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The Cruel Predicament of Refugees in Australia
	Australia has recently been in the limelight for its harsh treatment of refugees. According to  Schlein (2017),  the international community including the United Nations, the Human Rights Office, and the United Nations Refugee Agency have regularly raised their concerns over Australia’s barbaric policies that have subjected the refugees in the country to inhumane treatment. Furthermore, Australia has been slammed for its disregard for the international humanitarian and refugee laws. Cases of mandatory detention in segregated detention camps, offshore processing of the asylum seekers and refugees who arrive by sea and harsh treatment of the refugees in these processing camps has placed the nation under the human rights’ spotlight; with questions being posed if the nation is indeed taking up its international legal obligations. Most of the refugees to Australia come from a wide range of nations in Africa, Asian, and the Middle East; running away from violence in their countries (Corbett et al., 2014).   This paper will demonstrate how Australia has completely ignored the international laws and principles, set for the well being of the refugees; and I turn subjected the refugees to inhumane and unbearable treatment. 
	The recent evidence of Australia’s cruel treatment of refugees was witnessed in the closing down the immigration camp in Papua New Guinea. According to Schlein (2017), the Papua new guinea supreme court ordered the closure of the detention camp on Manus Island , Papua new guinea.  At the time the order was issued, the camp was accommodating 600 men; some of whom were refugees while others were asylum seekers. The reason behind the court order was because the facility was not operating in line with the constitutional provisions.  For instance, the facility was blamed for infringing on the refugees and asylum seekers rights of personal liberty. 
	Notably, the basis on which the court issued the closure order offers enough proof of the bad treatment that is experienced by the refugees in Australia. To start with, these refugees had freed their countries to seek protection in their host country. However, instead of being protected, they were detained in harsh conditions and their right to personal liberty was snatched from them. Instead of care and protection; following the ordeal they had already faced in their country, they were being treated like criminals by being detained. The mandatory detention is a breach of article 31 of the Refugee Convention which prohibits arbitrary detention (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)). 
	After the issuance of the court order, Schlein (2017) noted that the Australian government closed the facility, and withdrew all the staff members, without caring what would befall the 600 hundred men. The social workers who were practicing in the facility indicate that the refugees and asylum seekers were left without any basic needs or protection. To make matters worse, they were afraid of leaving the camp, due to the hostility that was shown to them by the local communities. The UNHCR criticized the Australian government’s actions of mistreatment and abandonment. There is no doubt that this is the worst kind of treatment that the refugees could be subjected to. They had experienced violence in their own countries. What they needed were food shelter, health care, and protection. Nonetheless, the Australian government failed to meet the refugees’ psychological and physical needs. Rather, by disregarding The International Humanitarian and Refugee Laws, the Australian government left the refugees helpless with nowhere to run to. 
	But this is just one incident that depicts out rightly the bad treatment that refugee in Australia experience. In the past, similar incidents of cruelty against the refugees and the asylum seekers have been witnessed in the Manus Island and Nauru, which are the two areas that Australia has designated for the processing asylum seekers offshore. To start with, the processing is based on a policy that seeks to hinder the fast processing of asylum seekers in order to create a deterrent effect. According to Archbold (2015), this move was an indication that Australia was not complying with its international legal obligations. The justification that Australia offered for wanting to lengthen the processing process was that it would deter the “people smuggling” trade. However, Archbold (2015) found that these claims lacked evidence, and Australia was hence violating the most basic obligations owed to the refugees. 
	Even though Australia is among the countries that have ratified the Refugee Convention, it does not seem to be taking its part of the bargain. Notably, the Refugee Convention is based on major principles that direct how the refugees should treated by the host country. Nonetheless, the treatment of refugees in Australia depicts how the country has breached the principles provided in the Refugee Convention. For instance, article 25 requires that the authorities offer the refugees any necessary administrative assistance. Nonetheless, by lengthening the processing duration intentionally, Australia is breaching this principle. 
	Furthermore, detaining the refugees and asylum seekers and denying them their right of personal liberty is against refoulement principle in article 33 which forbids the host country from expelling the refugees in territories where their life is threatened. Australia has, however, established such territories, and compelled the refugees and asylum seekers to dwell in them. For instance, Archbold (2015) found that in 2014, numerous concerns were raised regarding the offshore processing camps, after the mysterious death of one refugee and the injury of many others. Instead of the government inquiring into this matter, it acted by closing down the facility. Besides, the processing centers are characterized by inhumane conditions, lack of access to legal advice and review mechanism. Furthermore, the delayed processing may take up to five years. These elements definitely breach the Refugee Convention principle 25 and 33; which demand administrative assistance and naturalization of the refugees respectively. 
Failing to investigate the matter is also an illustration that the Australian government does not uphold its international obligation of protecting the refugees. It is an indication of negligence on the side of the government, and lack of obligation to fulfill its mandate of protecting the refugees.  
	In the same vein, in order to deter refugees arriving by boat, Australia has enacted cruel policies that put the lives of the refugees and asylum seekers in danger. McAdam (2013) found that the Temporary Protection Visa policy indicates that any refugee, who arrives by boat and is resettled in the country, will only be offered temporary protection. As a result, such a person will never be allowed to settle permanently in the country, or to be joined by their families. Once again, this policy is a violation of the refoulement and the naturalization principles of the refugee convention. On the one side, the refugee fear going back home to face persecution. On the other hand, the refugee cannot be able to rebuild their lives in Australia, due to the forced “temporary” nature of their settlement. 
	According to McAdam (2013), the Temporary Protection Visa status has rendered many refugees at the risk of harmful psychological effects. As a matter of fact, a related study revealed that that refugees who were staying in the host country on the basis of the Temporary Protection Visa were more likely to experience psychiatric disturbance and mental disability (Li, Liddell, and Nickerson, 2016). On other incidents, the country applies the Operation Sovereign Boarder policy which entails turning back the boats arriving with refugees. This action is done with disregard to the health of the people on board. Furthermore, turning back the boats means that the refugees would be returned to the place they were running away from persecution. This is an outright violation of the refoulement principle. Furthermore, the implementation of this action has more often than not, yielded undesirable actions. At one instance, the people on board were aggressive; threatening self-harm and aggression towards their fellow members on board. In another incident, a boat that had been turned back to Indonesia ran aground some distance from the island. As a result, three people drowned as they tried to swim towards the shoreline. The actions of the Australian government towards the refuges are a clear indication that the county does not care whatsoever about the health or the lives of the refugees. 
	To make matters worse, the application of the mandatory detention rule on children is another cruel element that characterizes the dark face of the refugees’ experiences in Australia. In a study that was conducted by Corbett et al (2014), the Australian pediatricians unanimously agreed that imposing mandatory detention upon children was a form of child abuse. Furthermore, the status of life in the detention camps as described above is not fit for any adult to live in, let alone young children who are vulnerable to physical and psychological illnesses as well as assault, sexual-assault, and self-harm while in the camps (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2014). As a matter of fact, this inhumane treatment of child refugee is so vital as to attract the attention of the UN and the Human Rights Commission. Notably, seeing the treatment of the child immigrants in Australia, the Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC, 2014) published a report dubbed the “Forgotten Child Report”. 
	 The report, which depicted the sufferings of the children in the detention camps, was not well received by the Australian government. This is despite the fact that around 1068 children were detained in the three mainland camps by March 2014 (AHRC, 2014). The report found the detention camps as a dangerous and unfit place for the children. Furthermore, detention created negative effects on the children’s mental, physical, social and cognitive health and development. These findings were backed by psychiatrists, pediatricians as well as academic studies. 	Nonetheless, Mr. Tony Abbotts; the Australian prime minister at that time attacked the Human Rights Report, citing that it was “a blatantly partisan politicized exercise” (SBS New 1). This is certainly a very careless comment coming from a top government official; the same government that is supposed to protect the well-being of the child refugees. As such, these remarks attracted the scrutiny of the UN committee which probed the human rights record of Australia. During the probing, the Australian panel indicated that the nation did not hold the view of the UN committee or the other treaty bodies as legally binding. As evident from the illustrations in this paper, the Australian government has failed terribly in its mandate to protect the rights of the refugees as directed in the refugee convention and other international humanitarian and refugee laws. Accordingly, Austrian panel’s response to the UN committee proves beyond doubt that the country does not hold in regard any of its international legal obligations; be it in humanitarian or refugee laws or the Refugee Convention. With such an attitude, it is no wonder that the refuges in this country continue to suffer under the very hands of the government that is supposed to protect them.  
	Besides encountering the problems discussed above, the Australian government does not have effective structures or the will to facilitate family reunification. Notably, family reunification is a vital element that is provided in the Refugee Convention, as well as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Archbold, 2015). However, while in detention; which may last up to a period of five years, the refugees are not in a position to invite their families to Australia. Similarly, even when a person is confirmed as a refugee, the country lacks laid down structures for naturalization, or an effective platform for family reunification. According to (Archbold, 2015), even after confirmation as a refugee, the resettlement may occur at Papua New Guinea with no established system to cater for the refugee's reunification with their families. Due to lack of family reunification system, families are separated. The effect is especially hard on the children; who have to grow up without the care of their parents. Indeed, the plight of refugees in Australia is vindictive and degrading.
	In conclusion, Australia receives refugees and asylum seekers from various nations in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. Nonetheless, due to the disregard for its international legal and social obligations, Australia has subjected the refugees to the cruel predicament, which is characterized by the lengthy processing, the mandatory detention, and the inhumane living conditions in the detention camps, negligence, and abandonment; among others. Furthermore, the Australian government does not have any special care for the child refugees. As such, they are also exposed to the same conditions in the refugee camps. Lack of family reunification structures denies the refugees their rights to reunite with their families. The cruel treatment of the refugees in Australia and the country’s negligence of the international legal obligations have put the county in the spotlight of the United Nations and the Human Rights Commission. Indeed, the country should restructure its systems, and be more accommodative to those seeking shelter under its wings.
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