WK 321 – Building collaborative relationships with governments
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A. Introduction including brief description of organisation for better understanding

WK 321 is about “building collaborative relationships with governments” – against the background of “new tactics and strategies” to achieve this.

When preparing this presentation, I was thinking about a good entry point into the topic, a catch-phrase, to start. This came to mind:

· Provocative: there are none (tactics)

· Exclusivist: why tactics? Reform takes a) political will and b) strict implementation of international (and, most importantly, national!) minimum standards. Let’s take torture practices as a case in point: prosecution of perpetrators ( if political will is not there, no tactic in the world will bring it about; if it is, change (and cooperation) comes about quick (background: torture applied often by executive bodies incl. Armed forces ( strict hierarchy, “top-down” culture and ( culture of obedience to authority and/or superiors ( tight organisational structure and chains of command in connection with authoritarian culture makes it easier to push change through if “top decides” so ( follow through and accountability)

· Talionist / punitive: what’s needed is a strong international and national framework controlling and enforcing reform action (for instance through international or regional institutionalised bodies/instances like the ECHR in Strasbourg that, no doubt, influenced considerably

a) shaping and framing legislation in pS through jurisprudence of the court and its binding documents like the ECHR,

b) harmonising minimum Human Rights standards across Europe, and

c) through its standard setting jurisprudence actively promoting reforms in COE member states.

Another example could be international courts, or the HR Committee mechanisms of the UN

The term “Tactic” implies standardisation, formalisation – in this sense, there is no standardised approach or strategy for working with governments. There is no such thing as a “guide” or a manual that will tell us the “right” tactic – be it for establishing cooperative relationships or, more general, for democratization and development work, at least not in the OSCE framework. Maybe the best advice in that respect could be to look at interests (of the state, civil society etc.) and tackle it from there.

However: What does exist are best practices and lessons learned that can be shared.

What also does exist are generally accepted and used methodologies (tactics if you wish) when implementing projects in the field (development work, reform work), for instance for legislative reform work, or training of judges etc. [it’s a whole different question how these generally used tactics, strategies or methodologies worked or did not work in practice, and the results are quite blurred if we look back at the “third wave” of democratization work around the globe since the collapse of the SU]

In my presentation I will look at the topic from a different angle, i.e. from the angle of an intergovernmental body, the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE): the OSCE is an intergovernmental organisation of 55 participating States (further on referred to as “pS”), and as such a political body. Our “clients” are the pS. Our main decision-making body, the permanent council, is made up of the official representations (delegations) of all 55 pS. The OSCE’s missions and institutions HAVE TO assist pS, i.e. governments, in their efforts to implement OSCE and other international commitments and standards, and thereby to reform their societies and systems. This does not mean that we do not work with civil society: consultation and active cooperation with civil society is an essential component of the OSCE approach and work. But it means that as a governmental organisation our primary accountability is to the participating States represented through the delegations which are government representatives.

So what is the impact of all said above on the discussion about “tactics” in building co-operative relationships with governments?

· The countries we work in are member states of the organisation.

· We operate on request (by participating States). 

· Our missions get deployed based on

a) the invitation of the host country (NOTE: consensus minus one policy adopted in the 90ies), and

b) a consensus decision by the permanent Council.

· The participating states including the state inviting us to establish a mission on its territory together draft the mandate and appoint the Head of Mission.

This all means that the host country has a wish for, and an interest, in our presence, and in our assistance. This frames its approach towards us. Ultimately, this means that doors to government representatives are usually open: the spirit is that of cooperation from the outset. Non-cooperation is a bad option, ultimately isolating the respective state.

Our contacts with civil society – who form a part of our pS – enable us to respond to their input and requests for assistance, too. It is against this background that I wanted my introductory provocative remarks to be understood: not that tactics do not exist in absolute terms, but we are in a different position and maybe are less depending on strategies and tactics to establish co-operative relationships with governments, because these, at least in theory, should be granted and usually are (that they not always are I will show later on).

Any reform needs co-operation. To co-operate you need to create a relationship. Good relationships are based on trust and mutual respect. It’s these factors – can I call them “soft” factors, as opposed to “hard” factors like strategies and tactics – that I have witnessed having working in the field that have shown decisive in establishing “cooperative” relationships, not just, but especially with government representatives. This brings us to the ultimate point of the personality of the person deployed to a mission area, working in the field, on the ground, together with the local counterparts. And I have never forgotten this one sentence of a former head of mission for whom I used to work in SouthEasternEurope: “Ultimately our work always comes down to the personality of the individual working in the field.” Well, all I can say is that he was right.

Against this background, I don’t know how useful you will find the elements of my presentation for your daily work, but I do hope it

a) gives a different perspective at co-operation with governments and

b) I would like to give much emphasis to the subsequent discussion period where I’ll gladly discuss points of relevance and questions with all of you. I hope not to shock anybody, but I will be very frank and open and giving my own views on international cooperation and development work (in a wider sense of the meaning, i.e. not just humanitarian assistance ( which is actually the best functioning part of international assistance). These personal views do not necessarily have to coincide with those of either my state (Switzerland) or the OSCE.

For better understanding of what is to follow in my presentation, allow me to quickly describe, as far as possible, the main features and characteristics of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).

(describe main characteristics of OSCE: flexibility; quick response to emerging needs or opportunities; no long-term strategies available due to short-term nature of mandates and OSCE decision-making process; 
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B. The case: Prison Reform, in the context of Rule of Law development work and criminal justice reform work in the OSCE area

Prison reform work is part of a larger context: it is part of criminal justice reform as part of Rule of Law development work, which again is part of Democratization work. We see therefore that the area we refer to as “prison reform” is very specific, rather narrow (our own RoLU reflections: “vast majority not in prisons nor will it ever be affected by it” and other arguments).

Why prison reform as a topic and case here and not another rule of law topic like national human rights institution, police or judicial reform, legislative reform, capacity building etc? PR is both a good and bad example, depending from the viewpoint: on the one hand, it can be said that the OSCE is not a prison reform organisation (and yet we got engaged in it, for good reasons as I will show later). On the other hand the following points highlight the validity of this case:

· governments are more willing to engage in prison reform than in other areas that are closer to the centre of power (judicial reform, police reform etc);

· prison reform is a relatively “easy” reform area to engage governments, with quick and positive results to be achieved relatively easy and in (again, relatively) short time; benefits are quickly obvious.

· Another big plus is the cost argument – a large prison population is costly in terms of money but also in terms of consequences for the social, health and other spheres. This line of arguing has often more impact than human rights.

· penitentiary reform was a good “cover” to tackle other issues as well and therefore used by us as a starting ground with the objective to expand into other related areas: strengthening non-custodial punishments (probation, mediation), but also shortening of prison terms are part of penitentiary reform and lead to a different attitude towards convicts (this process is only starting in CA). Moreover, success in the prison reform area made it easier to expand to other parts of criminal justice reform. We used prison reform as an entry point with a view from the very start to expand to other, more sensitive areas of the criminal justice system. For instance did penitentiary reform enable to involve other state institutions (judges, prosecutors) in the reform efforts thus leading to other reform projects.

· in an increasing number of countries the process of making places of detention more accessible for civil society has made considerable progress;

· another related development was the introduction of moratoriums to the death penalty in almost all countries of the region; 

· clearly, the latter arguments in particular and prison reform in general contributes to avoiding ill-treatment and torture practices.

All above factors contribute to a more fertile ground for political will, which is the one key element and precondition for co-operation and willingness to reform.

I. As an introduction: General overview of OSCE ODIHR Rule of Law programmes: Criminal Justice Reform and Fair Trials programme: what does the OSCE ODIHR Rule of Law unit do? The example of the CJR Programme

1. Background

Criminal justice systems of some participating States must undergo substantial structural and institutional reforms to achieve compliance with the OSCE human dimension and rule of law commitments.

2. Approach:

i. objectives/goals: to encourage and support reform of criminal justice systems of pS to achieve compliance with OSCE and other international standards

ii. results/output: assisting pS by supplying expertise and sharing best practices related to criminal justice reform; enhance capacity and professionalism of legal institutions and officers including prosecutors, judges, staff of penitentiary institutions

iii. activities/input: wide range of activities (name some) ( anti-torture work as integrated component in all Programme activities

iv. indicators and sources of verification for impact control (assessed through several tools such as interviews, written evaluations, assessment visits, monitoring, reports etc.)

v. strategy/methodology: to build and utilise political impetus to achieve progress in structural and institutional legal reforms. Exchange of experience and best practices in upholding OSCE commitments by the pS is the essence of the Programme’s methodology

vi. assumptions/risks: effectiveness of Programme activities depending of political will of the pS to work with the OSCE ODIHR to achieve compliance with the OSCE commitments. This political will must be demonstrated in action through co-operation with the OSCE ODIHR and willingness to follow up on the OSCE ODIHR recommendations.

3. Implementation in close cooperation with the OSCE field missions and institutions and governmental and non-governmental partners in the pS. Involvement of experts

II. Case 1: (Short overview of) Prison Reform in Central Asia – very brief
The Rule of Law Unit of the OSCE/ODHIR creatively used a system of allies who effectively worked together to bring about changes in the prison systems in Central Asia. We began working on training of prison personnel and general prison reforms in the late 1990s together with Prison Reform International (PRI), a non-governmental organization. Kazakhstan, among others in Central Asia, had a very large prison population due to having been a destination centre for deportations (GULags).

By the late 90s, Kazakhstan, along with other post-Soviet countries, especially the Russian Federation, had particularly high prison populations (overcrowding) and difficult situations including high rates of torture and tuberculosis among prisoners. The prison system was very costly and therefore the system was ready to explore alternatives to alleviate the burden thus finding allies among the Ministries of Finance as well as other ministries. The political will and desire to match the strides made by other Central Asia states followed and continued to raise the incentives for change.

OSCE/ODIHR maximised its allies for positive momentum through encouraging “penitentiary reform competition“ among the states of the region: a good example makes headlines and can create a pull-factor for others to follow. The OSCE/ODIHR enabled exchange at the level of the entire former Soviet Union and thereby involved Central Asia in the reform processes going on elsewhere. While, within Central Asia, Kazakhstan moved forward, the other countries of the region were looking at how their other neighbours were making changes, including legislative changes being advocated and moved forward by non-governmental organizations and other civil society efforts. Additional allies were found among other prison systems of OSCE Participating States, bringing high ranking prison system experts and trainers focusing on countries from central and eastern europe that successfully underwent transition, but had a similar (communist) past providing for a better understanding of the problems. We worked mainly with officials from the prison systems of these countries as experts, in order to be able to transfer knowledge and enable discussions among peers from the same professional backgrounds. In the course of their visits, these experts and trainers visited the prisons or pre-trial detention centers and through this personal contact were able to point out specific violations of international law and failures of minimum practice standards, and make practical recommendations based on their own transition experience on how to tackle non-compliance with international standards effectively.

In CA, regional cooperation between former colleagues that are now in different states was very successful. It was useful to bring those high-level officials who had taken part in the ODIHR project as experts and trainers, but, most of all, just to be partners for discussion and exchange. A good example is that the former head of the Kazakhstan prison service explained to his colleague in Tajikistan the advantage of working with NGOs;

As a result of these efforts, all but three countries of the former Soviet Union (two in Central Asia) have moved their prison administrations to the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Justice and have taken many additional steps to raise standards of practice and demilitarise and humanise their systems. Penitentiary reform aiming at reducing the prison population has started virtually everywhere although much remains to be done. Combining the humanisation concepts to the prison systems and the competition momentum among the countries that emerged, almost the whole former Soviet Union has now abolished the death penalty.

III. Case 2: Prison Reform work in the Caucasus: the establishment of a public and institutionalised monitoring board of civil society representatives to monitor places of detention in the Caucasus, with the example of Armenia

[In this part, I will closely follow the recommended outline in the trainer guide, and will start with:]

Key aspects of context (5 min)

( Was there a context that demanded response?

Yes and no: the situation of the penitentiary system overall demanded response, but the creation of a monitoring board was not the first priority (infrastructure, education/training, compliance with international standards in treatment, healthcare, conditions etc. were). Moreover, what is remarkable, the initiative to introduce a monitoring system staffed with civil society representatives came from the government (and by an NGO coalition that was collaborating on this issue with the MoJ): the OSCE ODIHR, through our Office in Yerevan, in July 2002 received a request by the Armenian government to assist the MOJ in the creation of a monitoring board for prisons staffed with civil society representatives.

Key words:

· host country setting reform agenda and priorities;

· ownership: the country concerned formulated its needs and requested assistance – and not the other way round: donor driven reform initiatives and imposed reform agendas hardly create ownership and a sense of responsibility.

The general context of the Armenian prison system was similar to that of other former soviet republics: after the collapse of the soviet Union the country found itself with the heavy burden of a soviet-style, dehumanised prison system that was outdated in all aspects, militarised, overcrowded, with bad infrastructure and conditions for both staff and inmates, and badly if at all trained staff; torture and ill-treatment were rather the rule than the exception, the sentence to a prison term in itself had all features of double punishment: deprivation of liberty and under conditions that made prisoners be there not as punishment but for punishment. In the course of the nineties, the government started to reform the prison system, which is a huge task. Some aspects were conditions to obtain membership in the Council of Europe (COE): for instance, the transfer of the prison administration from the Ministry of Interior to the Ministry of Justice, and demilitarisation of the service. In 2002, the Prison reform process was already on track, in many ways: structural reform (i.e. transfer of authority from the Ministry of Interior to the Ministry of Justice accomplished very smoothly in January 2002), demilitarisation, initial and continuing education of prison staff, infrastructure, combating torture through prosecuting perpetrators etc).

Among the myriad of factors making way for the establishment of a public monitoring structure, there were a number of key circumstantial factors that I would like to highlight:

· the final report of the OSCE SHDM on Prison Reform of July 2002 called on participating states to open up closed institutions and enable civil society monitoring mechanisms.

· The (then) draft optional protocol to the UN Convention against Torture (UNCAT), which also calls for the creation of monitoring mechanisms – Armenia in this respect was ahead of time: and being first and a model is good for the reputation of any country, increased attention can result in increased foreign aid, all of the mentioned creating an incentive (for any government).

· Most importantly: the MOJ Dept for Judicial Reforms was staffed with well educated, young, progressive, staff that was a motor for reform in many areas but particularly in prison reform.

· But, the single most important factor was simply that there was political will.

If we shift our look to the donor side (the OSCE), then for our decision to support the Armenian government in its efforts it was decisive that

a) the country had by its own initiative committed to, and already started concrete reform on its own, with concrete results and improvements;

b) the request for assistance showed a spirit of partnership and commitment, and political will, that deserved support.

The context, of course, was much more multi-faceted, and can not be described exhaustively here. As always when true reform is happening, there is a multitude of factors influencing and determining the process. Not all can be mentioned here due to time restrictions.

( desired outcomes: goals and objectives: 
1. Goal: The creation of a public monitoring board staffed with civil society, non-government-affiliated individuals.

2. Why necessary?

· Deprivation of liberty is a radical limitation on the individual’s freedoms in general, as a consequence of society’s need/right to control certain behaviour and punish misbehaviour. Punishment involves a moral judgement on individuals.

· Prisons are part of society and are public institutions 

· Places of detention are regularly closed institutions – opaque, self-sufficient, self-regulatory

· Detainees depend on authorities – a radically unequal relation of power

· Ever present danger of abuse of power – vulnerability of detainees

· Discriminatory patterns in society are present in places of detention, can unfold easily and with potentially drastic consequences

· Routine of closed institutions produces unsatisfactory results

3. Functions of monitoring:

· Redress partly this problematic situation 

· Prevention of/Protection against abuse of power 

· Direct protection to detainees and/or correction of human rights violating situation 

· Support to detainees

· Bringing outside perspective – like opening the doors of room with sticky air

· Establishing direct dialogue and cooperation with the authorities: input to overall reform process – through objective outside evaluation of what works, what not, and recommendations to improve

· Changing patterns of perceiving/thinking/acting – cultural change

( strategy employed (and how tactic fit into it)
The first that can be said in this example is that our strategy was a responsive one: reaction rather than proaction – response to a need expressed by the stakeholders. The project suited the interest and need of the country: local design and international action. The strategy further more was based on cooperation, trust, and on “conditional assistance”. Our strategy as outlined in our overall programme criminal justice reform concept was “to build and utilise political impetus to achieve progress in structural and institutional reform”. The essence was exchange of experience and best practices in upholding OSCE commitments by the participating states. A corner stone of our strategy, moreover, was that we wanted the government to have ownership, show responsibility and drive the process, whereas we would support the process politically and through providing assistance, advice and expertise (NOTE: we are not a funding organisation), in detailed offering the following support factors to the armenian government: 

· Though it may sound trivial, but: “Be a partner” and honest broker;

· assistance in legislative drafting including commenting on draft legislation;

· engage and co-ordinate international donors active in prison reform, and therewith channel support. NOTE: the OSCE as intergovernmental organisation has unique advantages that others do not have and therefore makes us ideal for co-ordination: as a political organisation and with the host country being a member state, it is easier for us to gain access to, and engage in dialogue with, government structures and representatives, and discuss concrete needs and steps of reform. We start processes, raise awareness of a problem, push it politically, open doors for other organisations that are more qualified than we are to do the substantive, technical work (example: PRI);

· organise roundtables bringing together governmental and non-governmental actors as well as international organisations;

· make international expertise and best practices from other countries available;

· keep the momentum through political support (raising the model process in international fora; inviting Armenian experts to share their experience in other countries etc., for instance Head of Ministry of Justice Judicial Reforms Dept. was invited as key note speaker to the Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting on Prison Reform in Vienna in 2002)

· assist the government and civil society in drafting a road map: the road map was drafted in March 2002 and outlined clear goals and objectives including provision of timelines for implementation.

· commit to organise (and fund) trainings for the monitors once the board is established in order to have a professional board operating by modern standards of ethics and professionalism as well as monitoring methodology; 

How tactic works (15 min)

( step by step description

The process was initiated by

a) the request of the government for assistance to set up a monitoring scheme (Aug 2002);

b) there were two sets of laws drafted subsequently by the Ministry of Justice (subsequently referred to as “MoJ”) and a coalition of NGOs interested in monitoring.

Our unit assessed and evaluated the situation before making a decision of engagement: does it make sense? Can we have impact given the limited human and financial resources? Does the project overall fit into the reform process of the country? Most importantly: was there political will? Was there a prospect of impact?

Our first action included a visit to the country and separated meetings with the NGO coalition and the Ministry of Justice to “get a feel” of the situation on the ground and discuss concrete steps of implementation. Two separate roundtables were held, where models of monitoring were discussed and international standards and best practices from the OSCE area were shared.

There was consensus among both groups about the creation of a monitoring system and that the start had to be a proper legal basis. Differences existed in the way (process) how to achieve this goal, the status of the board (independent vs linked to the MoJ), the funding, and also some key aspects of the provisions governing the operations and the composition of the board, what it should be doing exactly and how, and appointment of members to the board. Both interest groups had already drafted a legal basis and we were asked to give an expert opinion on both drafts. It was there that I realised that our position rather than having to push for change would be that of a motor and facilitator, and, when providing the legal opinion, to working towards the harmonisation of both draft laws towards one single legal basis that both parties could live with.

All in all – this was an excellent start: civil society and government heading in the same directions. Different routes, maybe, but a common goal. Most importantly, there was dialogue between both sides at all times.

Next steps:

· Bringing together the international actors: the goal was to create an alliance of international actors active in the field of prison reform to support the process and ensure proper co-ordination of input and action. Through joint action, more actors can achieve more, each contributing its sphere of expertise and capacity. Together, we have more leverage and weight when for instance negotiating international standards with the government. It was also important to ensure coherence in communication towards the government. Finally, we had to avoid any kind of turf battles, competition and duplication.

· Creating a standing expert team to comment on draft legislation and perform as standing expert panel for advice and assistance to the MoJ and the NGO coalition: usually international actors engage experts for various project steps on the basis of availability and on an ad-hoc basis. We wanted to avoid a fragmented and ad-hoc approach. In a long term process, each change to the expert team means an interruption to the process; the new experts have to first get in the topic and familiarise themselves with the situation on the ground. It had to be avoided that, for instance, we had to make new tours of the prisons in the country every time we visit the country just because there was a new member to the team involved. The idea was to create a mixed team of experts that a) would represent different backgrounds and could bring in different viewpoints and experiences, and b) we wanted a standing expert panel that would accompany the process from start till end and be expert resources at all stages of process. A standing expert team would contribute to continuity and coherency, ensure increased familiarity with the situation and the local actors. In the context of our work, to establish a good relationship and trust with the local governmental and non-governmental actors is key, looking at it with hindsight.

· Brief description of expert team: Austrian, Bulgarian, and Georgian (note special reason for that) representing the international and regional angle, and both transition and non-transition backgrounds, various language backgrounds etc. Russian speaking experts in fm SU highly valuable! Later, a fourth expert from the UK joined that contributed also to gender balance (female).

The expert opinion of the draft law with recommendations was submitted by November and for December a first in a series of roundtables bringing together all stakeholder (both governmental and non-governmental as well as international actors) was held in Yerevan with the goal to discuss the drafts and our legal opinion, present international standards and share best practices from the OSCE area.

An interesting side-aspect: at the roundtable there was also a representative of the ministry of interior: they had knowledge about the good relationship and increased co-operation of the MOJ with international actors, which created a kind of competitive situation with the Ministry of Interior declaring interest in co-operation for establishing a monitoring system for places of detention under their jurisdiction!

The roundtable provided for various useful insight observations:

· There was deeply rooted mistrust between the MoJ and the NGOs, but also among the NGO representatives: the atmosphere among them was very competitive, and, in a highly politicised environment, they kept accusing each other of being government proxies.

· The government feared that the NGOs, once the board was established, would use it for political aims slamming and discrediting the government, whereas the NGOs to various extents feared the government wanted to use the board as a fig leaf and puppet on the MoJ’s string.

The OSCE ODIHR opinion was widely accepted, both sides referring to it as point of orientation. This gave us necessary credit and ensured respect for the further process. We started becoming “insiders”.

Based on our opinion, the MoJ drafted a second version of the law, on our recommendation harmonising it with the NGO draft and incorporating most, but not all, of the recommendations, bringing the legal basis closer to compliance with international commitments and standards. The new draft version was sent out to all involved with an invitation to submit comments and recommendations.

In March 2003, the OSCE ODIHR together with the parties involved agreed on a road map defining all necessary steps and setting timeframes. Two phases could be distinguished:

· phase I consisting of all steps until the physical establishment of the board (political lobbying and negotiation; drafting process; training of potential board members; the enactment of the legal basis; the selection and appointment process of board members and staffing it with members etc)

· and phase II setting out necessary steps of action to be taken once the board is established and its members appointed. 

In the subsequent months until August, the drafting and negotiation process continued, with the legal basis being amended and commented upon by all involved, thus framing and shaping it. By July 2003, the draft has gone through several stages and a final draft version was presented by the MoJ that it deemed ready for enactment: in other words, we were non-verbally communicated that this was the maximum they were ready to concede, but there were still some key provisions of the draft that did not stand the test of compliance with international standards: for instance, unlimited and unhindered access to detainees not granted; non-acceptance of lawyers to the board, just to name two. Although previously agreed upon, all these critical points have been eliminated of the final draft version. More dialogue and engagement was necessary. Two more meetings with the Head of the MoJ Judicial Reforms department were held during July, in a closed, almost conspirative setting, just between the OSCE and the MoJ, involving just the department head, a representative of the local OSCE office and myself. The meeting was held in a very open and frank atmosphere and with us guaranteeing confidentiality, and it provided again for some interesting insight of the internal situation in the government on the one hand and reflections of the general political situation in the country/society:

Briefly describe elements of these two meetings: mistrust, fear that NGOs might politically instrumentalise board activities to slam government

we went through the draft law article by article and discussed in a very open manner the reasons why some 

During all time constant visits and open links of dialogue for continued negotiations and deliberations with all sides involved. Mission presence and lobbying

Adoption of decree in August 2003 and formal creation of board.

Key aspects still not included, therefore new meetings were necessary. Finally agreement, amendments introduced by decree in October 2003. 

Next steps: selection and appointment process

Selection process

Appointment process: concluded end of April 2004

Board staffed and starting first operations in May 2004

Phase II started in July 2004 with first in a series of trainings for board members.

Describe briefly training approach: start with workshops for knowledge transfer, including practical aspects (first visits carried out, accompanied with international experts), followed by “shadowing” or “coaching”, hands-on practical trainings: shadowed visits to detention places with an international resident consultant, daily debriefings and evaluation sessions.

· address questions:

· how to do tactic?

· Where to start?

· How many people involved?

· What support is needed and by whom?

· What resources needed?

· Etc.

Review development of tactic (8 min)

( targets intended to be affected (by tactic or approach): what was the behaviour, institution or individuals the tactic was intended to affect or change?

Behaviour and Mentality change:

Opening of prisons does not threaten security management of prisons and closed institutions

Civil society monitors are no threat or danger to safe and secure prison management

Civil society monitoring is complementary to the work of the prison administration and the administration of justice: it gives valuable input for improvements and points out “what works”

Institution: Central Prison Administration ( expansionist effect hoped for to impact on Ministry of Interior places of detention

Individuals: responsibility and professionalism of civil society monitors and groups involved in monitoring

( Actual outcomes:

· how do those involved describe outcome and impact ( measurable in pris ref, structural change process is decrease of torture (in post-trial penitentiary institutions)

· Quote: inmate in Nubarashen prison: “no more beatings, more careful approach of prison management in declaring punishment and isolation measures, improvement of staff-inmate relationships, better rehabilitation programmes”

( Problems, (near) disasters etc.

Discuss lessons learned and own reflections on how it might be used in other contexts or for other use

( lessons learned?

· What worked?

· What do differently?

· recommendations?

( What factors need to be considered before implementing this tactic? What are the limitations?

( 2 Questions to trigger discussion
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