
The Yogyakarta Principles: Fusing Global Discourse with Local Vernaculars
INTRODUCTION

In Human Rights and Gender Violence, Sally Engle Merry argues that the effective implementation of human rights requires a balance between “a transnational community that envisions a unified modernity and national and local actors for whom particular histories and contexts are important.”
  If laws are only instituted locally without attention to the global arena, opportunities to build consensus, share effective strategies, and advance global norms are unlikely to arise.  If laws are only created globally without regard to local actors, those laws are unlikely to resonate with those people and are thus likely to be ignored.  By insisting that the global must take the local into account (and vice versa), Merry identifies innovative uses for international instruments at the same time that she indicates where they might fall short.

Arguably, the same could be said for sexual orientation and gender identity, which are deeply bound to cultural understandings but have yet to be addressed before major international bodies.  In recognition of this omission, a group of experts wrote and released the Yogyakarta Principles of 2007, “a set of principles on the application of international human rights law in relation to sexual orientation and gender identity.”
  They were celebrated as a crucial tool, but without official sponsorship from sovereign states or a multilateral organization, the Principles were non-binding and did not immediately affect the legal status of sexual minorities.  In light of this, what potential effects might this type of non-binding declaration have on local and global advocacy?  By looking at homophobia and human rights, existing protections for sexual minorities, the potential benefits and pitfalls of a non-binding declaration, the Yogyakarta Principles are likely to be globally and locally compelling because they situate local struggles within global laws that governments have already agreed to obey.
HOMOPHOBIA AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Historically, a transnational definition of “sexual minorities” has been problematic because the concept of normative sexuality (which could be considered an imagined “sexual majority”) varies widely from place to place, a working definition might be that “[t]hey are those despised and targeted by ‘mainstream’ society because of their sexuality, victims of systematic denials of rights because of their sexuality (and in most cases, for transgressing gender roles).”
  Thus, two categories have emerged; “[s]exual orientation is the capacity to relate emotionally, affectively, and sexually with a person of a different sex to oneself or of the same sex…. [while] gender identity refers to the comprehension and experience that each one of us has about his or her gender, independently of his or her biological sex.”
  What both of these categories have in common is that they are persecuted in almost every nation-state, and the World Values Survey shows that “evidence of homophobic attitudes and policies can be found in virtually every country.”
  The result of this marginalization is a particularly virulent brand of abuse that transcends local, national, and regional borders.  Although it is more intense in some countries and regions than others, homophobia is an international phenomenon.  Laws against homosexuality exist in over eighty countries, with nine countries punishing sodomy with death.  Although the enforcement of these laws varies by country, “they create an atmosphere wherein queers and transgender people are demeaned, even where they are not subject to persecution, harassment, and extortion.”
  A global plan to protect sexual minorities is important both because of the repression they face in virtually every sovereign state and the norms that are fiercely defended by local, national, and even transnational groups.  

Merry has noted that violence against women is difficult to confront globally, since it “is a universal space of pain and suffering that can be understood across cultural differences, but [is also] embedded in cultural understandings of gender and sexuality.”
  This is also true of sexual minorities, since “homosexuality is widely considered – by significant segments of society in all countries, and by most people in most countries – to be profoundly immoral.”
  But women and sexual minorities are not only similar insofar as they face particularly tenacious cultural norms – they are also alike in that these norms are frequently used to deny them their humanity, and thus deprive them of the protections that human rights might provide.  As Richard Rorty has argued, “everything turns on who counts as a fellow human being,”
 and victims of abuses are frequently dehumanized by those who liken them to animals, children, or women.
  In Zimbabwe, for example, President Mugabe has “likened homosexuals to dogs [and] described the act as ‘an abomination, a rottenness of culture, a real decadence of culture.’”
  Essentially, this dehumanization acts as a deterrent to any rights protections, as leaders have been able to perversely argue that they “don’t believe [gay men and lesbians] have any rights at all [because] it cannot be right for human rights groups to dehumanize [heterosexuals] to the status of beasts.”
  Globally, the language of perversion and degeneracy is a frequent rhetorical tool that opponents of sexual minorities use to demonize those populations, and to differentiate them from those who are protected by human rights.  

It is for this reason that sexual minorities deserve attention, since populations who are dehumanized or uniformly marginalized test the limits of human rights and indicate where protections are merely symbolic and unenforceable.  As Jack Donnelly notes, “the real test of human rights comes when a state or society deals with unpopular or despised deviants rather than those comfortably in the mainstream.  Likewise, it is those on the social margins – especially when they have been forced to the margins – who have the greatest need and the most important uses for human rights.”
  In this sense, sexual minorities are theoretically important for the legitimacy of human rights, but may also have the greatest need for protection.
EXISTING PROTECTIONS


Nevertheless, attempts to recognize discrimination and abuses on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity have progressed slowly.  No protections were included in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights when it was originally written in 1948, before active lobbying movements had organized themselves in many (if any) countries in the United Nations (UN).  In the waves of declarations and treaties that have arisen since the Universal Declaration, “there has been no international human rights standard that has addressed sexual orientation or gender identity.”
  In particular instances, the UN Human Rights Committee has held that “sexual orientation is a status protected under the [International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights] from discrimination, finding that the reference to sex in articles 2.1 and 26 is to be taken as including sexual orientation.”
  Unlike discrimination against women or children’s rights, this opinion has not been enshrined in a formal declaration for states to implement.  While the UN has treated sexual minorities as a vulnerable group in individual cases, it has been reluctant to do so comprehensively or tackle the issue in a public, international forum.  

In April 2003, Brazil’s delegation to the UN introduced a draft resolution on Human Rights and Sexual Orientation (or the Brazil Resolution), which “does not in any manner create any new rights, but merely affirms that the existing rights framework should apply regardless of sexual orientation.”
  It was seconded by South Africa supported by at least nineteen countries, but “a coalition of five countries – Pakistan, Egypt, Libya, Saudi Arabia, and Malaysia – introduced amendments (supported by the Vatican) that would have removed references to discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, rendering it meaningless” and killed the resolution.
   It has since been reintroduced, but never passed.  In light of the cultural and political opposition to efforts like the Brazil Resolution, analysts have concluded that “[i]n the short and medium run, there is no chance of anything even close to an international consensus on even a working text for a draft declaration on the rights of homosexuals.”
  

In recognition of this roadblock, activists and academics have attempted to address violations against sexual minorities in other forums.  In July 2006, activists gathered at the International Conference on LGBT Human Rights in Montreal, which included days of expert testimony and panels of activists from around the world.  The resulting Declaration of Montreal sought “to summarize the main demands of the international LGBT movement in the broadest possible terms, so as to make the document useful at a global level and in all parts of the world.”
  Unlike the Brazil Resolution, the Declaration of Montreal was not directly targeted at nation-states; instead, it was a statement of goals for the movement as a whole that called on private and public organizations to help reach those benchmarks.  According to the authors, “the Declaration of Montreal is meant to be an advocacy tool, to be used according to national and local circumstances [and] can be used as a campaigning tool by lobbyists and organizations and as a benchmark for future conferences.”
  As a platform for sexual minorities worldwide, the majority of its goals are grounded in normative values like diversity, tolerance, and respect, rather than codified, established international law. 

THE YOGYAKARTA PRINCIPLES

In November 2006, a conference was held at Gadjah Mada University in Yogyakarta, Indonesia to explore the legal rights of sexual minorities worldwide.  The Yogyakarta Principles, released in March 2007, differ from previous efforts in that they “are a set of principles on the application of international human rights law in relation to sexual orientation and gender identity…. [that] affirm binding international legal standards with which all States must comply.”
  Instead of merely outlining what a fair and just world might look like for sexual minorities, the Principles reflect binding agreements that apply equally to all states and demonstrate that abuses against sexual minorities are in violation of these obligations.  
The Principles differ from efforts like the Brazil Resolution in that they are authored by a coalition of experts outside of a lawmaking, multilateral body.  They differ from the Declaration of Montreal in that they only rely on existing declarations and treaties that states have agreed to respect and uphold.  But above all, the Principles differ from prior declarations insofar as they make explicit theoretical and practical demands upon actors at every level of society, provide a definitive, well-publicized call to action, and were authored by individuals who have the power to promote their substantive recommendations in local, national, and international policymaking.  They are not binding, but use other binding declarations to insist that states are obliged to protect sexual minorities from the vast majority of abuses that they face – not as a minority, but as humans entitled to human rights.  In that sense, they are historic.
THE EMPIRICAL IMPACT OF NON-BINDING DECLARATIONS

When the Yogyakarta Principles were released, they were explicitly hailed as a tool for grassroots activists around the world.  Scott Long, the director of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Rights Program at Human Rights Watch, asserted that "[i]f they're just a symbol and not a tool for advocacy and activism, they've failed and we've failed with them.”
  As long as governments remain skeptical of the claims of sexual minorities, however, it is unclear whether any non-binding declaration can actually press them to take action.  
If the history of group rights is any indication, however, it would seem that even non-binding declarations can have significant effects.  According to Fischlin and Nandorfy, there are numerous declarations that have been passed to protect minorities and at-risk majorities, including children, women, indigenous peoples, and economically, socially, or culturally marginalized groups.  Ultimately, “[w]hat most of these groups, including lesbians, gays, bisexuals, and transgender people share is that they are marginalized by an elite, predominantly made up of powerful men who erect their privilege over everyone else’s rights.”
  
Of all of these groups, indigenous peoples may have benefited the most from declarations that are not formally binding, but nonetheless offer significant protection.  Instruments like the Liechtenstein proposals, which outline goals for treatment of indigenous and minority groups, have ended up being invaluable tools for activists.  For groups seeking a right to self-determination, “[t]here is, to be sure, no binding formal instrument that establishes such a right… [but] there has been a notable evolution of political consciousness with respect to such a claim, as well as a process of acknowledgment within the UN and on the part of existing states.”
  

By making nation-states familiar with their claims and getting approval from multilateral bodies that bolster them as they mobilize support, non-binding declarations of principles have affected public opinion and improved the standing of minority groups.
  States may actually be more sympathetic to such declarations when they are not binding under international law.  For groups that may have controversial or unpopular demands, non-binding declarations “have the great merit of preserving the symbolic aura of self-determination while reducing its threatening substantive implications.”
  Under those conditions, states may be more likely to symbolically endorse their aims or concretely adopt them in domestic law.
Unlike national minorities and some ethnic groups, sexual minorities have not typically asserted their rights as a separate, autonomous group. 
  Instead, declarations like the Yogyakarta Principles identify a group at risk, then argue that abuses against that group should be prohibited on the grounds of existing individual rights.  Based on the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), and other agreements, the authors insist that governments must observe and respect those rights without regard to sexual orientation and gender identity.  Nonetheless, there are also important tactical similarities, and the authors have used many of the same strategies that have been used by other groups as they have sought recognition as an at-risk group.  One result of group-based arguments is a greater cognizance of the abuses that those groups face, regardless of whether the remedy sought is couched in the rhetoric of group or individual rights.  In turn, this has “encouraged NGOs to rely on international law arguments as a way of reinforcing the efforts of minorities and indigenous peoples to gain protection or autonomy within a particular sovereign state.”

GLOBAL DISCOURSES

The Yogyakarta Principles were authored by experts in transnational activism who sought to address the full spectrum of violations against sexual minorities worldwide.  As a declaration couched in the language of international law, they were designed to resonate with global elites – and in many ways, they are likely to affect global politics.  Although it is too early to gauge their full impact, they have the potential to shift global debates by highlighting existing gaps in international law, reframing violations against sexual minorities in a compelling way, and finally, uniting activists and NGOs around a shared platform for action.

First, the Yogyakarta Principles might mirror other non-binding declarations as a means to publicly highlight gaps in international law.  For activists and NGOs who cannot independently create new enforceable rights, this is a significant contribution to legal debates.  The Yogyakarta Principles were designed to indicate how sexual minorities are disproportionately at risk when basic human rights protections are violated.  To accomplish this, they provide a comprehensive overview of “the existing body of treaty law, the international/regional jurisprudence, and outstanding cases of domestic law or jurisprudence,” and thus “cover almost the whole corpus of recognized rights.”
  The Principles demonstrate “empirically, that the range of existing violations encompasses most of the range of rights… [and] philosophically and legally, that no right has any substantive limitation whatever with regard to sexual orientation or gender identity.”
  By arguing that it is empirically and theoretically unsound for governments to turn a blind eye to rights violations when they target sexual minorities, the Yogyakarta Principles force states to account for their chronic negligence of these populations under the law.

Thus, a second outcome of the Principles may be a reframing of the issues that sexual minorities face in a way that compels elites to act.  Governments often fail to address violations because they assert that discrimination can be perfectly legitimate and justified.  In doing so, they rely on the truism that “[s]tates are not prohibited from taking into account any status differences.  Individuals are entitled only to protection against invidious discrimination, discrimination that tends to ill will or causes unjustifiable harm.”
  Thus, it is perfectly legal to recognize distinctions that are not unfairly detrimental and discriminate accordingly.  Often, this defense has been used by elites to avoid providing specific protections on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity.  

In response, the Yogyakarta Principles make it clear that such discrimination prevents sexual minorities from enjoying basic freedoms, and can be justifiably prohibited as “invidious public (or publicly supported or tolerated) discrimination that deprives target groups of the legitimate enjoyment of other rights.”
  The structure of the Principles invites this response; the claims that it makes are organized by other rights that should theoretically exist for everyone (for example, freedom of association or freedom of speech) but are frequently and unjustly revoked on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity.  By identifying the breadth and depth of discrimination against sexual minorities around the globe, the Principles stress that differentiation based on sexual orientation and gender identity is both invidious and frequently prevents groups from claiming their other rights.  

The distinction seems small, but historically, it has been critical.  Many of the gains for women in international law have been the result of “attempt[s] to ‘fit’ women’s claims into preestablished human rights,” and this is essentially what sexual minorities are attempting to replicate.
  While this strategy may not have satisfied all of women’s demands, it did bolster the mechanisms for redress available to women at the global and local level.  In campaigns for group recognition, conditions tend to change when “signs of difference that previously were seen as marks of moral inferiority and grounds for justifiable subordination have been excluded from the realm of legally and politically legitimate discriminations.”
  By illustrating the many detrimental outcomes of discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity, the Principles utilize women’s strategies by making it clear that such distinctions essentially prevent sexual minorities from claiming any human rights.  For governments that may be unwilling to publicly endorse or promote non-normative sexualities or gender identities, this distinction may offer a compelling reason to nonetheless prohibit discrimination and protect sexual minorities. 

This was reflected in the rhetoric of the speeches made by LGBT NGOs after winning a decade-long battle for consultative status at the UN.  In an address to the Human Rights Council, Beto de Jesus specifically “encouraged the Council to use the Yogyakarta Principles to frame a future debate on sexual orientation and gender identity” in spite of the fact that they are not a legally binding declaration in themselves.
  What was notable about the meeting, however, was that High Commissioner Louise Arbour then publicly recognized their efforts – and although the International Lesbian and Gay Association noted that Arbour had been “very supportive in the past,” it was the first time that she had addressed abuses against sexual minorities in a plenary session of the Council.
  Arbour’s historic remarks were notable for their content, but also notable for the rhetoric that they used.  Like the authors of the Yogyakarta Principles, she linked discrimination to the deprivation of other basic human rights.


In light of the UN’s longstanding silence on the abuses facing sexual minorities, Arbour’s remarks were encouraging for activists.  Opponents of sexual minorities frequently lament the collapse of highly gendered family roles, but this is something that the creators of the Yogyakarta Principles have not expressly targeted with the adoption of their goals.  Although Principle 24 asserts the right to found a family, the authors acknowledged that this does not yet include the right to same-sex marriage under international law.
  Amid widespread anxiety about same-sex marriage around the world, the Yogyakarta Principles allow elites to condemn the most egregious abuses against sexual minorities, without fearing that this will require them to challenge cultural or religious disapproval of sexual minorities within their countries.  The Principles only ask that elites recognize the humanity of sexual minorities, which is markedly easier for many leaders.  Thus, shortly after they were introduced, “states were already beginning to cite the Principles in their statements to the plenary of the UN Human Rights Council” and “more than thirty states made positive interventions” on behalf of sexual minorities.


Finally, beyond merely highlighting existing jurisprudence, non-binding declarations can also serve to act as a manifesto or organizing tool for activists and NGOs at work on an issue.  Like other groups seeking recognition, “a sense of global presence is achieved, helping the leadership of these vulnerable groups to feel that their efforts are part of a wider transnational undertaking with its own unity rather merely a series of isolated and lonely stands against the overwhelming power of a modern state.”
  The authors of the Principles synthesized complaints from around the world, and brought together activists and academics, representatives from the Global North and Global South, and international NGOs and grassroots groups.  The result was a platform encompassing a vast swatch of the human rights violations that disproportionately affect sexual minorities, one which allows activists to learn from the past, identify common struggles, share best practices, and work together.
LOCAL VERNACULARS

By encouraging activists to see themselves as part of a global movement, non-binding declarations like the Yogyakarta Principles can provide the impetus for local action.  Many of the worst abuses take place beyond the reach of global elites, and because of this, “the central battlegrounds are local and national.  The international dimension of the human rights movement is, in general, supplementary to and supportive of national struggles.”
  To ensure that global ideas take root and make a difference in people’s lives, they “need to be translated into local terms and situated within local contexts of power and meaning.  They need, in other words, to be remade in the vernacular.”
  If global platforms easily translate into the vernacular, they will be much more likely to create actual, meaningful change.

The Yogyakarta Principles promote local change in a variety of ways.  First, they were constructed so that they would address the abuses that were reported by grassroots groups, thereby focusing global attention on those local struggles.  Secondly, they give governments a chance to implement their recommendations at the local, national, and regional levels.  Finally, they demonstrate that sexual orientation and gender identity are inextricably related to human rights, which may be persuasive in areas of the world where human rights are deeply respected.

Above all, the Yogyakarta Principles are likely to translate into the vernacular because they have been specifically tailored to reflect local struggles.  As Long recalls, “there were a number of experienced LGBT activists among the experts… but even on the secretariat we certainly had pretty extensive experience documenting violations and working with the local groups that stand in the front lines of response.”


This is readily apparent by looking at two grassroots organizations that actively document abuses and promote national and regional reforms in their respective areas.  One is the Blue Diamond Society (BDS), an organization in Nepal, which seeks “to foster unity amongst sexual minorities, to combat the spread of STIs/HIV amongst sexual minorities, to improve the socio-economic conditions of sexual minorities, and to create awareness and sensitize lawmakers and [the] general population on advocacy issues and change/make the law pro-sexual minorities.”
  In addition to its daily local work, BDS has been active in the rewriting of the country’s constitution, and has provided recommendations for the Interim Constitution Drafting Committee that would provide “equal social, economic, and political rights without discrimination (includes non-discrimination based on gender, religion, ethnicity, class, sexual orientation, gender identity, race, health condition, pregnancy, etc.).”
  Recently, it has also dealt with crimes committed by Maoist forces, including the kidnapping, interrogation, beating, and starvation of two women suspected of having a relationship.
  

The second organization is Helem, which is primarily active in Lebanon but functions as a visible presence for sexual minorities throughout the Middle East.  Helem defines its primary goal as “the annulment of article 534 of the Lebanese Penal Code which punishes ‘unnatural sexual intercourse” [and] is primarily used to target the LGBT community by violating the privacy of its members and by denying them basic human rights.”
  On a policy level, Helem has also opposed the slander of sexual minorities by religious figures and libelous statements in the press, honor killings, public and state-sponsored beatings and torture, arbitrary arrests, and discrimination in employment and other arenas.

The Yogyakarta Principles provide redress for these sorts of concerns, and allow grassroots groups to situate their campaigns within their government’s obligations under international law.  In the cases of BDS and Helem, local campaigns may be aided by Principles 3-10, which assert “the Right to Recognition Before the Law, the Right to Life, the Right to Security of the Person, the Right to Privacy, the Right to Freedom from Arbitrary Deprivation of Liberty, the Right to a Fair Trial, the Right to Treatment with Humanity While in Detention, and the Right to Freedom from Torture and Cruel, Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.”
  Beyond these two groups, information about the Yogyakarta Principles was distributed to local NGOs worldwide shortly before they were launched, “to highlight the application of the Principles to domestic human rights initiatives.”
  Shortly thereafter, that information was incorporated into local projects in Kenya, China, Guyana, the United Kingdom, Uganda, Andorra, the United States, Nicaragua, India, Poland, and Belize, and the Principles were translated into English, Spanish, French, Chinese, Arabic, and Russian, or the six official languages of the UN.

In addition to their accommodation of local concerns, however, one of the most important uses of non-binding declarations is that they provide a detailed set of principles or policies that local, national, or regional governments can choose to endorse and enact.  When the UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders was adopted by the General Assembly in 1998, for example, “it represented a broad based recognition of the importance of human rights activism,” and although “[t]he declaration is not binding, [it] represents a series of principles that can represent the political commitments to which governments have given their approval.”
  According to Long, the Yogyakarta Principles could function in a similar manner.  He notes, “by setting out in one place what international law says (implicitly as well as the explicit jurisprudence) about sexual orientation and gender identity, they will be a tool for activists; I hope the concrete recommendations to states will be a way to press them for concrete change.”
  In Canada, for example, Bill Siksay has already introduced a bill in Parliament that would “endorse and fully implement the Yogyakarta Principles within Canada and to promote them in all international relations.”
  Upon filing the bill, he asserted that “Canada has an obligation to protect and advance human rights for all persons, regardless of their sexual orientation or gender identity.  We must do all we can to end the violence and the discrimination experienced by [sexual minorities] in Canada and all over the world.”
  The bill demonstrates that the Yogyakarta Principles may be eagerly promoted locally and globally by sympathetic governments – and by insisting upon their importance in foreign affairs, that promotion may affect residents of countries with unsympathetic elites as well.  

In the absence of direct political intervention, the Yogyakarta Principles may also affect elites who see them as an indication that the global climate on sexual minorities is irreversibly evolving.  The Constitutional Court of South Africa, which was the first country to ban discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in its constitution, lifted the ban on sodomy in 1999 and referenced the fact that “the United Nations declared that sodomy laws are inconsistent with countries' obligations to protect the right of non-discrimination under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.”
  When the United States Supreme Court struck down sodomy laws in Lawrence v. Texas, too, they surprised many legal analysts by citing the evolution of sexual norms around the world as one of their reasons for overturning Bowers v. Hardwick.  As Justice Kennedy wrote in the majority’s opinion, “other nations, too, have taken action consistent with an affirmation of the protected right of homosexual adults to engage in intimate, consensual conduct.”
  In countries where significant portions of the populace may be opposed to such protections, like South Africa and the United States, the Yogyakarta Principles may nonetheless be introduced into the rule of law and enforced locally.

Ultimately, this seeming shift in public opinion may find its way to the individual level, too.  As IGLHRC has warned, “a country’s domestic protections against discrimination may still offer minimal safeguards to local lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender victims of violence because they cannot uproot otherwise entrenched hatred and prejudice,” and may still be persecuted by police, the legal system, elected officials or opposition parties who stand to gain from persecuting unpopular minorities, or non-state actors who are difficult to control.
  It may be overly optimistic to presume that individuals will alter their disapproval of sexual minorities after hearing of the Yogyakarta Principles, but with activists, NGOs, sympathetic elites, and friendly governments insisting that human rights must also apply to sexual minorities, some shifts in public opinion could be reasonably expected.  
CONCLUSION

Since the Yogyakarta Principles are still in their infancy, it is most likely that they will show their historical importance in the years to come.  They have been warmly welcomed by many policymakers for their clear, persuasive recommendations, but “whether it is a sufficient gain to neutralize destructive pressures is another matter, and one that can only be addressed on a case-by-case basis, and over a considerable stretch of time.”
  Partially, this is because declarations require time to become entrenched in people’s minds, but this is also because they evolve with time to better reflect grassroots concerns.  As contributors to the Principles have noted, “this is meant to be a living document, and where it falls short of being a tool for change, there will opportunities to revise and revitalize it in [the] future.”


What does already seem apparent is that the Principles fill a crucial gap in global and local advocacy by sexual minorities.  Discrimination and violence against sexual minorities is ubiquitous around the globe, and thus far, activists have urged reluctant governments to endorse ambiguous rights or demanded sweeping social reforms.  The Yogyakarta Principles have instead stressed that stressing that “[m]embers of sexual minorities are still human beings, no matter how deeply they are loathed by the rest of society.  They are therefore entitled to equal protection of the law and the equal enjoyment of all internationally recognized human rights.”
  By targeting the most egregious violations, this is likely to permit local, national, and regional actors to protect sexual minorities under the guise of existing international law.  From the UN Human Rights Council to legislatures and judiciaries to grassroots groups like the Blue Diamond Society and Helem, the Yogyakarta Principles have already offered the promise of a synchronized movement that insists that sexual minorities be protected by virtue of their humanity.  Although they do not technically assert any new rights, they do make a compelling case for states to treat sexual minorities as bearers of recognized rights.  Ultimately, they demonstrate that non-binding declarations can play an important role by bringing clarity and local energy to the global struggle for human rights.
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APPENDIX : CONTENT OF THE YOGYAKARTA PRINCIPLES
Principle 1: The Right to the Universal Enjoyment of Human Rights

Principle 2: The Rights to Equality and Non-Discrimination

Principle 3: The Right to Recognition Before the Law

Principle 4: The Right to Life

Principle 5: The Right to Security of the Person

Principle 6: The Right to Privacy

Principle 7: The Right to Freedom from Arbitrary Deprivation of Liberty

Principle 8: The Right to a Fair Trial

Principle 9: The Right to Treatment with Humanity While in Detention

Principle 10: The Right to Freedom from Torture and Cruel, Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or Punishment

Principle 11: The Right to Protection from All Forms of Exploitation, Sale, and Trafficking of Human Beings

Principle 12: The Right to Work

Principle 13: The Right to Social Security and to Other Social Protection Measures

Principle 14: The Right to an Adequate Standard of Living

Principle 15: The Right to Adequate Housing

Principle 16: The Right to Education

Principle 17: The Right to the Highest Attainable Standard of Health

Principle 18: Protection from Medical Abuses

Principle 19: The Right to Freedom of Opinion and Expression

Principle 20: The Right to Freedom of Peaceful Assembly and Association

Principle 21: The Right to Freedom of Thought, Conscience, and Religion

Principle 22: The Right to Freedom of Movement

Principle 23: The Right to Seek Asylum

Principle 24: The Right to Found a Family

Principle 25: The Right to Participate in Public Life

Principle 26: The Right to Participate in Cultural Life

Principle 27: The Right to Promote Human Rights

Principle 28: The Right to Effective Remedies and Redress

Principle 29: Accountability
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� The Yogyakarta Principles make recommendations about the legal treatment of sexual orientation and gender identity based on twenty-nine rights that currently exist in international law.  For additional information on the content of the Principles, see Appendix I or “About the Yogyakarta Principles.”
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