Blog 1 Human Rights

Question 1
Are Human Right universal across the world?
Human rights unfortunately are not universal across the world. The universality of human rights is subjective to the individual government implementing them. The human rights of individuals, even within developed countries, is largely based upon the characteristics of the individual in which they are applied. Throughout history these transgressions of human rights have been carried out due to gender, religion, sexuality, monetary class, and immigration status. Whilst it would be easy to claim that these infringements upon human rights is limited to deprived nations, recent actions of governments representative of our leading nations call into question the morality and implementation of human rights globally.
Question 2
What does Shai Chakrabarti mean when she says, our rights are under attack?
My main interpretation of Shai Chakrabarti’s Ted Talks about human rights was the way in which society is casually blurring the lines of what is acceptable behavior when considering our own human rights, especially in regard to our online lives. These rights pertain to our rights for privacy in our private and family lives, our homes and our correspondence, when we allow companies such as amazon, google, Facebook and countless others access to what we consider private information without an intricate understanding of what we are consenting to. Where does convenience end and surveillance begin? Is ‘Big Brother’ always watching?

Question 3
Why are human rights important?
Human rights in theory, provide all human beings with a basic standard of living, this standard of living not only meets the basic human needs for food, housing  and education but also gives rights to freedom of expression, choice of government and a freedom to choose the way in which they live their life. Theoretically, human rights are not only moral principles which allow human beings to live with dignity, freedom, equality, justice and peace but are a part of international and local laws. By guaranteeing human rights people are protected from those whom are in possession of power and would choose to do them harm. 

The Universality of Human Rights

Human rights as viewed through a political lens are closely linked to claims of universality, however, throughout history attacks upon human rights are extensive (Donnelly, 2007). To begin to unpick the universality of human rights it is imperative to distinguish between conceptual and substantive universality. When considering human rights substantively they are understood to be rights that are applied  because one is considered to be human, thus, they are inalienable rights, simply because being human is an inalterable fact of nature, it is something that can neither be earned or lost, it simply is. Following the logicality of substantive human rights, it could be assumed that that human rights are universal rights in the sense that they belong to all human beings (Gearon, 2016; Goodale, 2018). This conceptual universality, however, does not consider if the rights set out in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the International human rights convention are recognized universally (Shany, 2018). An inordinate amount of countries even today not only refuse to implement and acknowledge the human rights of the people they govern but they flagrantly and systematically violate the most basic and universally recognized human rights (Quataert, 2009). Even in what are considered the most progressive states, significant violations of human rights are carried out every day in varying degrees of severity (Shor, 2019).  Globally we fall short on human rights as we globally rely upon national implementation of what are internationally recognized human rights allowing the creation of norms to be internationalized (Donnelly, 2007), however, the enforcement of such rights is placed in near entirety with individual governments. With exception to the most heinous of violations, such as; genocide, some instances of torture, crimes against humanity, and a selection of war crimes, governments are left to implement human rights as they see fit (Wood, et al., 2016). With the exception of the European regional regime, supervisory bodies are generally restricted to monitoring how other governments implement and utilize human rights. Most national and international advocates of human rights are largely limited to engaging in purely persuasive activities aimed at changing the human rights policies of governments who fail to meet them in a substantive way (Sriram, et al., 2018). Whilst foreign states have the ability to raise their concerns about human rights violations they have no authority to implement or enforce these rights within another governmental jurisdiction (Quataert, 2009). Baring these ideas and thoughts in mind, “universal” human rights are extremely relative and unfortunately based entirely upon where an individual resides.
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Blog 2: Feminism and Human Rights

Question 1
Why do you think women are treated differently from men?
Gender identity, as opposed to sexual identity, is socially constructed by the behavior normative placed upon both men and women by their culture and religion. The history of gender in both traditionalist cultures and religions is the systematic subjection of women by men. Both traditionalist cultures and religion openly support the exclusion of women from power and promote a domination of patriarchal authority within the family context. To this day traditionalist cultures and religions endure as bastions of patriarchal standards and by claiming the rights provided to protect both culture and religion, they are in effect impeding women’s equality.

Question 2
What do you think Sue Lloyd-Roberts meant when she says at the end of the extract, that maybe women shouldn’t compete in the workplace? 
Sue Lloyd-Roberts says that maybe women shouldn’t compete in the workplace, however, she relates this in context about regrets that she has about family life. Family life plays a significant part in a large proportion of women’s career choices and cultural and social norms still follow standard patriarchal values within the home. This suggests that whilst women are working and are capable of performing to the same standards as their male counterparts they are still viewed, perhaps even subconsciously, by their roles within the home. It is a personal belief that equality for women in the workplace will only be achieved when women’s roles within the family and home are also equal.

Question 3
Why should we all be feminists?
Feminism is the belief that men and women should have equal rights and opportunities. Gender equality is not just about equal pay and the percentage of women in high positions of power, they are important but not all that feminism stands for. Feminism is valuing a father’s role in a child’s life the same as the mothers. It is the break down of the distorted sense of what constitutes male success and the release of the stigma that follows men suffering from mental illness. Feminism at its core is about breaking the chains that gender stereotypes imprison us with. For reasons such as this we should all be feminists.




Culture and Religion: Barriers to Gender Equality


Culture, religion and gender are foundational social constructs; however, they cannot be viewed separately or equally from one another. Culture can be described as a macro-concept, which subsumes religion placing it as an aspect of culture. This places culture and thus religion as the sources of gender construct (Rayday, 2003). Taking this view it can be deduced that if religion is a part of culture then it must both influence and be influenced by social and ideological culture (Salzman, 2018). However, religion’s influence on culture is both theoretically and empirically at the heart of the cultural resistance to human rights pertaining to gender equality (McClain, 2009). The customs of religion exist in binding source books that predate the concepts of gender equality within human rights and have the support of legal and institutional structures to effectuate their beliefs. This support can be seen most clearly when considering religions position within the UN, the role of the Holy See and the Organization of Islamic Cooperation gives religion a considerable influence on policy making within the United Nations. 
Cultural defenses to human rights have often been based upon abstract claims such as human rights being a Western concept, undermining other cultures (Panikkar, 192; Forsythe, 2017; Gordon, 2017). Whilst aiming to protect individual cultures problems emerge when a cultural defense insists upon the conservation of particular practices which impinge upon human right (Trevenen, 2001). A high percentage of cultural practices that are defended against human rights are gender specific, they aim for a preservation of patriarchal values and the cost of women’s rights; these practices include but are not limited to: a preference for male children, leading to female infanticide; female genital mutilation; and the sale of daughters into marriage in some cases as child brides (Cerna & Wallace, 1999). When considering the monotheistic religions, they also impose and promote patriarchal values and beliefs that disadvantage women, women are excluded from positions of power and are subjected to patriarchal domination within their family life (Berger & Lipstadt, 1996) 
When considering the heinous atrocities that are being committed against women worldwide because of cultural and religious beliefs it begs the question that when we consider their plights why are their human rights less than ours? 
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LGBQTI and Human Rights

Question 1
Why do you think LGBQTI people are treated differently?
LGBQTI are treated differently within society for the same reasons that throughout history women are treated differently, that people of colour are treated differently, that people with mental illnesses are treated differently, that people with additional learning needs are treated differently, simply because they are different. Our culture has been raised, through the ages on a patriarchal regime supported by a religion that exemplifies the same values, a regime where white heterosexual males are the standard norm to which we should all aspire. As humans we struggle with change and our culture is so entrenched within this outdated belief system that we ‘other’ anyone who challenges the patriarchal hierarchy, and by ‘othering’ our culture allows us to place these people below us, thus making them unequal, less human, allowing people and society to treat them as such.


Question 2
Do you believe same-sex marriage is good or bad? Why?
Yes, I believe that same-sex marriage is a good in the same way that I believe that heterosexual marriage is good. Marriage for any couple has practical legal benefits including those relating to family law, pensions, health, tax, inheritance and power of attorney, and immigration. All of these rights become immediately available to married couples but are often denied to cohabiting couples for a prolonged period of time. By allowing marriage between same-sex couple it also means that they are given the same responsibilities as heterosexual married couples such as being allowed to make medical decisions for their spouses, or legal decisions in emergencies. These rights are important rights and they should not be denied to any person because of who they decide to have a relationship with. Studies have also shown that arguments against same-sex-marriage based upon claims of instability of the relationships are unfounded and have actually shown that same-sex-couples are better at marriage than their heterosexual counterparts. These studies showed that same-sex-couples were more egalitarian where money and housework were concerned than heterosexual married couples (Skinner, et al., 2002; Solomon, et al., 2005; Kurdek, 2005, 2006, 2007).





‘Gender-Neutral Toilets’

“It is easier to split an atom than a prejudice”
Albert Einstein

Moral panic over the use of public toilets by transgender people has reached a frenzied peak in the past few years. Highly publicized cases throughout the United States and the United Kingdom have brought transgender and non-binary issues to the forefront of cultural visibility. Three main points have appeared consistently throughout discursive analysis of the issue of gender-neutral toilets: ‘Gender-neutral toilets are sites of sexual danger’, ‘Gender-neutral toilets are undermining the rights of cisgender people’, and ‘the delegitimization and othering of transgender people’ (Colliver, et al., 2019). This current battle about the use of public toilets reflects longer standing issues of marginalized groups throughout history (Cavanagh, 2010) and triggers social anxieties of these marginalized groups crossing over into normative society (Sanders & Stryker, 2016). The public restroom becomes a stage which allows abstract concerns to become ‘real’ threats by which cisgender invoke nature and biology as constructs against those who are challenging social norms (Beirl, et al., 2017), transgender and non-binary people are often constructed as psychopathological and viewed as a part of a modern trend created by the media (Cavalcante, 2018). Throughout history the public toilet had become a place that is distinct in its explicit social norms and expectations of the human body, by virtue of being a shared place it becomes an area where we are expected to conform to the expectations placed upon us by a symbol on the door (Smart, 2017). 
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