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Inept Oz governments attempt to avoid scrutiny/accountability
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The following example pertains to Australia, however, it easily applies to other
developed nations today. The report principally highlights attempts by scurrilous
politicians, incompetent governments and regulatory authorities to avoid scrutiny and
accountability. If the truth of bungling, incompetence, treasonous activity and downright
criminality was made public those involved would spend the rest of their remaining
years in jail or at the very least disgraced and ostracised by civil society.

Anyone who is familiar with the operations of government, security agencies and regulatory
authorities is aware these organisations require the utmost scrutiny, accountability and independent
oversight; however, the characters who have managed to place themselves in positions of
responsibility have created a culture of secrecy, responsibility avoidance and unaccountability! More
than most these people fear EXPOSURE. In contrast, COMPETENT managers welcome oversight
and scrutiny as opportunities to display their abilities, skills and expertise – and so it should be!

The following case involves the former conservative Australian leader John Howard and two of his
senior ministers, Alexander Downer and Philip Ruddock. These men together attempted to subvert
traditional Australian values and culture and replace them with a CLEARLY INFERIOR American
model -- America has the unfairest and lowest quality social system in the developed world; however,
the cringing inferiority exhibited by conservative Oz colonialists is beyond measure – Stephen
Harper and Gordon Brown take note!

It serves the broader interest if we dispense with the antiquated political terms, ‘left and right,’ as
they no longer accurately portray real circumstances. The leaderships of Blair, Brown in the UK and
Rudd in Australia are clearly conservative though their parties have traditionally been identified as
‘left.’ The sooner people adopt and use the more accurate descriptors “progressives” and
“conservatives” the sooner REAL PROGRESS will be made.

It should not be forgotten that ALL major religions, autocracies, monarchies and centralist
socialist/communist systems are by nature, CONSERVATIVE. All models that favour minority
centralist rule and the imposition of 'values' on the broader community are unmistakably
conservative. Put simply, conservatives ‘contract and control’ (analism) while progressives expand
and liberate!

It becomes immediately apparent that conservatism is at the root of all the major conflicts disrupting
the peace of the world today – perhaps we should state it as it really is; CONSERVATISM IS A
HIGHLY DESTRUCTIVE SOCIAL DISEASE that must be eradicated before it eradicates us! The
world’s survival today depends on the successful eradication of criminal conservatives and
conservatism – IN ALL ITS FORMS!

Read the report with the understanding that inclusive, unifying progressives have nothing to hide
while exclusivist/divisionist, conservative minorities, have much to hide from a public they
CONSTANTLY DECEIVE! Based on characteristic behaviours, criminal conservative governments
are easy to identify!
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In the context of our common humanity never forget that WE are indeed ONE! The forces of unity
and harmony are easily distinguished from the conservative forces of division, exclusivity/hate and
destruction. The sooner war criminals and exposed criminal politicians are jailed the better – there is
no time to waste!

Also, remember it is not the law that has failed society it is society that has failed to uphold the LAW.
The solution for Howard, Rudd, Blair, Bush, Clinton etc and their ilk is PLAIN to see.

Meanwhile, down south one slips past the keeper

by Richard Ackland – Sydney Morning Herald

On the very day this week that the full Federal Court was ever so gently reading up our
rights by doing away with the World Youth Day regulation that clumsily sought to
protect "pilgrims" from annoyance, a different bench of the court in Melbourne was
reading down our rights, with much more serious and fundamental implications.

That court confirmed the right of the Federal Government to interfere in decisions
affecting the basic human rights of Australian citizens.

We enter the province of the Attorney-General's magic certificates in so-called security
cases.

Syed Mustapha Hussain is the man at the eye of this storm. He's a 24-year-old Australian
citizen. He came to this country with his family in 1991, went to school in Melbourne and
enrolled in a bachelor of medical science degree course at La Trobe University.

Hussain studied there for one semester before receiving a scholarship to the Islamic
University of Medina in Saudi Arabia. In 2005 he returned to Australia for a holiday and
while he was here the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation came calling and
interviewed him.

Following that discussion with the authorities his passport was cancelled by the then
minister for foreign affairs, Alexander Downer, and his application for a new passport
was refused.

The decision was based on an adverse security clearance given by ASIO, an organisation
whose infallibility can never be questioned. ASIO declared that if Hussain travelled
overseas he might get involved with people who would pose a risk to Australia's security
or even to the security of a foreign country.

When Hussain sought a review before the Administrative Appeals Tribunal the then
attorney-general, Philip Ruddock, started issuing certificates that forbade the disclosure
of the ASIO assessment.

Not only that, Hussain's lawyers, Julian Burnside and Laurence Maher, were not allowed
to see the reasons for the adverse security assessment, which as you might imagine
made the job of successfully challenging the original decision well nigh impossible.

So here we have hearings, whose outcome affects the liberty and movement of a citizen,
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large parts of which are held in secret, with the citizen's counsel removed from the
proceedings and the essential documents kept from them.

Further, the attorney-general's reasons for issuing these certificates can amount to a
meaningless fudge of bureaucratese.

In this case Ruddock declared: "Disclosure of the contents of the documents ... would be
contrary to the public interest because the disclosure would prejudice security." End of
explanation.

Even after the tribunal hearing was over, ASIO slipped further affidavit evidence before
the tribunal of which the citizen was unaware until after its edited reasons had been
released.

In addition, the full Federal Court that heard the appeal did not even see the ASIO
assessment.

This is the Australia of 2008.

Incredibly, in the portion of its reasons that were open, the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal said: "There is no evidence ... to suggest that, if Mr Hussain is permitted to hold
an Australian passport, he is likely to engage in military jihad type activities in Iraq. His
relations with people who may hold extremist views appear innocent."

However, in the light of the certified material provided by the Government, the tribunal
said Hussain had not been honest in answer to some questions and that this adversely
affected his credibility.

As if this legislative regime were not troubling enough, the court's handling of it can be
described only as depressing. The reasons on Tuesday came from Justices Mark
Weinberg, Annabelle Bennett and Richard Edmonds.

They accepted that even if hypothetically Hussain could have a complete answer to
whatever is in the ASIO assessment, nonetheless the tribunal can never learn of that
answer because it is not in a position to test any evidence led against him.

Even the Commonwealth's counsel, the next solicitor-general, Stephen Gageler,
acknowledged that "a hearing of this nature could not be characterised as fair".

The important question then was whether judges who take part in this sort of process
would erode the public confidence in the judiciary and judicial independence.

Not at all, the full court pronounced, and then gallivanted off to explain that there are
lots of circumstances where judges quietly cross-dress as administrators. It cited the
issuing of various warrants and control orders, judges sitting as royal commissioners and
even Sir Owen Dixon becoming ambassador to the United States while on leave from the
High Court, between 1942 and 1944.

Nonetheless, there remains a very nasty taste in the mouth about the raw and brutal way
that judges are being jigged up under the security law to provide a "veneer of
impartiality" to what really are rigged proceedings.
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The court said it doubted that "ordinary members of the community" would be
concerned that judicial integrity could be compromised by such an arrangement.

Where's the evidence for that?
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