIA.

The laws are formulated for a great deal as a respto nasty aspects (as known at the time) from
the European people smuggling experience. Duri®® 1$ere were a number of occasions where
people smuggling rackets tried to bring Chinesgdl immigrants to Australia prior to the Sydney
Olympic Games, presumably to find jobs during tlfe®s. For example, (Dr Barry York, 2003a):

On 12 March 1999, 26 people arrive at Cairns, Qld

On 10 April 1999, a 40 metre vessel runs agrouhdlatksville, south of Coffs Harbour, NSW
On 17 May 1999, a group of 83 arrive near Port KlepmiSwW

On 28 May 1999, 78 arrive at Cape York Peninsula

These arrivals were undoubtedly examples of anlwevoent of the hardened criminal networks of
the Chinese Snakeheads practicing a lucrative tedsie in Australia. However, the 1999 arrivals
proved to be extreme events, and they have notregtsince that time. An Indonesian migration
expert, speaking from Jakarta during October 20(Raul Toohey of he Australian(Toohey,
2009), openly ridiculed the suggestion there ises@nce of any Snakehead gang involvement in
people movements to Indonesia and to Australiati@onto assertions that centrally organised
transnational crime gangs are the facilitatorg;el® growing evidence based on academic
research that small networks of refugees, linkaggther using family and ethnic networks, more
comparable torhum and pop operationgHoffman, 2007, 2009; Hoffman, 2010; Koser, 2089a)
are organising the attempts for other refugeesdolr the safety of Australia as a Convention
country.

3.3. THE EUROPEAN PEOPLE SMUGGLING TRADE TRIES TO BRING A MIRF ECONOMIC
MIGRANTS, JOB-SEEKING TRAVELLERS ENVIRONMENTAL REFUGEES AND ASYLUM

% In this submission the colloquial term 'Palermo Convention’ is used to denote the United Nations Convention against Transnational
Organised Crime

“ A transcript of Khalid Koser's presentation “Why migrant smuggling pays” at the 2009 Adelaide Festival of Ideas is included in this
submission as Attachment 1
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SEEKERS TOEUROPEAN COUNTRIESHOWEVER, THE AUSTRALIAN PEOPLE SMUGGLING
NETWORKS MERELY"“ BRINGUN CONVENTION REFUGEES HOME

Every time a boat arrives, the empirical evidersciither confirmed that for Australia, smugglers
are only bringing refugees to Australia. Percergagfjeefugee claims approval for boat arrivals
were higher than 90% in the last ten years. By efagxample, of the 900 people brought to
Australia on four vessels, with the alleged assistaof the ‘people smuggler’ Hadi Ahmadi,
whose prosecution will be before the Australianrtoin May 2010, 866 (or 97%) of the
passengers were found to be refugees after tlamslassessment was completed.

The fact that the United Nations People Smuggliraideol has been unable to guarantee safe
passage for Convention refugees regardless of damsnof travel employed, has received critical
comment, and it has been suggested, both frommanai law perspective and from an
international law perspective that a people smuggjeurney to bring refugees to safétyay not
be so illegal at all’(Brolan, 2003; Hathaway, 2008; Hunyor, 2001).

3.4. AUSTRALIA’S PEOPLE SMUGGLING LAWS DO NOT CATCH THE SMUGGLERBISTEAD
THEY HARSHLY JAIL THE INDONESIAN CREW

A quick glimpse at the data for boat arrivals bewdune 2009 and April 8, 2F1shows that they
brought 3,884 passengers to Australia on 80 bbatsldition, these 80 boats brought 198 crew
members to Australia. All of these 198 crew memleespotentially liable for prosecution under
Australia’s people smuggling laws. Yet on evidefroen most of the vessels that arrived since the
beginning of this century, most of the crew arelljkto be poor, unemployed, probably illiterate or
mostly illiterate, and members of the Indonesiahifig communities around the island of Roti.
For the favour of having sailed a boat to the vigiof Ashmore Reef and being paid as little as
AUS$120, they face extreme laws that demand ydamprisonment in Australian jails, and we
call them people smugglers.

Project SafeCom has personal contact with offigralhe Indonesian government. Indonesians,
Indonesian human rights organisations and Indonggaernment officials are increasingly
expressing grave concern and are increasingly aagyyt what Australia is doing to their citizens.
In the words of one such officidl..all the crews are Indonesians [and these is$@&s a matter

of great concern to me personally and my governmént

Serious concerns have also been raised for mamg pgasocial scientists, criminal lawyers and
legal academics about the fact that we catch Inslanesailors, jail them harshly and call them
‘people smugglers’ (Balint, 1999, 2005, 2007; HunygoOo1, p. 224; Taylor, 2009a). These
concerns have also been raised in the context sfrélia’s“secret deal” with the Sukarno
government in 1975 by Prime Minister Gough Whitldath Balint’s articleThe Last Frontier
(1999) describes how Australia in 1974 claimed ezof 200kms of the seabed between the
North-West coast of Western Australia and Indondsaving just a small area (the ‘Timor Box’)
to the fishing communities as fishing grounds urateMemorandum of Understanding with
Indonesia. The deal wéa hastily prepared agreemeniBalint, 2005, p. 71) and has been named
as“Australia’s Last Colonial Act”(Campbell, 1995).

The MOU was a disaster for the islanders such@setirom West Timor’s Roti Island. Australia
now claimed as its territory an area that had lkeriishing grounds for Indonesians for centuries.
The Timor box includes Pulau Pasir, 80kms from Ratown to Australians as Ashmore Reef, but
by declaring it in 1983 a ‘national nature reseryistralia ended its age-old significance for
Indonesian fishers. Balint describes the traunetperiences in apprehension, prosecution, harsh
sentencing and imprisonment by Australia when #ept fishing in this area. Their imprisonment

® Publicly available record based on media releases issued by the Hon Brendan O’Connor, Minister for Home Affairs
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in Australian jails was more often than not in lmteaf the human rights provisions legislated in
Australia’s Maritime Legislation Amendment Act 19®&lint shows how the lives, pride, income,
possessions and livelihood of countless Indonegiame been destroyed to marginalise them in
devastating ways.

The Senate Legal and Constitutional Affairs Comeeittwhen scrutinising the legislation before it,
needs to consider, that by being the primary caursaf the marginalisation of the fishing
communities that used to fish around Ashmore Rere¢énturies, the Australian State has
contributed to their availability to smuggling netnks as sailors. It is Australia that supplied and
“trained the bus drivers for the bus company’the sailors we jail as people smugglers. | hak t

all Committee members take note of a report aldmitourt conviction of two of such Indonesian
young men by Bob Gosford (Gosford, 2009). The ki included as part of this submission: see
Attachment 2.

3.5. AUSTRALIA CANNOT DESTROY THE PEOPLE SMUGGLING NETWQ& OPERATING IN
INDONESIA BY CREATING EVER HARSHER AND INCREASINGLYUNITIVE LEGISLATION.
INSTEAD IT CAN TAKE OVER ITS BUSINESS.

Convincing — and recent — arguments exist thattlm&e facts. First, so the argument goes
(Taylor, 2009), Australia sinks inordinate amouritsnoney into ‘softening’ the fate of asylum
seekers who land in Indonesia, through financistbaisements to the International Organisation
for Migration (IOM), who accommodate and ‘shelterany asylum seekers. The argument
suggests that Australia is making this investmerstop asylum seekers from arriving in Australia.
Second, in terms of assisting asylum seekers thriee safety of Convention countries, Australia,
as well as UNHCR in Indonesia, has displayed mastgtion in relation to registering and
processing of asylum seekers’ claims prior to tésgtthem in Convention countries — not
necessarily and exclusively Australia. For examibie,report claims (from DIAC statistics) that
Australia resettled a mere 32 refugees during ZD0@9 people during 2007-08 and just 35
refugees during 2008-09 (Taylor, 2009, p. 5). Basethis waiting game for those who are not
amongst the chosen few, a ‘queue’ has been creatiedts own momentum. Based on the
resettlement figures above, the repdaims that the queue is as long as forty ye@hsrd, so the
report claims, as a result of this stalemate, f#ytuan seekers — including some who have waited
for up to nine years for action from UNHCR — chopseple smugglers to bring them to the safety
of Australia as a country that has signed and axténlthe United Nations Refugee Convention.

Instead of fighting a “bad cause” with increasiagdrs of punitive and criminalising legislation,
there are other models of dealing with illicit isstsuch as people smuggling. Some of these
creative approaches have been thoroughly testedsitern countries. During the early 1970s, the
Dutch capital city government of Amsterdam andditye police realised they had a serious
problem on their hands with illicit marihuana useften imported through the Amsterdam
harbour, one of the world’s major international ortation and exportation hubs, also for illicit
goods and products. The Amsterdam authorities l@sieg millions of dollars of police resources
that could not be deployed where they were mosiexkeo fight the significant crime gangs,
including the large drug import and export netwoiMest of Amsterdam’s police resources were
wasted because they were spending all their timehing’ small dealers — and even ‘ordinary’
drug users. As is now well known around the watthe, Amsterdam authorities destroyed the
marihuana trade in Holland almost overnight whayttiecided to grow their own marihuana,
controlling who grew the crop on behalf of the awities, controlling the THC levels (the active
drug in marihuana), and then sell this productugtoa limited number of café’s in the inner city
with little profit, far below the established matkzice.

Australia on its own, or even in conjunction witither countries in the region, may not be
successful in alleviating the causes in source tt@snfor the exodus of refugees looking for a new
home. It can however contribute a great deal #ganal process of human rights justice by
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“stealing” the travellers in Indonesia away frone §muggling networks and transporting them out
to safe UN resettlement countries. The use of gesplugglers to find a way out of Indonesia (and
also Malaysia) is directly related to the time gefas are stuck in a country that will not be a safe
home for them as refugees in good faith, waitingégistration, assessment, refugee status
confirmation, and transport out of the counifize Australian government can beat the smugglers
to it.

3.6. PAWNBROKERS AND SMUGGLERSTHOUGHTS ABOUT REGULATING A BUSINESS MODEL
THROUGH COLLABORATION WITH THE OWNERS

We want to offer a second ‘operational model’ te @ommittee for consideration, even if it's
clear thatthe people movers’ collectivés a large and worldwide movement that offersetav
opportunities where regular travel and officialrgninto safety is not available to its customers fo
a variety of reasons — and at this stage too l&nga single government to start collaborating with
First | want to point you, for an exciting and maletailed journey through the world of people
smuggling, to Attachment 1 in this submission.He attachment you’ll find a presentatigivhy
People Smuggling Paysby one of the world’s leading authorities on peagmuggling, Dr

Khalid Koser, delivered at the 2009 Adelaide Fedtof Ideas. | also offer some additional
references to the exquisite work of Dr Khalid Ko@€oser, 2007; 2008; 2009a; 2009b). As a final
offering, please allow me to point to the busingfgsawnbrokersn Australia and the success story
of our police force and legislators.

Pawnbrokers have much in common with people smugdBoth offer an alternative way of
accessing a product when the ‘official’ produch@d available to the customer. For the smuggler
it's the “travel ticket”, and for the pawnbrokeisithe “small but immediate loan”. For people
smugglers, their customer cannot access offiaakilt Many people cannot produce identity
papers (for example, many people from poorer middktern countries do not have a birth
certificate), or they will be treated as crimingds leaving their country without authority.

For pawnbrokers, their customer cannot access l lsamk loan. Many people cannot produce
proof of income apart from their Centrelink berefpayment slips, and banks do not offer a loan
to these clients (and they do not offer a ‘smal#in: often the minimum on offer starts at $2,000).

Pawnbrokers offer an inferior service at extracaidyrcost. Often interest rates are equal or higher
than 10-25% of the loan per month. In additionreheas been a traditional link with criminal
elements in society, who can dump their stoleti@gally gained goods through these shops. But,
their customers use the service keenly in the agsehoptions available to them from the banks;
they use the service without coercion but as cdirsgolients. Similarly, people smugglers offer
an inferior service at extraordinary cost. The ¢esixtraordinary: many people pay as much as
$10,000 — $15,000 to travel across the globe to testination country, while the quality, for
example of the vessels bringing asylum seekeraugirAlia, leaves much to be desired. Yet, their
customers use the service keenly, by agreemenvihout coercion, in the absence of other
options available to them.

Over the last couple of decades, the Australiamctiese pawnbrokerBhe Cash Convertetsas
experienced massive growth, and can now well &sethas the single largest operator in
Australia in the pawnbroking industry. This grovigifor a great deal the result of a strong
collaboration with Australia’s police force. The SbaConverters gives the police open access to its
stock and all logged entries of sales and purchéses fully collaborating with the police to catch
small-time burglars, thieves and underground latinganetworks of goods and stolen items.
Although we cannot offer a clinical breakdown of thusiness model of the franchise, this glimpse
into the business may trigger some constructivaghts for the members of the Committee. The
model of the Cash Converters shows how a ‘shadsatipa’ can be transformed into an enterprise
that still offers an ‘inferior’ product but does wath dignity.
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4. The Anti-People Smuggling and Other Measures2Bi0
Introduction

This chapter needs to be read in conjunction viighsiections in the previous chapters. Chapter Two
outlines some principles underlying this submissiod Chapter Three outlines some issues about the
people smuggling legislation in more general terite current Chapter Four deals with specific
elements of thé&nti-People Smuggling and Other Measures Bill 26afently before the Committee,
and at times the points made will refer back tatesl sections in the previous chapters.

4.1. We should catch smugglers, not fishermen

The Mandatory Sentencing provisions in the Bill@danot be applied to the fishermen. As is

becoming clearer with the arrival of every boae(f#ee remarks made @hapter 3, item 3} the
fishermen can hardly be called ‘the smugglers’ elhidonesian citizens and government delegates are
expressing serious concerns about the fact thédekeup their poor citizens, and it seems we'’re

locking up the ferrymen in order to satisfy thectébeate.

We are particularly pleased to note the commertgrat this issue by the Opposition spokesperson for
Immigration, Mr Scott Morrison, as cited in thel&ilDigest (CofA, 2010b):

“The other thing to point out is the people who eoom the boats, and | am talking about the
crew, are abused by the people smugglers also. i@ey very little knowledge of what they
are getting into particularly the younger crew marsbwho effectively have become people
smugglers mules. There will be no shortage, sadlgpor fishers in Indonesia who will be
available to be used by the people smuggling tratey will arrive, as | saw some of them
when | was on Christmas Island recently, and thepjeewho looked most worried getting off
that boat quite frankly were the young crew who haddea what they were getting into.”

The Bill's Digest states (p. 6) that the Protocdd'gislative guidénotes that ‘sanctions should be
effective, proportionate and dissuasive’ and ‘isea where legislatures decide to apply mandatory
minimum punishments, the possibility of excuseitgation for cases where offenders have
cooperated with or assisted competent authoritesikl also be considered’.”

It seems clear that this section of the guide esldirectly to the Indonesian fishermen, who arthae
the smugglers nor the organisers of the venturee@gain we should perhaps point to the dilemma
and frustration experienced by Justice Mildrenighdentencing remarks about these Indonesians
(Gosford, 2009), also found in Attachment 2. Therefour Recommendation should be that:

1. Throughout the legislation dealing with peoptauggling, clear provisions should be made so
that the legislation does not adversely catch loaictew and skippers if it cannot be shown that
they are also the smugglers and organisers ofghtike, and the mandatory sentencing provisigns
should not apply to crew and skipp

4.2. Refugee advocates, NGOs, lawyers and refugeenilies: all ‘providing material support’ for
people smuggling?

Since around 2003 a number of independent humatsraglvocates as well as others connected to
small Australian NGOs have made visits to Indon&ssupport asylum seekers.

Amongst these visitors are ‘ordinary Australiaritivists and lawyers and employees connected to

Australian NGOs. Our estimate is that around 1@dStralians have visited several IOM facilities,
hostels or independently living individuals in tlast seven years. The asylum seekers they visiézd w
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either registered by UNHCR or supported by IOMm@aytwere not. In addition, some Australian
academics and one or more Australian churchesfemearch relationships, supportive connections
and relationships with individuals, churches orrchugroups or NGOs in Indonesia with a view to
support asylum seekers who have landed in Indon@srhaps even more significantly, there are now
also many families in Australia from ‘refugee-proahg countries’, who came as refugees themselves,
who have relatives amongst the many asylum se@kerdhave transited into Indonesia with a view to
apply for asylum in Australia as the only Refugem@ntion in the region.

It is likely that privately provided support fundse regularly being sent to many refugees and asylu
seekers in Indonesia. These monies may be serd athhe same time these family members, NGOs,
lawyers, ‘ordinary Australians’, churches and acaidaesearchers are also aware that their ‘friemds’
Indonesia also have plans to seek a travel oppbytimmAustralia — again, in accordance with their
international legal right to seek asylum — with Hedp of a people smuggler.

Does this transfer of support funds, by family mensbNGOs, lawyers, ‘ordinary Australians’,
churches and researchers mean, that they are prgVidaterial support for people smuggling'How

do the laws, at all times, safeguard Australianifamembers, researchers, friends and advocates fro
prosecution under the laws, and — given the expandile of ASIO in fighting people smuggling as
proposed in the legislation — safeguard them fremdpsubject to ASIO’s vast powers of investigation
which may include the powers of phone tapping,saitheir family homes in conjunction with the
AFP, including confiscation of home computers, sitrand detention under these ASIO powers?

We are not alone in this concern. The drafterhefUN Smuggling Protocol also expressed this
concern and intended to limit the Protocol. Ag#éie, Bill's Digest states (p. gaccent added)

“It is significant to note that the legislative glg to the protocol states that the primary focus of
the Protocol is to target organised criminal groupbo receive a financial or other material
benefit. The drafters did not intend that the Pcolaapply to others, such as family members or
charitable organisations, who procure the illegaty of migrants for reasons other than gain.
Thisdistinction is not maintained in this Bill.”

The new offence of ‘providing material support faople smuggling’ blurs the distinction between the
criminal act of operating as a people smuggling thedentirely innocent act of travelling using the
services of a people smuggler. We feel that aremeéty dangerouslippery slope’is created in the
legislation.It is not a crime to use a people smuggéerd it never has been a crime to do so. This
legislation seems to intend to blur this distinetibut it is entirely incongruent with the Minisir
directive issued in July 2009 by the Immigratiomiter Senator Chris Evans (see &$@apter 1,
item 1.6, which brought an end — for the first time in thistory of the Immigration Department — to
the use of the terffunauthorised arrivals” when it is used to denote refugees and asylunesgek
arriving by boats, also those organised by smuggketelephone inquiry to the Department of
Immigration in which we sought confirmation of thinisterial directive, provided a more detailed
response’lt replaces the term ‘unauthorised arrivals’, bacse that sounded a bit as if there was
something illegal about it"the information officer in the Immigration Depasnt told us (DIAC,
2010a). Therefore our next two Recommendationasifellows:

2. The legislation should make Australians feebhliely confident that they can provide financia
support to their friends, their relatives and tlasisociates in Indonesia. They should also feel
supremely confident about providing financial suppo these parties in Indonesia, even if these
parties are also intending to use the travel sesvif a people smuggler to reach their destination
country Australia.
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3. Using the services of smugglers is not a crinteraever has been a crime; therefore there should
be no ambiguity in any part of the legislation thety imply that using the travel services of a
people smuggleis a crime.

4.3. The role of charitable organisations

No ambiguity should be part of the legislation tleapardises the role of charitable organisatidios.
clarify, the relevant section from page 6 of th##8Digest as cited above applies again. In additio
directly quote the legislative guide (UNDOC, 2004333):

“In developing the text, there was concern that®netocol should not require States to
criminalize or take other action against groupsttemuggle migrants for charitable or
altruistic reasons, as sometimes occurs with thegging of asylum seekers.”

Members of the Senate Legal and Constitutionalifsffi@ommittee should not underestimate the
importance of the intent of the Protocol, and thestfalian government should not go over and above
its intent. By way of example, take the followingpothetical scenario:

HYPOTHETICAL SCENARIO

It is 2012, and another violent civil war break$ wuSri Lanka. Thousands of Tamils in
the most dangerous regions of Sri Lanka find thévesenvedged between government
forces and raiding groups of oppositional army éstdMlany are killed, rape and torture
is taking place on a large scale, children disappea when the situation escalates
alarmingly, the chief of a subsection of the In&tional Red Cross takes unilateral
action and organises a large vessel with the hklp foiend in a shipyard to extract
more than 1,800 people from the dangerous situaiiba Uniting Church of Australia
has assisted this emergency extraction with a leziimation. The first time we hear of
this rapid action is when the boat arrives in taebbur of Cairns.

The example provided here is not a wildly exagget@tipe-dream. Before, during and following
WWII transport initiatives that brought refugeesstdety, including unauthorised arrivals, were
organised or sponsored by charities and charigioleps, and this took equally place during the
Vietnam war. Why would the Australian State impl@tlegislation that would make churches and
international aid organisations liable for prosemuunder one of the harshest laws in our nation?

4. Any people smuggling legislation, including fresent Bill, needs to ensure, in line with the
express intent of the UN People Smuggling Protdoolusion of an ‘innocence clause’ for

charitable organisations and church groups, intemmal aid groups and other initiatives that woyld
reasonably fall within this catego

4.4. Groups of refugees, organising themselves ataking travel action

Does the legislation distinguish between refugeles have been ‘smuggled’ as opposed to groups of
refugees who have organised their own voyage tio s&ety in a country that has signed the UN
Refugee Convention? In the context of the acknogrieeht under the UN Refugee Convention as well
as by the current government, that there is ngalley around the entry of groups of refugees bgtbo
into Australian territory, how does the legislatimmovide for a situation where one of the refugees
becomes the organiser of the voyage, or the bolatdbuor the cashier who collects the money to enak
the unusual voyage possible?

Reporter Norm Aisbitt and Dave Tanner’s story af@ap Anamuya vessel used to escape Vietnam in

the late 1970s may be instructive. The stt®pld paves way for refugees' escape from Vietham’
which appeared in th@éanberra TimegOctober 8, 1981, page 12) details how Vietnanoéfsaals
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were bribed with a total of 103 ounces of gold befine organisers and their passengers left themat
on the vessel. The story is included in @anberra Timesiews clippings of the VT838 arrival and
deportation (CanTimes, 1981, p. 8). Under curregislation, what would be the fatefather of four
Mr Nguyen Van Minh, who organised the escape wilth for the 98 refugees after the fall of Saigon?

Would we, under our current legislation, jail MriNgen Van Minh (who may well have gone on to
become a highly successful Australian citizen in@untry) as a people smuggler?

During the last couple of years, and perhaps eaipgsince the latter half of 2009, an increasing
number of vessels have arrived in Australia orgahtsy Sri Lankan refugees. Sri Lankans often salil
themselves, own their own vessel, and cannot lgetediave been smuggledr to ‘have used
smugglers’ How have Australian border protection authoriies the Australian Federal Police dealt
with these arrivals? Have they taKarconvenient shortcutind charged the skippers and crew of these
vessels with people smuggling anyway? If they haret it true that they seek to criminalise refage
arriving by boat, rather than criminalise peoplaigglers? Has the Australian Parliament investigated
how Border protection authorities stick to the $gis well as to the letter of the true intent o t

United Nations People Smuggling Protocol, or whethey are dealing as zealots with those who
arrive by boat?

Perhaps this is a good place to cite Article 1a{19,'saving clause” of the People Smuggling Protocol
(UNDOC, 2004, p. 361):

1. Nothing in this Protocol shall affect the othghts, obligations and responsibilities of States
and individuals under international law, includimgernational humanitarian law and
international human rights law and, in particulavhere applicable, the 1951 Convention and
the 1967 Protocol relating to the Status of Refsge®l the principle of non-refoulement as
contained therein.

It should be evident to the Senate Legal and Ciomistnal Affairs Committee that Australia’s
achievement in having implemented laws that critisegpeople smugglers is no licence to quietly
undermine the UN Refugee Convention and its 196700l by criminalising any group of refugees
that organise their own voyage. Therefore our Red¢ommendation is as follows:

5. Any people smuggling legislation, including fresent Bill, needs to ensure that groups of

refugees who organised their own passage by baatowihrough one of their leaders or one of
their organisers, cannot be said to have used paopligglers, and the legislation needs to ensure
that no prosecution is “fitted” to such person ergons to fill vhatever agenda prosecutors h

4.5. Refugees have ‘no lawful right to come to Austlia’?

We are highly critical of the clauses introducedemamendments to sections 233A and 233C of the
Migration Act that deal with the bringing of a ‘sew person’ or ‘at least five people’ to Australldne
People Smuggling Protocol is unambiguous abouepveyy the rights of those smuggled into a
country, but there is no clause in these amendntemiovide for cases where the ‘second person’ or
‘at least five people’ are asylum seekers tryingetach safety. Australia should not be making peopl
smuggling legislation that undermines the Unitedidées People Smuggling Protocol.

6. The two amendments to sections 233A and 233Bedfigration Act as proposed in the
legislation need to be adjusted to include an ienbpassage clause for asylum seekers in line with
the express intent of the United Nations Peopledggtmg Protocol, which specifically calls for statg
to not undermine the rights of those smuggled tinéx countries.

U
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4.6. The role of ASIO

The role of ASIO has already been mentioned brigihd concerns have been expressed under
paragraph 4.2 of this Chapter, that dealt with hog an ‘innocence clause’ for offering financial
support to asylum seekers in transit in Indonegithbir friends and associates living in Austraifée

need to express these serious concerns agaitintiground fears we have about the lack of
limitations imposed on ASIO around the agency’e iéfinition and precise tasking. We see a possible
lack of boundaries about where, how and in whicdedaSIO involvement is warranted. If the

legislation is to be entirely unambiguous aboutgheporting role Australian relatives, friends and
associates of asylum seekers may have towards titawséting in Indonesia, then ASIO’s role needs to
be sharply defined and clear limitations to its poswshould be crisply imposed.

During the last couple of years Australians havenbable to withess some disturbing outcomes of
adverse ASIO assessments. While detained on #redisif Nauru in immigration detention, two Iraqi
asylum seekers, Mr Faisal and Mr Sagar, receivedrad assessments by ASIO (Gooley, 2007).
Eventually they were joined in ‘their fate’ by Mc&t Parkin, an American peace activist and trainer
who had come to Australia to assist activist groapsentirely legal and bona fide activity in Auwadita
as a democratic nation.

The further development of this story in the Aulsiracourts was nothing less than stunning: ASIO
was not required to clarify to the trio what théura of their adverse assessment was; ASIO was not
required to tell their lawyers what the naturehwit adverse assessment was, and ASIO was not
required to clarify the nature of the assessmetitarcourts. Mr Scott Parkin was detained for aireen
month without being charged with any offence, whidkewas not told why he was detained, before
being deported without being told why he was degzbrit’s not without reason, that the principal
lawyer ofMaurice Blackburn Cashmais Anne Gooley, accused ASIO of undermining thle of

law (Gooley, 2007). There is a deeply disturbirsyies which is still very much live, around the
functioning and accountability procedures of Ausdia intelligence organisation which needs urgent
and full parliamentary review. At the moment angodirning Australian who values the true and tested
mechanisms of a fully developed and democratiGdjountable society, cannot trust the agency.

7. ASIO’s role as proposed in the people smugdiggslation needs to be viewed with deep
suspicion, and only if tasking is sharply defined &oundaries strictly imposed on the agency’s
role and involvement, in a context where the agasntgtional accountability role and process is
being made clear, open and responsive to Austsdigal and democratic structures, where we do
not unduly accuse our fellow citizens without evide, can ASIO’s role be restored to what it
should be

4.7. Manipulating principles of common law: mandatoy sentencing, reversing the burden of
proof and recidivism for first-time offenders

If the current legislation will be passed by botbudes of Parliament, the number of manipulative
constructs where internationally accepted prinsigiecommon law are forced aside by the Executive
will have increased from one (mandatory sentendiogfiree: the legislation introduces the notion of
“recidivism” for first-time offenders, and it reva@s the burden of proof from prosecutor to offender
According to the Law Council of Australia, who algpposes the mandatory sentencing provisions in
previous people smuggling legislation and its esii@min the current Bill, it also breaches Ausaali
obligations under the International Covenant onl@ivd Political Rights (ICCPR). As the Law
Council notes, the ICCP®ronhibits arbitrary detention (Article 9) and prades that prison sentences
must be subject to appeal (Article14§”

® Law Council Submission on the Anti-People Smuggling and Other Measures Bill 2010, page 12
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We take issue with the notion of mandatory sentenavhich has widely shown to be a great burden to
the Judiciary. We do not appreciate it when thechiee imposes frustrations on the Legislativet jus
because they want to be seen to be “tough on crifmhie may even construe this as a bullying of the
Legislative by the ExecutivEéhe example of Justice Mildren’s frustration beliomAttachment 2 is
provided to illustrate this first manipulation asramon law.

The second, and new, manipulation of common lawagitur around the notion of the burden of
proof. The legislation proposes, according to tiksBDigest (p. 11) (accent added):

“[For the] new offence of supporting the offencepebple smuggling ... (Criminal Code, new
section 73.3A) ... thevidential burden in this respect lieswith the defendant and a person
commits an offence even if the offence of peoplggling is not committed (paragraph
73.3A(3)). The Explanatory Memorandum notes thabfifience will nonetheless apply to
‘persons in Australia who pay smugglers to bringittiamily or friends to Australia on a

1"

smuggling venture’.

Why should the Australian state, when it wantantpase one of the world’s harshest punishment for
people smuggling, not be burdened to provide theeece beyond reasonable doubt for those it wishes
to charge and prosecute? Is this because too thigeBtate cannot come up with evidence showing the
crime beyond reasonable itself?

The third manipulation of common law occurs arothmelnotion of trying to construe multiple offences
brought to the same court as “repeat offences’hasixplanatory Memorandum states (CofA, 2010a):

“This amendment extends the definition of ‘repdégrece’ in proposed subsection 236B(5) to
include the circumstance that involves a persondpepnvicted of another offence against
proposed sections 233B, 233C or 234A of the Migrefict whether in the same proceedings
as the proceedings relating to the offence or Evmus proceedings. This means that a person
who is convicted of multiple offences in the samegeding will be subject to the higher
mandatory minimum penalties of eight years impnisent with a non-parole period of five
years. This will capture people smuggling orgarsseho have been involved in multiple
people smuggling ventures but are coming beforedet for the first time in relation to
multiple offences.”

This seems a bizarre way of dealing with multigferaces. There is no need to introduce what is
basically a crafty manipulation of the mechanisnthef courts. There are appropriate and established
ways available to the courts which increase pasgfor those who are, even in their first court
appearance, found guilty of more than one offeéey would we introduce a bizarre new mechanism,
which uses the notion of recidivism where it's nedlly recidivism? We concur in this case with
remarks made in the Submission for this legislaficepared by the Law Council of AustrafiaThe
legislation undermines two more principles of comntew and previous people smuggling legislation,
which has already shown to frustrate and angejutiieiary in their work. Politicians in the exeotgi
should refrain from setting up potential conflietgéh the second arm of government, the judiciand a
should not be tempted to resort to introduce legefemocratic immaturity into the Parliament, just
because they want to win votes. Australians rigadgect more maturity from their government.

8. The stacking of multiple offences in first-tirneurt appearances, the shifting of the burden of
proof from prosecution to the defendant, and thteonmf mandatory sentencing, since they are gll
expressions of immature bullying of the courts biiteians, should be removed from the
legislation.

" Law Council Submission on the Anti-People Smuggling and Other Measures Bill 2010, page 12
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4.8. Charging Mr Nguyen Van Minh: Removing the clage ‘obtaining a benefit’

In section 4.4 of this Chapter we told the storyvisfNguyen Van Minh, under whose inventive and
persistent leadership 98 refugees managed to eS@agpam following the fall of Saigon. Passengers
and organisers, all family members, contributeth®cost of the journey by giving gold. A totalidi3
gold ounces made the journey possible. Under tmeval of the ‘obtaining a benefit’ clause he will
have become guilty of people smuggling.

(a hypothetical that could become a reality)

PRESS ALERTPersistent media rumours have just been confirfvrdNguyen Van
Minh, who assisted in the passage from Vietnamtlamentry into Australia together wit
97 of his family members, has just been arresteflusyralian Federal Police and the
Immigration Investigations Branch. Media reportsealed that he was culpable of

collecting up to 103 ounces of gold to bribe goweent officials and Viethamese police
before coming to Australia with his vessel. Mr Ngiuwill face up to twenty years
imprisonment under Australia’s People Smugglingsieggon. He did not receive any
material benefits from organising the journey, apect cited in the UN Smuggling
Protocol as the central characteristic of peopleugigiing. This aspect was dropped fro
the Australian People Smuggling legislation in 2010

To clarify the issues raised in this paragraphreter to the Bill’'s Digest (p. 10) once more (adcen
added):

“Items 1 and 2repeal existing paragraph 73.1(1) from the Criminal Code which required the
prosecution to prove that the person who organdscilitates the unlawful entry of another
person into a foreign countigid so having obtained or intending to obtain a benefit (whether
directly or indirectly). There is no such equivaleaquirement under existing section 232A
(Organising bringing groups of non-citizens intos#alia) or proposed section 233A (Offence
of people smuggling) of the Migration Act.”

... and a second paragraph:

“Items 4 and Sepeal existing paragraphs 73.3(1) from the Criminal Code which required the
prosecution to prove that the person who organsdacilitates the unlawful entry of a group
of five or more persons into a foreign courdrg so having obtained or intending to obtain a
benefit (whether directly or indirectly). There is no sustuivalent requirement under existing
section 232A (Organising bringing groups of nonzehs into Australia) or proposed section
233C (Aggravated offence of people smuggling @tl& people)) of the Migration Act.”

The removal of thi®enefit requiremendeems bizarre. Why on earth would the draftetbeAnti-
People Smuggling and Other Measures Bill 2@Eht to remove this clause of obtaining a benefit,
when the UN Smuggling Protocol clearly stipulatés ais the central definition of what constitutes
people smuggling?

The United Nations People Smuggling Protocol (citedNDOC, 2004, p. 337) defines people
smuggling as follows:

“For the purposes of this Protocol:
(a) ‘Smuggling of migrants’ shall mean the procuest) in order to obtain, directly or

indirectly, a financial or other material benefdf the illegal entry of a person into a State
Party of which the person is not a national or arpanent resident;”
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Rather than removing this claus€abtaining a benefitfrom the Criminal Code, we think it more
appropriate to instead include this clause to thgraion Act when it is argued that this is missing
from the Act. If“legislation harmonisation”is to be one of the purposes of the current latiesi, then
dismissing one of the central definitions of th@le Smuggling Protocol is putting the order ohts
upside-down. Our Recommendation therefore follosis a

9. Australia’s People Smuggling legislation shoudd be setting itself up as beingserthan the
United Nations People Smuggling Protocol, whereténds to remove one of the central definitipn
clauses of that Protocol, which requires peopleggting to be defined as including ‘obtaining a
material benefit

4.9. Stopping smugglers ..or stopping boats?

The Immigration Department (and related agencias)rifo mandate tstop the boats”(seeChapter

1, item 1.7, and it never had that mandate — this legislasamot, or at least should not be, about
stopping any refugee boats from reaching Australiee amendments as proposed in this Bill are about
stopping criminal people smuggling ventures, batBill conveys the impression that its true purpose
is to stop any boats from reaching Australia withexyone on board being able to avoid harsh
prosecution. In view of commitments given by Auk&rander the UN Refugee Convention, also to
refugees arriving by boat, this gives the legiskatihe appearance of being highly manipulative in
nature.

A glimpse down history lane may assist in sharpgtie focus around this issue. Previously clagkifie
but now released (on January 1, 2010) 1979 Calowtments (CofA, 1979a) show Australia’s first
draft legislation to harshly prosecute anyone oigjag unauthorised vessels trying to reach Australi
(CofA, 1979b, 1979c).

The proposals were compiled by the Department afigration and Ethnic Affairs. There were no
international criminal smuggling syndicates in $igh1979, yet the documents presented to the Frase
Cabinet raise the spectre‘fafur large vesselsthat had departed Vietham, and that these ve'ssals
arrive in Australia’yet there was no evidence these vessels actugllg@ and there is no

confirmation that they have ever arrived on ourresb@t any later date. There were indeed large
vessels, and paid passages on boats of consideradjdéut in the main these were organised by the
Vietnamese government after the fall of Saigon,cwlirganised paid departures for those who wanted
to leave the communist regime. In this context lgmatiion Minister Michael McKellar presents the
prepared proposals at a January Cabinet meetinghwberally use the terms &profiteering” and
“trafficking” . In hindsight, it seems strange if not manipukatie propose to codify criminal charges
(up to ten years imprisonment or a fine of $100)8@den the prime example for legislation cited in
proposals is created by the government of anotlgom As shown above (s&hapter 1, item 1)7

there was a remarkable, seemingly self-appointethigration department brief for officers posted in
Malaysia to “stop the boats from arriving in Auditg resulting in acts of sabotaging and sinking
boats intending to depart for Australia. This gowernment department about which former Prime
Minister the Rt Hon Malcolm Fraser comments inrecently published Political Memaoirs:

“There was a hard core within the immigration defraent that opposed a genuine
compassionate and humanitarian response. It waia-gthnservative and reactionary with a
strong racist streak.(Fraser & Simons, 2010, p. 419)

Eventually, the Fraser government brought the latgis to Parliament (Hansard-House, 1980a) with a
sunset clause of 12 months, only to be proclainfeasetded”. Proclamation would not happen for
another year around the arrival (Hansard-Housel )1&8d subsequent deportation of crew and
passengers of the VT838 (CanTimes, 1981), butiineipal question of whether a policy ‘stopping
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refugee boats from arriving on our shoresin ethically be defended has never — in fullectye,
unambiguous and conclusive terms — been addresdbd Australian Parliament.

The name of the 1979-80 legislation prepared byrthmigration Departmentrfimigration
(Unauthorised Arrivals) Bill 1980 in a context where immigration officials claimdapromote their
own agenda of ‘stopping boats from arriving in Aab&’, suggests that the laws were an attempt to
declare the arrival ainy unauthorised vessel as ‘illegal’, including vess&rrying refugees and
asylum seekers, in an attempt by th@rder guards’inside the immigration department to completely
‘control’ the border and close it to anyone wantiadpreach it and enter.

There is however, good hope that Australia, leditdpoliticians, may one day come to terms with the
fact that boats with asylum seekers will keep arg\and that we need to receive the passengers with
decency, respect, and treat them in accordanceAuslralia’s commitments given under Article 31 of
the Refugee Convention. In this context the cowvagduly 2009 initiative by Immigration Minister
Senator Chris Evans in his Ministerial directivetie Immigration department (s€aapter 1, item

1.6) is an enormous step, which sets in motion a @oedere the management of borders, rather than
their control, is becoming a reality, a call whiths already been issued by academics who are
concerning themselves about this paradigm shifgloFa2005). The condition of this shift is the
requirement that no politician uses the arrivainafritime asylum seekers as a political, manipuéativ
and xenophobic tool to whip his or her electorate & frenzy in order to get re-elected, but that
instead each and every elected member and setatsrtie day by acknowledging the rights of
asylum seekers under the Refugee Convention andrtiversal Declaration of Human Rights, and
does so in an open, flexible way, and theit (s dare to dreamhlan Australian government implements
a nationwide education campaign around Austrabalgyations under the UN Refugee Convention,
which succinctly explains why it is not illegal $eek protection in our country, also by boat.
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Khalid Koser: Why Migrant Smuggling Pays

Adelaide Festival of Ideas, Sunday 29 July 2009
Session host: Peter Mares, Presenter, the National Interest, ABC Radio National
Audio Recording courtesy ABC Fora, Transcript Project SafeCom (Jack H Smit)

Audio location: http://www.abc.net.au/tv/fora/stories/2009/07/24/2640772.htm

PETER MARES: Good morning. Welcome to this session of the Festival of Ideas on people smuggling, Why
Migrant Smuggling Pays. I'm Peter Mares, presenter of The National Interest on ABC Radio National and a
member of the advisory committee of the Festival and I'm glad to see we've got a serious audience here who are
more interested in the big issues of migration than in whether or not chiropractics are quacks.

In recent times we've seen a shift in political rhetoric in Australia away from talk about queue jumpers and such
like language, to the evil people smugglers, so a shift in where the focus of criticism goes when irregular
migrants or asylum seekers come to our shores by boat. The target now is very much the people smugglers, so |
think it's very appropriate that we have this topic at this festival, discussing why migrants smuggling pays.

| must say | have regular correspondence with someone, a listener, and someone has been a very active
advocate for refugee rights in Australia who, whenever | use the term people smuggling, sends me emails of a
very ferocious nature criticizing me for using this term, because as she points out, everyone has the right under
international law to seek asylum, so if someone helps them to move across the border they're not a people
smuggler, they're something else — that's a humanitarian act in a way, and certainly, she makes the point that
the fishermen who end up in the courts being prosecuted in Australia for people smuggling are being incorrectly
labelled.

| disagree with her though, | because | think people smuggling is an industry and very profitable industry and it
deserves to be analyzed as such. There is a difference between the fact that someone has the right to cross a
border to seek asylum, and someone running a business to make a profit from facilitating that process, | think.

Anyway, enough from me, because we have probably the world's leading authority on these types of issues to
talk to you. Dr Khalid Koser is a geographer and an expert on forced migration. He is Co-director of the New
Issues and Security course of the Geneva Centre for Security Policy and is a Fellow in Foreign Policy studies at
the Brookings Institution in Washington, and he has a particular interest in asylum issues — forced migration, as |
say: international migration generally. He's the author of this very good little book, International Migration, a Very
Short Introduction, an Oxford University Press publication. | first came across his work several years ago, when
he and | were both within the same publication. And what struck me about Khalid's work, is that while many of us
make assumptions about why people move and the way in which they move, he looked for empirical evidence,
evidence-based data on why these movements happen and how they happen, and his work is surprising and
rigorous and refreshing in the debates we have, which are often very predictable about these sorts of issues. So,
please welcome Dr Khalid Koser.
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KHALID KOSER: Well, thank you very much Peter, for that incredibly kind introduction. It's a real pleasure for
me to be in Adelaide despite the wind and the rain and despite the cricket - we won't talk about that much more,

| hope. I'm delighted and very grateful to the organizers of the Adelaide Festival of Ideas for inviting me. I've
been on three panels and this is my solo session, I've enjoyed it thoroughly and found the feedback from the
audience particularly rewarding, so I'm going to try to make sure that we have enough time for at least 10-15
minutes of discussion at the end of my presentation. Thanks to you also for making the effort to come on a windy
Sunday morning, I'm very grateful you've made the effort.

As Peter has indicated, the topic of my talk today — migrant smuggling — is a hugely topical hot button issue in
Australia at the moment, especially there’s a focus around so-called boat arrivals. We know that something like
28 boats carrying something like 944 people have either landed in Australia or being intercepted on their way to
Australia in the last year or so. There are rumours in the press that there are 10,000 people waiting to get to
Indonesia, many of them planning to come on to Australia. | read yesterday that a boat carrying 74 people
apparently from Pakistan and Afghanistan has become lost someone in the sea between Indonesia and
Australia, and think we can perhaps expect the worst there, which is rather sad. | know also that there is a very
lively debate in this country around how to control and stop boat arrivals. | note that earlier this year in Bali,
Foreign Minister Stephen Smith said that he thought the global financial crisis might lead to more people fleeing
places like Indonesia and heading for Australia — that’'s something we might wish to come back to and discuss
after my presentation.

| know there’ve also been debates about the Rudd government's changes in policy, abandoning the so-called
Pacific Solution, abandoning Temporary Protection Visas and some debate about the extent to which these
more lenient policies are perhaps encouraging people to come to this country in an illegal manner. Let me just
say on that, as an outsider and as someone who does not live in Australia: make no mistake, the Pacific Solution
so-called was a scar on Australia's otherwise excellent international reputation. And | have to say that even if the
cost is — and this is by no means necessarily proven — but even if the cost is, that a further hundred asylum
seekers or so arrive in this country each year, | think it's a cost worth paying, a price worth paying, to make sure
that Australia reestablishes its otherwise excellent international reputation.

I’'m perfectly happy to return to Australian policy during discussion, but for my presentation | want to take a
slightly wider perspective if | can. I'd like to speak to you about some research | did, I've done over the last two
or three years in both Pakistan and Afghanistan, speaking to migrants who are planning to move, speaking to
migrants have been unsuccessful and who have been sent back, speaking to their families (and as you're going
to see, their families play an important part in the story), and also speaking to smugglers: people who are
surprisingly accessible in places like Pakistan and Afghanistan. These people were heading for various
destinations in the world, not just Australia, also North America, also Europe; some were going, yes by boats,
others overland, others also by plane, so a variety of different destinations and methods. | would just as an aside
say, it's important to put Australia's debate about boats and boat arrivals in a larger context.

Firstly, boat arrivals in Australia comprise actually a small proportion of overall so-called irregular migration in
this country. More people arrive by plane each year than boats, but the boats seem to attract the attention. And
most irregular migrants so-called in this country are actually people who overstay their visas, who arrive legally
and then overstay illegally. So there’s a bit of an obsession with boat arrivals even though they're a rather small
proportion of a much wider concept of irregular migration in Australia.

The second point to make is: on a global scale, Australia’s got it pretty good. | spoke about something like 944
boat arrivals over the last year, but there are millions of people, millions each year, moving around the world in
an illegal fashion with smugglers paying between them billions and billions of dollars, so Australia hasn't got it

bad compared to many other parts of the world, including | think Europe and North America too.

The final point in the introduction to make is that whereas most people who arrive in this country seek asylum — |
understand a large proportion of them get asylum — most irregular migrants in the world today are moving for
largely economic reasons. So it's is a mixture of people moving for political reasons, to flee persecution and
economic reasons to improve their lives — and by the way | think there’s nothing wrong at all, | think it's quite a
noble thing to do to try to improve your life, and if you have to move to do it, then so be it.

Of course, the answer to the question why smuggling pays differs if you're a refugee fleeing political persecution
or an economic migrant seeking to improve your life. If you're a refugee, smuggling pays because it gets you to
safety. That's the pay-off of smuggling. If you're an economic migrant largely, smuggling pays because as we're
going to see it allows you to recoup your costs and start to expand your income pretty quickly — | think
surprisingly quickly. Given how much migrant smuggling has become ingrained in the public conscience, it
seems to me that we know surprisingly little about it. There’s lots of assumptions, there’s lots of generalizations,
but actually most people don’'t know much at all about migrant smuggling — and | include policymakers. And |
think policymakers around the world are really beginning to run out of innovative ideas in terms of how to
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respond to this issue.

So what I'd like to do for the next 15 or 20 minutes or so, is to adopt a pretty different and radically alternative
approach to that than is normally | think adopted, and look, as Peter has indicated, look at smuggling as a
business, as an industry, and in particular what I'd like to do is follow the money through this business. | want to
try to answer the following questions: how much do smugglers charge — and we’re gonna see that the charges
vary according to route and destination, and method. How do migrants and their families raise the money to pay
those charges? How are smugglers paid by migrants and their families — and there are some interesting findings
around that. What do smugglers do with the money? How do they disperse it to make sure that smuggling
actually works? How much money do migrants send home once they've arrived in their destination countries,
and what happens to the money that they send home? And the headline here, and we’ll see it at the end, is that
basically smuggling pays for everybody involved. And I think if we start to understand smuggling as an economic
process where everybody, from the migrants to the families to the smugglers, arguably to the destination
societies and the origin economies too, if you understand it as a process whereby everybody seems to profit,
then | think we need to think about some quite radically different alternative policy approaches to making it stop,
if that is what we think we should do.

My economic approach is by no means intended to underestimate the human costs of migrant smuggling.
Something like 2000 people each year die trying to cross from North Africa to southern Europe across the
Mediterranean in boats; 2000 a year dying, making that journey. Something like 600 a year die trying to cross
from Mexico into the USA. So, significant deaths of people trying to move around the world. And also, | do not
want to underestimate the exploitation that many people go through once they arrive at the detention facilities in
which many people find themselves — which | think are a disgrace — the exploitation of those people who find
themselves in work, and so on, and so forth — so I'm not underestimating the human costs, but | think it's useful
to focus on the economics of this, to see if we can uncovers some new realities and think differently about
policies.

So let’s try to follow the money through the smuggling industry. The first question to ask is how much do
smugglers charge. Again, based on research in Afghanistan and Pakistan, costs vary significantly according to
the destination to which you want to go, assuming you're leaving Afghanistan or Pakistan. In general, the USA
and Canada — North America — are the most expensive, and Western Europe and Australia are roughly the
same amount of costs: cheaper than going to North America. Costs also vary by mode of transport. Looking for
example at Afghanistan to Australia at the moment, to fly, between Afghanistan, Pakistan and Australia, illegally,
with a smuggler, will cost you something between US $12,000 and $15,000. These are not insignificant sums of
money. To do it by a combination of flight, then boat, perhaps a boat from Indonesia, will cost you somewhere
between US $5,000 and $8,000 according to going rates at the moment amongst migrant smugglers in Pakistan
and Afghanistan. Let me just make two observations of those costs and that range of costs. Firstly, smuggling is
a flexible business. Smugglers will deliver a service that suits the depth of your pocket. If you can’t afford to go to
the USA, I'll take you to Turkey. If you can't afford to get to the UK, I'll take you to Australia. If you can’t afford a
flight, which is probably the safest way to go, then I'll make it cheap and we’ll do a combination of flight and boat.
This is a business, you're a customer, and I'll find a way to get your business and to get your custom and get
your money. If you're poor, don’t worry, we'll find a way to make it work, if you're richer, let's do it by flight, go
straight to the USA and things will be straightforward. It's a business and | think we need to think of it in those
terms.

And the second observation I'd make is that | think almost by definition — given the amount of money we're
talking about — smuggling does not involve the poorest of the poor. These are people who, as we'll see in a
minute, at least have the wherewithal to raise loans, perhaps to sell property, they have the wherewithal to be
able to raise the money that's needed to pay these rather large and exorbitant fees. Having said that, | had a
very interesting debate yesterday with Julian Garside on another panel, and he made the point, and | think it's
important to emphasize here, that we shouldn't underestimate, especially in the Australian context, that many
people are still coming from very underprivileged and very poor backgrounds, and | take that point completely.
My only argument is that the given the costs involved, these are not the desperately poor of the world, these are
not peasants. And | think when we come back to perhaps discuss the global financial crisis, that's an important
implication. There maybe more people who are desperate to leave poor parts of the world; where they can afford
to, paying smugglers, | think is another matter.

So there’s the first set of issues: how much families need to raise to pay smugglers in the first place. Let's look
now at how migrants and families raised the money. The first thing to say is that in almost all the cases of people
| spoke to both in Afghanistan and Pakistan it was families, not migrants themselves, who raise the money. Very
few migrants have the money, either in savings or the wherewithal to raise the money themselves, and they rely
on families and family networks. This is an investment by families in their children. Just as you might invest in
sending your children to school or university, these are families investing in their children, either to get them out
of harm's way, if they're fleeing persecution, or to help them perhaps to achieve a better life and a better
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standard of living by getting them to another part of the world. Again, think of it as an investment, as a business.

How did families raise money to pay these large fees to move their children around the world? Some people
drew on savings. Some people sold property, some people were selling jewelry; some people sold land. Many
people took on debt and borrowed money from moneylenders. Let me just go back especially to the jewelry
point. Anyone who knows the Islamic culture, who knows Pakistan and Afghanistan: selling your jewelry is a
fairly significant thing to do in these parts of the world. This isn't something you do lightly; these are wedding
betrothals and so on and so forth. These are significant investments: that's the point. You're selling land, you're
selling property, and you're selling jewelry. You're taking on risky loans from unscrupulous moneylenders, this is
a business and you expect a return on your investment. This isn't something you're take on lightly, I think, in any
of these countries. On average across my sample of over a 100 people in Afghanistan and Pakistan, smugglers
fees came to 367% of annual household income. So what I'm saying is that people somehow raised more than
three times their annual income in order to pay for smuggling. So again, an investment, and an investment upon
which people expect some sort of return. You don't just take on borrowing three times your household income for
the sake of it, you do it because you expect some form of return upon that investment.

Next question. We've seen how much smuggling costs. We've seen how migrants and normally their families
raise the money to pay those costs. How are smugglers paid — and | think this is among the most interesting of
the findings. Anyone in this room who has used eBay will be aware of what an escrow service is. An escrow
service is a company that holds a buyer’s money until the buyer is satisfied with the goods that are being
delivered, and then the escrow service releases the money to the seller. So you're not risking paying all the
money to the seller who's going to sell you a dodgy Hi-Fi, which means you don’t get the goods that you want.
On eBay you deposit your money with a third-party escrow service. Once you're satisfied with what you've got,
the money is then released to the person who's selling you the item. Exactly the same system exists today in
smuggling in Pakistan and Afghanistan. Migrant families don’t pay the money directly to smugglers; they pay
their money to a third party, usually a money changer or money handler, normally in one of the big bazaars out
in Peshawar or Kabul. The money is only released by that third party to the smuggler, once the migrant has
arrived safely in his or her destination. Now just think about what I'm saying. What I'm talking about here is a
money back guarantee on smuggling. If you don't make it to your destination safely, | as a smuggler get nothing
at all — nothing. The money is taken from the third-party, from the money changer, often in the market, and goes
back to the family, and let’s just call the whole deal off: a money back guarantee on migrant smuggling today in
Pakistan and Afghanistan. Now, this varies around the world, and you'd find slightly different responses in West
Africa and South America and so on and so forth, but | think that's quite a striking and important finding that we
might wish to come back to.

It's interesting — briefly — to look at how payments have evolved in this setting. About 5 to 10 years ago, the
method was that all of the money was paid up front to the smuggler. So if you wanted to move to Australia, you
would come to me — the smuggler — you'd give me the money up front, and you'd hope | was trustworthy; often |
wasn't, | ran off with the money, you didn't move, you lost your $10,000. Again — a business responding to
criticism by the customers — that soon changed. For a couple of years the method was that you'd pay a
proportion of the money up front. So you'd give the smugglers, say 50% of the money, and you'd pay the
balance upon confirmation that your son — and it normally is your son — has arrived safely at the destination to
which he's going. The problem with that is that it opens up the possibility for exploitation. You arrive in Australia
as a migrant, you still owe $2,500 — or whatever it is — to the migrant smuggler back at home, and that debt
means that you can be exploited. You can be forced into prostitution; you can be forced into exploitative
situations, and so on and so forth. And this is where the concept of migrant smuggling and human trafficking
begin to blur into one another. Again in response to complaints from potential customers, that changed. We now
have what is effectively an escrow system. A money back guarantee, a low-risk investment for families, the
money is deposited with a third party, and then released once someone has arrived safely at the destination to
which they are going. So we've seen how much it costs; we've looked at how families raise the money; we've
looked at how the money is actually transacted and passed over to smugglers. Let’s look briefly at how
smugglers themselves spend the money.

I think is really important when talking about smuggling, to move away from a kind of generalization, which | think
we all have, and that’s understandable | think — especially given the press — a generalization that somehow
smugglers are arch-criminals. They're some sort of James Bondesque baddies who are kind of in the middle of
this cool and evil network of manipulation and evil. That may be the case in certain circumstances, and | think
the so-called snakeheads in China probably do fit that James Bond sort of model, but in most places in the world
they don’t. Smugglers who bring people from Mexico to the USA are so-called mom and pop industries: there
are a couple of people who move you across the border in a fairly low-tech and fairly straightforward way. In
Pakistan and Afghanistan it's normally people who have completely legitimate jobs and are making a bit of
money on the side. So the normal contact usually in Afghanistan and Pakistan is a travel agent: he’ll close the
door at five o’clock on his business, he’'ll take you downstairs and he’ll start to discuss other issues, more illegal
issues perhaps, over the table. He will then work through a network of people to make smuggling happen. And
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again, this echoes something I think of an interesting discussion we had with Julian Garside yesterday. We need
to get away from the idea that smugglers are always evil. In some cases, in some circumstances, smugglers are
people who are helping people get out of harm’s way. Oscar Schindler was a smuggler and so on and so forth:
we know those kinds of ideas. So | think we need to have a bit more sophisticated idea of what smuggling is and
who smugglers are.

Once the initial contact — the travel agent normally in Pakistan and Afghanistan — receives the money (of course
the money is not received, it's with a third party, but once the pledge has been made and the money is deposited
with the third party) he then has to spend a large proportion of that money to make smuggling work. He needs to
find someone who perhaps can supply a stolen or forged passport, who can forge a visa. He needs to pay boat
men, or truck drivers, immigration officials, customs officials and so on and so forth. Any of you who have flown
internationally recently — I've done it very recently — you show your passport three times when you fly
internationally. You show it when you check in to deposit your bag, you show it as you go through to the
departure lounge, and then finally you show it just before you get on to the aeroplane: three people there who
need bribing, to make sure that you get through that system on to the aeroplane. And so a lot of money, in my
research around 50%, is spent by the initial contact in making this work and dispersing the money around the
network of people who are involved in making smuggling work. | want to come back to this, because this is really
interesting. What I'm saying here is that smugglers are dispersing money to their network before they've actually
received the money. The greatest economic risk in this entire process is that of the smuggler. He needs to pay
$7000 up front to make the smuggling work, and only when it works does he get the $14,000 paid and so he
recoups his 50% — around $7000. That's quite an interesting observation | think, and there are certainly policy
implications around that.

Let's continue to follow the money — I'm going to skip the traumas of the journey, | can come back to you if you
wish with many rather depressing stories about the journey and how it works. 85% of the families that | spoke to
in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, who'd paid to have a son — it normally was the eldest son smuggled abroad —
had received money in the form of remittances from people who’d moved abroad. Now I think there are some
really important implications there, and one is of course, what this means is that these people are finding work.
When we look at migrant smuggling, when we look at irregular migration, we tend to focus on the supply side.
We tend to think of desperate people living in poor countries, perhaps fleeing conflict and persecution, who need
to get out of harm’s way, or who are trying to improve their lives and pay smugglers to do so. Irregular migration
wouldn't exist if there wasn't also a demand for their labour. There are something like 40 million irregular
migrants in the world today. A third of them, 12 million in the USA alone — and believe me, those 12 million
Mexicans in the USA work hard, and prop up the US economy in certain sectors.

Our economies depend on the work of irregular migration. So it's one part of the equation to get rid of the supply,
to make sure that people are safe or can earn money at home, but the other is to make sure that we don't have a
demand for their particular work in destination countries, and | think we need to look at the two sides of it. Most
people in my sample who are smuggled found work relatively easily and were sending home significant sums of
money as a result of the work that they found. The annual remittances — money sent back by migrants who had
been smuggled from these families or via these smugglers that | spoke to — the average was US$3750 a year.
These are irregular migrants, sending home, on average — and it ranged from in one case just $100 to in another
incredible case $10,000, and | think I'm not sure | believe that sum — but on average, it was reported to me,
something like US$3750 sent home by people who have been smuggled abroad. Now we can discuss later, and
it's very interesting research some of which | have done, we shouldn't underestimate the social consequences of
sending home remittances. Migrants often find themselves under huge social pressure to send back money. It
may well be that if you're sending back $3750 that really is depriving you of any form of life in the country in
which you're living. Migrants often deprive themselves very, very significantly in order to try to meet family
obligations back at home, so there is a debate | think to be had around that. The point is, most of these migrants
are finding work, and most of them are sending back money in significant sums.

What happens to the money that they send home? On average — again of course, over a hundred households
and migrants and smugglers and putting the data together — on average the remittances were about 50% of the
money paid to the smuggler to make the smuggling happen. What that means is that within two years, the
smuggler’s fee has been paid off. The debt that you incurred has been paid off; the land that you sold has been
recouped, in terms of at least its value. So two years of sending home remittances — and there’s assumptions
here about the extend to which you can maintain your work, and the extend to which you are able to send home
remittances, but most of these people seem to be able to — within two years the smuggler’s fee, and the
investment made by your parents has largely to be paid off as a result of your remittances. After that, on
average, remittances from irregular migrants doubled household incomes in Pakistan and Afghanistan. And this
is what | mean by a sensible investment: you sell your land, you sell your property, you sell your jewelry: within
two years, the fee has been paid off and thereafter, you are doubling your household income as a result of this
process. It makes sense financially, and | think we need to understand that when we begin to think about why
smuggling is such a big industry.
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| have interesting evidence — by no means conclusive — but interesting evidence that at least some of the money
that's received by families once they've paid off the initial debt incurred by the smuggling, is then fed back into
the system, so that their next eldest son can then be smuggled. So here we have it, a real cycle. We have
money raised by a family; we have that money dispersed through a migrant smuggling network by the initial
contact; we have the migrant finding work in the destination country and sending home remittances; we have the
smuggler’s fee paid off in about two years. Thereafter we have household incomes doubling as a result of
remittances, and pretty quickly we have families feeding more money into the system by sending their next son
into the smuggling industry. A real cycle | think that we need to think quite carefully about how to break.

So let me just conclude with two comments. The question (and | haven't got an overhead), the question | asked
to begin this presentation (and the title in the program) is why migrant smuggling pays. If you're a refugee,
migrant smuggling pays because it gets you out of harm’s way. It gets you out of the way of conflict and
persecution and the threat of death. And again, some smugglers, | would argue, are good people, serving a
good purpose. If you're someone who is moving for largely economic benefits, and that's by far the majority of
irregular migrants, illegal migrants around the world today, it appears to pay pretty substantially. Households pay
off their debt within two years and then double their household incomes. Migrants, it appears, find jobs fairly
easily in the countries to which they're going, and earn enough money to send home significant amounts of
remittances.

You wouldn’t have be too much of a conspiracy theorist to scale this up and argue that migrant smuggling also
benefits origin and destination societies too. Origin countries relieve unemployment. They relieve pressure on
the labor market; they receive significant remittances which of course often go through formal banking systems.
Certainly, | haven't seen much evidence at all in Afghanistan or Pakistan that the governments are taking this
issue seriously and particularly want to stop it. | think | would argue that it benefits many origin countries, and |
think getting those countries engaged in trying to stop it is an important issue. It wouldn't be too much of a leap
of the imagination — | think this is less so in Australia, but it is certainly true in the USA and Europe — that it also
benefits destination countries by providing very cheap labor. | often make this point when | lecture students in
the UK by saying,

The reason, last night, that your pizza cost 5 pounds is because in the kitchen there’s an Afghan working
for under the minimum wage cleaning the dishes. If he wasn't there, or if he was legal, or if he was
earning the minimum wage, your pizza would cost seven pounds. It benefits you and your pocket and
your paycheck the fact that we're bringing illegals in to do those sorts of jobs.

Two final points. There is a debate, looking again at this idea of why migrant smuggling pays, that migrant
smuggling undermines low-income native workers, it puts low-income native workers out of work. Largely, the
evidence is, that is not the case, and the reason is that even in times of recession, even in times of global
financial crisis such as we find ourselves at the moment — not Australia but many other parts of the world — there
are certain jobs that native workers will not do. These are the so-called 3-D jobs — dirty, dangerous and difficult.
Whatever the state of recession in this country, it's unlikely that Australians will clean toilets. They would rather
take unemployment benefit and stay at home than clean toilets. There are certain jobs, the dirty jobs, the
dangerous jobs, that we increasingly rely on migrants to do, and we will just not do them whatever the situation,
and even if we're unemployed. So migrant labour — and | really want to press home this point — migrant
smuggling pays and works because we provide jobs for these people and we need their labour because of the
segmented economies that have developed around the world.

The final point | want to make, and | think this is a striking conclusion: viewing this as an economic process —
and again, I'm not underestimating the humanitarian cost and the social cost and the life-threatening cost that
many people go through — viewed as an economic process, the most interesting conclusion here, is that the
greatest risk is taken by the smuggler. The smuggler is spending $7500 to facilitate your migration, before he
even gets the $14,000 your family has paid. And only when the smuggling has succeeded and you've got to your
destination, does the smuggler then get his $14,500. He is taking a risk. He's investing $7000 of his own money
before getting the money in from the third party. This is why smuggling works, because these people cannot
afford for it not to work, and they have lots and lots of mechanisms, lots of methods to make sure they do get the
money back, including choosing destinations — we may come back to the Pacific Solution debate here —
including destinations where they are fairly sure that they can get you safely, including for example using
multiple clients. For example if you have to bribe somebody who's on the nightshift at Heathrow airport to get
somebody through the airport, it doesn’t matter how many people go through. You just pay that person 1000
pounds and he’ll do the job for you for his four-hour shift. So you might as well move 20 people rather than one
person because you're saving money. So smugglers increasingly, for economic reasons, will move multiple
people as opposed to single people to try to make sure that they recoup their costs.

| want to conclude. | am very pleased to come back to discussion either on Australia, and Australian policy, or on
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the humanitarian consequences that I've deliberately underestimated, or | think interestingly too, on what the
implications of this economic approach might be for policy making and how we might adapt our policies to try to
respond to what | think is a very successful migrant business.

(Applause)

PETER MARES: Well, | think you can understand why | gave the introduction | did about Khalid opening up this
issue in very new and interesting ways. And we already have someone waiting to ask a question. Go ahead.

AUDIENCE MEMBER 1: Thank you for that. That was really, really good. What does the Australian habit of
burning the boats on the beaches add to the cost and the danger of the journey? Does it make the boats worse?

KHALID KOSER: It's interesting, | think you asked this yesterday of Julian Garside and he made the point that
domestic law allows this to happen. | think he said that this is a fairly outrageous law but clearly he made the
point that this is legally acceptable for the Australians to be doing what they're doing. Now, | mean, | haven't
interviewed Indonesian boat men who have their boats burnt on Australian shores, but if you follow through my
economic argument, then clearly this increases the costs for the boat people, and | suspect would increase costs
for smuggling all around, so it may be that you used to pay the Indonesian fishermen $500 to move the people
from an Indonesian port to Australia. But now that he knows his risk includes his boat, he’ll increase his cost to
$750, so you might argue, again, and this is the interesting thing about this economic perspective, because it
makes us think about these things in different ways, you might argue it's a good policy because it is increasing
cost of smuggling, and therefore meaning that fewer people can afford to be smuggled, you might argue.

PETER MARES: Can | just say though, Khalid that | think the implication of the question is that people will come
in much less seaworthy boats; that the result will be that the boats that are sent are in fact much more decrepit
and dispensable and the corollary to that, or the other side of that, | would argue that when we had a policy in
the period after the Tampa, in the immediate months after the Tampa of forcing boats back to Indonesia, the
Navy towing boats back to Indonesia, it was therefore in interests of the smugglers and the migrants to make
sure that by the time the boat reached Australian waters, it was as unseaworthy as possible.

KHALID KOSER: Right. Your wisdom is greater than mine on these issues.

AUDIENCE MEMBER 2: Thank you for some really fascinating information, which I think will be new to many of
us here, and are you able to tell us at all about how you're able to do your research in Pakistan and
Afghanistan? Was it with the support of the authorities? How did you find these people? How could you believe
what they said et cetera?

KHALID KOSER: Really good points. In countries such as ours, Australia, the UK, the USA, smuggling is seen
as a sort of a nefarious crime, and it's very hard indeed to do research on smuggling in destination countries,
especially in advanced economies. In sending countries in my experience, and this is including in the Balkans, in
Pakistan, Afghanistan, in the Horn of Africa and the various other places | have worked, it's very easy indeed. |
mean, smuggling is advertised in newspapers and on billboards in supermarkets. You know, you push your
trolley through a supermarket in Nairobi and there’ll be signs that basically say, ‘Migrant agent can help your son
to get to the UK’ and so on and so forth, so it's not in any way hidden, and it's very easy to find these people,
there was no difficulty at all. You spoke about the authorities. | mean one of the most striking things in Pakistan —
the authorities helped me find the smugglers. So | would speak to policemen and they'd say, well you need to
speak to the guy who works at that travel agent, and perhaps go at 6pm and have a chat with him. So it's an
open business that people are almost proud of. It's a bit like the gap year. You have your year abroad, the
Australians, and the UK have their gap year. For many people in Pakistan this is just seen as an adventure. You
know, you pay this guy and he’s gonna send my son to the UK, what'’s the worst thing that can happen: he’ll get
sent back. There’s a very different perception | think of smuggling in those sorts of countries: | think it's a
misperception, as compared to our countries.

So finding them is very easy indeed. Of course there is a very important methodological question about trust. |
hope | spoke to enough people, and | hope | did enough triangulation of the methodology to at least establish
some sort of trust in the people | spoke to. | spent a long time with them, and most of my findings | think are
supported in one way or another by research elsewhere, so I'm fairly confident. | mean, the figures may be
wrong, and there may be some exaggeration: $10,000 received in remittances | think is unlikely, but I think the
general principle I'm fairly confident is correct. And | can tell you some interesting stories about smugglers. |
mean, you know the other thing about smuggling that | learnt doing this work is that it's not just a bunch of Third
World crooks who are involved. It's also people working in our societies and in our airports and so on and so
forth. There was a wonderful moment, it was about midnight, in an attic in some Travel Agent’s in Peshawar in
northwest Pakistan, drinking nice mint tea, as you do, and the guy opened his safe and took out 50, a pile of 50
mint British passports, and he said, | got these by bribing your guy in the British Embassy. These are real British
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passports, and now | only need to do is get a photo and it gets on to forgeries, and ... So, you know, let's not ...
it is British Airways, it's Immigration, airline staff, as well as PIA [Pakistan International Airlines] staff, and so on
and so forth, and it really is a global industry, | think, and that is how it works.

PETER MARES: | am just going to ask a question, because | think it needs to be asked, Khalid, and what are
the policy implications of what you're saying, | mean Australia’s response has been for example to beef up
cooperation with Indonesia, to provide the Indonesian police with night goggles, with training to help them detect
the migrants before they get on the boats — prevent them leaving. Other responses have been to post
immigration officials in airports around the region that fly directly to Australia to prevent, to look at those
passports before people get on, and to increase the level of security in the document itself, so it's actually now,
the number of people who arrive in Australia with false papers is actually very, very small, because they just
don't get on to the plane. If they do get on the plane Qantas gets a fine of $5000 for bringing them here, and
there are a whole lot of mechanisms — advanced passenger processing, things like this. So, | mean, | guess we
have to ask two questions: what is the policy goal, is it to stop migrant smuggling? And if so, how do we do it?
Or, is the answer to say, well, in fact, border controls don’t work, we should have a system of open borders.
That's the most radical policy response, one that is politically completely unlikely to ever move anywhere, so |
want to ask you to ...

KHALID KOSER: OK, there’s lots of interesting issues there, and we haven't got much time. On the open
borders, I'm by no means a proponent of open borders; | think there has to be some sort of management of
borders and management of migration. | would observe however that when the EU enlarged itself, firstly from, |
think, 12 to 15 and then from 15 to 25, there were of course the doomsday people who said, this is going to
result in huge floods of people from Romania and Poland and so on and so forth, and actually, it wasn't true at
all. There were temporary inputs of people most of whom found work; some of them were going back as a result
of the financial crisis, so the mini experiment in open borders that has taken place in the European Union seems
to have worked. And, of course that's different on a global scale.

| don’t know if Julian is here, but | think he made the point very strongly yesterday, that since in Australia many
of the people who arrive illegally are genuine refugees, people fleeing persecution and people who are entitled to
international protection and assistance — which isn't the case in the USA and Europe: most people who arrive
there are clearly economic migrants — you could argue that these toughening policies are victimizing people who
genuinely do need protection and assistance. And so there is a question about the validity of strengthening
borders if all you're doing is keeping out people who are in desperate need of protection. If you're trying to keep
out people who are not in need of protection and who are just economic migrants, and so on and so forth, as |
said, you need to address demand; if they can come here and find work then there is something wrong with
what's going on. You need to address the question of political will: Indonesian police may well have night
goggles, but if frankly their government doesn’t care about irregular migration and it benefits the economy and
society then | don’t think night goggles will serve much purpose at all. But what is clear is that international
cooperation is essential, and unilateral policies just can’t work.

PETER MARES: Well, | think, interestingly in the Indonesian case there is a very big established people-
smuggling network between Malaysia and Indonesia. And in the Suharto era at least it was very much the
national army, the TNI of Indonesia, which was also the police (they were part of the same organization in those
days) that ran that network, so you know, to ask them to then crack down on it was kind of ridiculous, but a lot
has changed in Indonesia, the police have been separated from the military and so on and so forth, so we have
a rather different situation now. But if we were to say, to take Julian Burnside’s argument, if we were to say,
‘well, we're persecuting people who need protection — we should change these policies’, then without doubt, the
flow of people would change and we wouldn't just be having refugees arriving in Australia, we would be having
people looking for economic opportunities as well.

KHALID KOSER: Of course, ideally, refugees should be able to get protection in places close to their homes.
You know, there shouldn’t be a need as a refugee to flee as far as Australia if we can get a rule of law and a
genuine judicial system and we can trust the appeals process and so on and so forth in places like Pakistan and
Iran, then maybe there wouldn’t be a need, so there is a development issue there, | think as well.

PETER MARES: One final question. Was there someone waiting? Yes please — ask the question.
AUDIENCE MEMBER 3: It's just occurred to be that Malcolm Fraser found a solution to this problem in 1975,
and I'm wondering a) why do you think, that neither the Rudd government nor the Howard government has
thought of that? and b) what would be the economic implications of doing what Fraser did?

PETER MARES: And | mean, by what Fraser did, you're talking about the Comprehensive Plan of Action for

refugees from Indo-China, which involved Australia and other developed nations saying to countries of first
asylum — I'm just summarising for the rest of the audience — countries of first asylum, places of asylum like
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Malaysia, Hong Kong, Thailand: let these people land, allow them into refugee camps — because this was at a
time when boats were being pushed out back to sea and things like that, we had pirates and so on. Allow them
to land, and we will ensure that everyone who is a refugee is resettled over time, so that you won't be, as
developing nations, as countries of asylum, you won't be left carrying this burden.

KHALID KOSER: And this is the 1970’s?
PETER MARES: This is the post-Vietham War so, late 70s, early 80s.

KHALID KOSER: | mean, | can't speak for Australia specifically, but there was a global trend during the Cold
War era, in the post-World War Il era, probably up to about the oil crisis, kind of early seventies or so, where
taking on refugees and resettling refugees was done fairly generously around the world. The numbers were
relatively small, their labour was needed. If they came from the Communist Bloc, then there was a question of
you know, ‘the enemy of my enemy is my best friend’ and so on and so forth. That's all gone now. Larger
numbers, migration has become a huge security concern; we're going through recessions so we don't need their
labour, so the kind of idea of interest conversions | think has gone, and | don't think it will come back, sadly so.
What Fraser apparently did in the 70s might have worked then, but | don'’t think it would work today in terms of
the numbers and security concerns and public reaction and keeping voters happy and so on and so forth.

PETER MARES: OK - look, I'd like you to help me thank Khalid Koser for an extremely.impressive presentation.
Thank you very much.

(Applause)
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Meet Kevin Rudd’s “scum of the earth”

Crikey
Friday, 30 October 2009
by Bob Gosford

In April this year, Prime Minister Kevin Rudd totlde world:

People smugglers are engaged in the world’s maktrade and they should all rot in jall
because they represent the absolute scum of thie. &se see this lowest form of human life at
work in what we saw on the high seas yesterday.

Rudd was talking about the tragic events arisiogifan explosion on board a boat carrying a group of
Afghani asylum seekers.

Last week Rudd’s “scum of the earth” appeared leedoistice Dean Mildren in the Supreme Court of
the Northern Territory.

The two men charged with bringing the boat into tPals&an waters are Mohamed Tahir and a man
known only as Beny. Beny is one of twelve childegrd attended school in South Sulawesi till he was
about seven-years-old and has mostly worked absaistence fisherman and labourer.

As Justice Mildren told the court on his SentendRegnarks:

...Approximately 12-18 months ago, you left Southvi&sgi to go to Java in order to find work.
You obtained some employment but about a monthebgda became involved in this matter,
you left Java to go to Lombok in order to find wirkre. You were approached in Lombok by
an older man who offered you employment on this ¥ou were to be paid five million rupiah
(about $560) which to you is a very large sum oh@yo You were lured into the task by the
money. You expected to be caught. You were tdigdlavould be returned home after a short
time.

Mohamed Tahir was one of seven children had a aimibrk history as Beny and was:

...born in a village called Muncar near BanyuwangHast Java...You were approached by
two older men at the wharves near your village emde offered five million rupiah to
undertake this job. You had not been in work fensanonths and to you this was a very
substantial sum of money. You left your villagéwhe men and you were taken to Lombok.
There the vessel was loaded with the passengers.

Beny and Mohamed were both severely injured irestpgosion.

As Justice Mildren told them in Court:
Beny ... received burns to your left leg, left amit, loot and the left side of your back. You
were also thrown into the water for about 25-30 més before you were rescued. You were
hospitalised for about 20-30 days.
Tahir, also received burns to your right arm antt leg. You have permanent significant
scarring. You are still wearing bandages and wdked to wear the bandages for the next two

years. You still have pain.

Beny and Mohamed entered guilty pleas to secti@ha# the Migration Act 1958 for which the
maximum penalty is imprisonment for 20 years ona bf $220,000 or both.
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The true evil for Beny, Mohamed and for Justice iDktldren, is the requirement that anyone found
guilty under section 232A is liable to a mandatanipimum sentence of five years with a mandatory
minimum non-parole period of at least three yeargained in section 233C of the Migration Act.

These provisions were introduced in 1999.
Introducing the Bill to the House of Representatjeeter Slipper said that:

The bill ... introduces a more severe penalty of@dryimprisonment or 2000 penalty units, or
both, for the trafficking of groups of five or mgreople. This penalty recognises that organised
crime groups are involved in people traffickingdahe penalty reflects the seriousness of the
offence.

Labor’s Con Sciacca responded:

Overall in 1997-98 some 157 illegal immigrants aed by sea on our shores. In 1998-99 this
figure increased eightfold to 859, and more are ic@nevery day. This increase in people
smuggling, in the operation of the so-called “sraé@ds”, signifies that Australia’s penalties
for these offences do not go far enough to detesetlwho assist these criminal warlords on our
shores.

But in Beny and Mahamed’s case all in Justice Miids Court knew that they were not members of
one of Slipper’s “organised crime groups”, nor witey Sciacca’s “snakeheads” or Rudd’s “scum of
the earth” deserving of the condign punishmentiredwy the Migration Act provisions.

Beny and Mohamed were prime candidates for thecesesof ordinary judicial discretion and the
application of the usual judicial Sentencing Piphes that provide clarity and transparency in
sentencing.

But in Beny and Mohamed’s case Justice Mildrenisdsavere tied.
In words that reveal his barely restrained juditiastration, he told Beny and Mohamed that:

But for the mandatory minimum sentences which tequired to impose, | would have
imposed a much lesser sentence than | am now extjbir law to do. There are dangers when
the Courts are required to impose mandatory miningsemtences. In cases such as this, the
ordinary sentencing principles play no function.

The other dangers of mandatory minimum senteneipayit from the fact that the Court is
required to impose a sentence which is greater tharustice of the case would otherwise
require include the fact that principles of pariigtween offenders has little or no role to play.
All offenders that fall within the class will beeited equally no matter what their level of
criminality may be.

However this is not the occasion to debate the thefimandatory minimum sentencing.

Beny and Mohamed were both sentenced to five yearthe top” and a non-parole period of three
years. Justice Mildren recommended that Beny andavied be released after twelve months.

Maybe now is the time to debate the merits of meorgtaninimum sentencing?

http://www.crikey.com.au/2009/10/30/meet-kevin-raestum-of-the-earth/
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