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It is a rare opportunity to watch an idea turn into reality. It makes me extremely happy and a bit amazed to be here with you today. Just before I got on the airplane, I overheard my 11 year old son, Matthew, tell his best friend that his dad was leaving for Turkey for a meeting he started working on 9 years ago. Their eyes grew big with wonder. So did mine. 
I am honored and very humbled to be surrounded by such creative and dedicated advocates for change. We are over 500 committed individuals from over 80 countries who have come on faith that the New Tactics in Human Rights project would offer something new to improve our work and to improve our world. I appreciate your making the struggles you have each made to be here together, leaving behind pressing work, families, and normal life. I hope you find the results to be everything that you hoped when you set off on your journey.
Murat Belge and I began our journey together in 1996. I found a thoughtful, inspiring, and creative partner. In fact, if I didn’t have the new tactics project to keep me working with Murat, then I would have to invent something else for the pure pleasure of his company.  A short time later, the wonderfully practical Genjay Saylan from TODAIE joined us to make the partnership that would begin the process of this Symposium. I didn’t realize those many years ago that we would grow so much older together until we reached this day. Murat and Genjay, we are on the verge of having to reinvent again.

Fortunately for us, we found working partners who were much more detail oriented and practical than we, who also had the capacity to recruit and set to work a staff, keeping them motivated and hard working. For those who literally made this event happen, join me in thanking Emel Kurma of Helsinki Citizens Assembly and Kate Kelsch of the Center for Victims of Torture, as well as the two New Tactics teams they each assembled. 
I also want to reiterate thanks to the International Advisory Committee, the Turkish Advisory Committee, and the Human Rights Working Group for the guidance and effort they have given to the project and to the New Tactics in Human Rights Symposium. 
I am going to try and accomplish three things today. I want to explain why we believe that the human rights movement needs to reinvigorate its understanding of strategy and tactics. I will try to describe some of what we have learned from the New Tactics in Human Rights project so far. And I want to highlight some of what to expect here at the Symposium so that it can be as useful to you as possible.

This will not be like any other human rights meeting you have attended. We will do something new together.









Although the Symposium is titled “New Tactics in Human Rights,” our deeper purpose is to develop more effective strategies to resolve persistent human rights violations. 
For many, the discussion of strategy and tactics will seem strange, mysterious, and militaristic. We have to acknowledge that the institutions that most invest in strategic planning are the military establishments of the world, no doubt especially that of the US. But we recognize that many other powerful institutions--from governments to political parties to corporations--have been compelled to develop their strategic capacities. Those of us who want to pressure these institutions to function within a human rights framework must do the same. I believe that, in addition to wanting to do the right thing, we are also gathered here because we want to be effective. The stakes are too high in human life and suffering if we do not succeed.

We must make the same intense investments into strategy building and must demand help from the funding community to do so.

We’ve all read articles and books where “strategy” is discussed in almost mystical terms, as though finding the right strategy was like finding the Holy Grail or entering into an ancient mystery. Let’s demystify it.

Strategy defines what is important to do. Tactics embody how to do it.

Strategic thinking is long term thinking about the most efficient and effective way to reach a goal. It is not one decision, but a series of decisions that must be made together, such as: What change do we think we can achieve? What is the appropriate target,? What forms of pressure or action are needed? How do we bring our capacities to bear? What resources can be tapped? What is our plan for catastrophe? Over two thousand years ago, the Chinese strategist Sun Tzu said that we needed to understand three things for making effective strategic decisions. They are relevant to us today: “Know thyself (and our allies). Know thy adversary. And know the terrain” or the conditions under which the struggle is carried out.

Because strategic decisions emerge from these very particular conditions of time and place, I would argue that strategies are also highly particular to time and place and are therefore not transportable. We can adopt similar general approaches, but unless those approaches respond to the particular conditions we face, we will fail. One of the basic premises of this Symposium is that, indeed, tactics are transferable and it is their practical adaptability that allow us to also adapt our strategic choices to the particular conditions we face in the here and the now.

While we are quoting Sun Tzu, this is what he had to say about this relationship: “Strategy without tactics is the slowest route to victory. Tactics without strategy is the noise before defeat.” In other words, planning without action is futile, action without planning is fatal.







I work on the issue of torture. I want to refer to this issue to explain why we felt the urgency to put together the New Tactics in Human Rights Project and this symposium. This is not a gathering of anti-torture activists, although I would imagine everyone here would wish that movement success. 
This is our concern: Of the many different forms of human rights abuses, torture is one of a few that has the most international treaties and conventions and constitutional protections to prohibit it, and those prohibitions are among the strongest of all issues.  Torture, perhaps, the most monitored human rights abuse. It is not only the work of Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, but most major international and national NGOs. But add to this the forensic capacities of the 250 rehabilitation centers for torture victims that have formed over the last 20 years. This is a capacity that is head and shoulders above that of any other single problem in the human rights field. And because of this, there is also more reporting and denunciation of torture than any other problem.

These have been the three primary tactics of our movement over the past four decades: We help set standards, we monitor how those standards are implemented by governments, and we denounce and shame those who do not meet their obligations. We have developed remarkable capacities and skills in all of these areas of work, and they have been applied to torture more than any other human rights violation.
Yet when Amnesty International launched its third campaign against torture in 2000, they announced that torture was as widespread today as when they launched the first campaign in 1973.

Perhaps this does not mean we are doing something wrong; it surely means we are not doing enough. So we must ask ourselves: will doing more of the same be enough? Or do we need to reconceive what else we must do to be more effective?

Personal background

I want you to know I come by these questions honestly; they are not merely theoretical. I cut my teeth on international politics when the group I organized in Minnesota launched a boycott against the Nestle Company because of its destructive and dangerous marketing of breastmilk substitutes in the developing world. The World Health Organization and UNICEF estimated that about 3 million babies died each year from the inappropriate use of breastmilk substitutes, and they identified aggressive marketing as one of the key reasons for turning a useful technology into a deadly menace. So with an available budget of $500 a year and a lot of volunteer energy, we launched a boycott against the world’s largest food company.

Looking back at it, we did that because we didn’t know any better. I was 26 years old and it would take almost 8 years of hard work before reaching a settlement in the boycott. It didn’t take any great analysis or act of imagination on our part to decide on a boycott. Boycotts were in the air we breathed in the 1970s. In fact, there were 120 other boycotts going on at the same time in the US. This one succeeded, eventually becoming the world’s first international grassroots boycott, operating in ten nations. But our lack of imagination and understanding about tactics led to a number of difficult internal fights when it was clear we had to do more than boycott in order to succeed. And when it came time to sign an agreement and end the boycott, lacking an alternative action that could be jointly shared by activists in the 67 countries then part of the campaign nearly killed the movement.

But it did not. I am proud to say that the International Baby Food Action Network (or IBFAN) celebrates its 25th anniversary next week in a gathering of old timers in Costa Rica. IBFAN was the first transnational issue network, formed by six organizations initially, and later incorporating over 100 organizations in 67 countries. IBFAN was our tool to unite small and often weak organizations into a powerful force that set the international agenda for the World Health Organization and UNICEF and created the first global marketing code developed by the UN system.

Although we understood that targeting a global corporation allowed nearly everyone in the world to participate in our pressure campaign, we had no idea that we were inventing a new form of global politics. For example, we were the first NGOs invited as full participants into a UN meeting, and that was only 25 years ago.

One of the reasons I feel so fond of the International Campaign to Ban Landmines is seeing how the basic structure of transnational issue politics developed by IBFAN was incorporated into that campaign. I remember how hard it was, with no one to advise us on what to do or how things were done. It was hard in the Landmines Campaign, too, but because experience showed us how these alliances could be shaped and put to work within the international system, the campaign could put its creative work into a quicker and more powerful campaign.



One of the key issues we are here to talk about is the tension that exists in all of our organizations. Innovations in tactics often lead to entirely new ways of doing things, but each time we repeat the tactic’s use, we have an opportunity to implement it more powerfully and efficiently. If our tactical vocabulary is too limited, we are in danger of doing what we know how to do, rather than what needs to be done in that particular place and time.

One of the reasons I took the job at the Center for Victims of Torture was an intuition that it was a new place and way of working on the problem of torture.

The Center for Victims of Torture was one of the first rehabilitation programs for survivors of torture, founded in 1985 in Minnesota. Our clients were leaders in their countries of origin, targeted because of that leadership. The mental health, physical and social services we provide help victims recover from their torture; this is the cornerstone of our work.
But we also began to see the rehabilitation of torture victims as a new tool, not only to the recovery of political life and the release from fear, but for the prevention of torture itself. And many of our colleagues here have used these new institutions to innovate tactics that explicitly aid prevention.

Our colleagues in Turkey, for example, developed new scientific methods of documenting a form of torture known locally as falakka—the beating of the soles of the feet. This technique has been learned by practitioners around the world and greatly strengthens, through solid forensic evidence, the prosecution of torturers. But they also engaged so many doctors in Turkey in the rehabilitation of survivors that, through the forensic evidence accumulated and the outrage these doctors feel when working with victims, that they have helped make the Turkish Medical Association one of the most effective human rights organizations in the country. From this example, we can learn a great deal about how tactical decisions can motivate and develop a new constituency into the human rights struggle.

Our colleagues in CVICT in Nepal, through relationships and trust developed with a key government official, received identification cards signed by the Minister of the Interior, giving the doctors the right to visit police stations, jails, prisons, and even military bases upon demand. This is a local implementation of a tactic used by the Committee for the Prevention of Torture of Europe. How effective could we be if all of our human rights agencies were given that capacity to make transparent the treatment of those in custody? And if such tactics can be used in Nepal, then why not in South Africa or Turkey or Minneapolis or Abu Ghraib?

But none of these tactics is sufficient, in and of itself, to end torture anywhere in the world. We need to incorporate other tactics as well and in new combinations to make the difference we need.

Parallel to the New Tactics project, CVT began to develop a methodology of building strategies against torture that we call “tactical mapping.” For those who want to learn more about it, I’ll be doing one of the strategic workshops on Friday. Tactical mapping is a method for visualizing and planning how tactics can interrelate and support each other for more effective strategic work. I just want to summarize what we learned from doing the tactical map, because it is relevant to other issue areas that many of you also work on.

The tactical mapping methodology helped us visualize and understand that the systems that use torture are complex and mutually reinforcing. Many parts of these systems benefit from, and therefore enable and protect, the use of torture. But in the face of this complexity, most pressure campaigns are initiated by individual organizations working in isolation from others. Usually the interventions used by the organizations are centered around one primary tactic with occasional other support, such as a publicity campaign, to the main intervention. This means that we use tools the impact of which is limited to very narrow sectors of the complex systems we are trying to change. The other parts of the system that find torture useful--be they the judiciary, the prosecutor’s office, the police stations, the political leaders--are untouched by the impact of this tactic and are therefore free to lend their strength and support to the part under pressure. As the same tactic is repeated again and again, that system learns how to isolate the impact, as Mariclaire’s example of the letters so sadly demonstrates. In other words, these complex systems are able to self-repair from the single tactic, single organization pressure campaigns we generally devise. This helps to explain the persistence of torture, even in light of it being a primary target for the three most used tactics of our movement.

In contrast to our normal operating procedures, we need to develop strategies as comprehensive as the systems we are trying to change. This means multi-tactic campaigns, designed to both mutually reinforce each other, as well as to put multiple targets of that system under pressure so that it can not self-repair. I believe that this requires new ways of operating together in much deeper and more meaningful collaborations than we normally do. And it requires investing in strategy.
Let me shift to outline how the Symposium will help to address these questions. The plenary sessions are designed to focus on issues of strategy and, in particular, the role of tactics within strategic thinking. The one exception to this was Mariclaire.
I asked Mariclaire Acosta to provide an overview of human rights abuses, including economic, social, and cultural struggles, as well as ongoing problems in civil and political rights. Although much of her speech focused on Mexico, I am sure many of us saw the problems we work on being similar to the Mexican experience. But one intention of Mariclaire’s speech was to get that all out of our systems.  With all this talk about strategy and tactics, we wanted to make sure that you all realized you were in a gathering of human rights activists, not in a business boardroom or military headquarters. 
We all get into this work with a great interest in the issues. And one of the first actions we take is to tell someone else about the problem we work on, trying to motivate them to feel the same sense of outrage that we feel in the hopes that they will help.

Telling about our issue is just a tactic, no doubt the most used in any movement in any part of the world. It may be emotionally satisfying, but it takes us away from our purpose, which is looking for new tactics. 
So I want to forewarn everyone that all the plenary speakers and all the workshop leaders have been told to take 1 or 2 minutes to describe their issue—just enough to help us understand the context in which they made a commitment and a decision to act, and then devote their time to telling the story of what they did about it. 
This can be hard, because it will feel different. But the moderators and speakers will follow this discipline, and everyone here should help them not to stray into forbidden territory. We have only four days—and the hours are already ticking away—to try something new together, to help each other think practically about what we are going to do to advance our respective causes, all of which are the causes of human rights.

We are pleased to welcome Mary Lawlor to tomorrow’s plenary session. Mary is the founder and director of Frontline, an Ireland based international organization that works to protect human rights defenders. Human rights research indicates that the most successful efforts of change come when international human rights pressures and actions are reinforcing national or domestic organizations. Frontline embodies that effort, as well as a spirit of collaboration that could be a model for the rest of us. In defense of a human rights defender, Frontline asks the defender what actions internationally are most helpful and effective, given the national conditions which that defender knows much more intimately than staff sitting in Ireland. Responding to what the defender wants requires Frontline to be much more tactically flexible than most organizations attempt. There is a certain inefficiency in such flexibility. The normal drive within organizations is to adopt a tactic and learn to be efficient in its application. We have asked Mary to help us understand what we give up and what we gain when the organization makes tactical flexibility its central organizing principle.

We also
 will welcome two plenary speakers later in the week who will describe two successful campaigns built around effective collaborations. Sofia Macher, the former head of the Coordinadora de Derechos Humanos (the Human Rights Coordinator) in Peru will describe a coalition of 67 human rights organizations that collaborated to create a common strategic plan to end torture in Peru. It was a monumental task that included an important insight in collaboration. Most coalitions use tactics of least resistance and effort, like writing joint communiqués and position papers. But to actually shape a joint strategy, we have to invest the time to understand each other’s strengths and resources, including the tactics we are capable of undertaking, and how those tactics can articulate and reinforce each other. Sofia Macher faced that challenge successfully as few other people have had the opportunity.

Whereas the Peruvian case focuses on a national campaign, Nobel Laureate Jody Williams will help us to understand the International Campaign to Ban Landmines. Although the campaign developed the adhesion of thousands of organizations, it was also very much the product of strategy building between a group of organizations that melded their strengths together in a very powerful demonstration of what we can achieve when we work together. You will also find one workshop in each session that focuses on the tasks of building effective strategy.




One of the intriguing uses of the tactical map is to follow through the processes and the people and institutions a tactic must influence in order to resolve the problem, in this case, of torture. So the working group that pulled the map together brainstormed every tactic we knew being used against torture, and mapped them onto a diagram. In doing so, we discovered large sectors of society where no tactics were operating and far too many of these tactics were being initiated internationally, where they needed to operate at such distances and complex circumstances that they inevitably lost force. So looking at the holes, we began to brainstorm what possible tactics we could invent to mount pressure from other directions. That set us on the course of the research that led to the New Tactics Workbook, which you have in your Symposium materials. In the workbook you will find 100 different tactics and questions and resources that I hope will inspire you and help you think about your work differently and evaluate which tactics might work well in your situation. 
Of course, the heart and soul of this symposium are the tactical training workshops. Your names and stories came to us from the research that produced the workbook. And so, in your presentations in the workshops is where we all hope to find new ways of working that allow us to envision anew our strategic opportunities and make effective change. I want to emphasize again the importance of the search for tactical innovation to our movement that all of you represent:

1.

1. What we know how to do influences what we think is possible to do; tactics also help determine strategy.

We have an old saying in English that “When your only tool is a hammer, every problem looks like a nail.” The tools we have available to us help us conceive of how to solve a problem. When those tools are limited, so are the solutions we generally see. Time and again in world history, tactical innovation paved the way to new strategic opportunities.

2. Different tactics are effective against different targets.

Not all tactics affect all targets equally. We must learn to tailor our tactics to our targets, by finding those that will have the fullest impact possible. When targets of concern are unaffected by our tactics, we must innovate tactics that engage those targets.

3.
Different tactics appeal to different constituencies.

Each of us has our own learning style. Good teachers recognize this and help us learn by changing their teaching tactics. We need the same attitude toward tactics in order to engage the broadest range of people in human rights work.

Some people find picketing in front of a torturer’s home a very frightening tactic; others find letter writing too removed from where the change is needed. We can debate who is right, or we can recognize that people respond differently to a tactic based on their notions of causation, their tolerance for risk, the time they have available, or how they process information.

We need to employ tactics that give more people the chance to be participants rather than observers. 


 
4.
Tactical flexibility is the source of surprise. 

As we repeat the same tactics over again, our adversaries learn to deal with them and contain their impact. 

 
Creating surprise keeps the adversary off balance. This can lead to mistakes that undermine their position. It can also lead to learning, as the target of the tactic may gain new insight or come to understand the need for positive change. Inflexibility leads to repetition in our thinking, as well as the adversary’s. Flexibility promotes learning by both parties.

5. Tactics teach participants and observers how to engage in the world. 

The first baby food campaign (1975 to 1985) created a new way of conducting global politics. It was a challenge because each stage of the campaign created new precedents and there was no one available to coach us on what to do next. Since then other international campaigns have formed and operated within the same framework and were able to move much more quickly. Think of the international campaign to ban landmines, which accomplished its goals in 18 months, when INFACT took us nearly 10 years.

I think of this phenomenon as something similar to a musician learning a new piece of music. As we practice, the muscles learn how to move, giving the brain the opportunity to plan subtle variations and improvements. As we practice, it gets easier.

6. Tactics are the training systems for engaging participants and allies in the organization’s work.

Some tactics may be short-term (such as a march), some longer-term (such as a boycott). But as systems of acting, all of them require planning, coordination and direction. They create opportunities for many other citizens to be involved, to learn and to become more committed to the work of the organization or campaign. Involvement on a tactical level is excellent training ground for younger or newer staff and volunteers.

When CVT first proposed introducing the Torture Victims Relief Act in the U.S. Congress (a legislative tactic), we used the opportunity to engage other human rights organizations, the religious community and other potential allies. Through their engagement, they became more knowledgeable about the work of torture treatment programs and began to incorporate our understanding of torture into their language.

Tactical innovation is critical to the successful implementation of human rights around the globe. By expanding our thinking both tactically and strategically the human rights community has the opportunity to be more effective. In summary,

· A narrow range of tactics leads to narrow constituencies; a broader range of tactics appeals to, and involves, broader constituencies.

· An over-reliance on any single tactic leads to applying it in the wrong circumstances and missed opportunities to expand the strategic targets of action; flexible tactical thinking creates the opportunity for refined strategic targeting. 

· An overused tactic encourages the adversary to systematize a response and makes it easier for adversaries to defend their position; tactical flexibility creates surprise and learning.

With these concerns in mind, we prepared for this Symposium by hosting a series of regional cross-training workshops. So far we have completed the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe; the West Group; Latin America; and Africa. Our colleagues at Helsinki Citizens Assembly also hosted a workshop for the Middle East. These workshops were carried on in partnership with a regional partner: ICAR Foundation in Romania; the Danish Institute of Human Rights; the Coordinador de Derechos Humanos; and the Desmond Tutu Leadership Forum.

The plan for each workshop was similar, and gave us ideas of how the interactions here might take place most productively. Based on the initial research you see in the workbook, hundreds of organizations and persons in the region were interviewed to find a group of 10 to 12 persons who could articulate a tactic clearly and who were willing to spend 7 days together. Each tactical practitioner was given the opportunity to train the other participants in their tactic. The idea was that everyone who entered knowing one tactic would leave knowing 10 or 12. Then our conversations shifted to how this knowledge helped them reinterpret their strategic opportunities. And each participant went on to write the practical tactical training notebooks you find in your packets and  available for free downloading on our website. After we complete the Asian regional training workshop early next year, there will be between 40 and 50 of these practical notebooks available on the website and, depending on your initiative and that of our funders, they will be translated into the four languages of this symposium and hopefully other languages as well.

We were a bit disconcerted when, during evaluations, participants said these workshops were the best human rights meetings they had ever attended. We attributed this, not to our brilliance, but to our hunger to share practical experiences with each other. Many of the tactical workshops you will have a chance to attend will be anchored by one of the participants from a regional workshop. The additional presentations within the workshops are intended to help us see the tactic’s application in differing cultural and strategic circumstances. You might be surprised how the same tactic can be effective in very different circumstances. 
 In looking at tactics we ask everyone to consider these four questions: 

· What targets does the tactic address or impact? 
· Does the tactic use incentives or pressure to achieve its effect? Does it push or does it pull?
· What constituency is attracted to, or willing to participate, in this tactic? 
· How transferable is the tactic to other campaigns, cultures, or strategic circumstances?

One problem we saw in the tactical workshops was the tendency to immediately think that the tactic being presented “can’t happen in my country.” We spent a lot of time struggling together over issues of transferability of a tactic to another culture or issue area. You’ll see that as a major focus of the tactical notebooks written by those who attended the regional cross-training workshops. And this is the reason we paid particular attention in the selections of tactics presented here at the Symposium to show a similar tactic being used in at least two, preferably three different countries and strategic circumstances. We hope that that makes it easier to think about transferability of tactics. 
I suspect that this difficulty has less to do with the tactic than with ourselves. One result of using the same set of tactics is that we tend to attract the same constituency to work with us. So we begin to limit our world of allies and participants to those who engage with us in our tactics. One of the key things to think about in these tactical workshops is the question of constituency. If this tactic would not work with those you currently work with, are there others in your country who would be attracted to it? And by adding this to your repertoire of actions, can you engage a new group of supporters to your work?

The participants in the regional workshops began to work together, providing cross-training workshops to each other’s organizations considering the adoption of a new tactic. A lot of discussion has gone forward and, when funding was available, interchange. Perhaps the most intriguing application of the New Tactics concept came here in Turkey, where our partner, Helsinki Citizens Assembly, hosted a series of cross-training workshops. They brought in one tactical innovator from the Eastern European workshop to each city to provide training for Turkish organizations, and invited two Turkish organizations each time to train others in their tactic as well.  I have been told by several of the participants that this gave the Turkish organizations new insights into each other’s work and capabilities, and raised new ideas about how they can work together. 
The Symposium will feature two regional caucus meetings to try and get your ideas on how useful this project will be in your region and how, if at all, it should continue. The first caucus meeting at the end of tomorrow is an opportunity to meet other human rights activists from your region and strengthen your ties. The second meeting, on Saturday afternoon, is intended to address the questions: What did we learn here? And how should the new tactics project continue in the future?

While we believe that these regional meetings are important and a logical way to foster a discussion about current realities and future, I also encourage you to step out of your region and take the opportunity to meet each other more broadly. Many human rights leaders in Turkey made a special plea to bring in innovative Latin Americans and others from around the world so that they could learn from their experiences. The mix of sectors—civil society, government, intergovernmental, and corporate actors—reflects our belief in the kind of alliances we need to seek to be more effective. And we still believe that the anti-torture movement has much to learn from the women’s movement, the legal community from the environmentalists, for example, in terms of tactical experiences. So please, cross borders and learn from each other, just as I hope to learn from all of you. 


Our challenge as a movement then is to

· Invest in strategy

· Create strategies as comprehensive as the systems are complex

· Learn to coordinate multiple tactics, affecting systems broadly enough that they cannot simply self-repair

· Build new forms of alliances to get these jobs done.
Our goal in creating this Symposium was to create an opportunity for you to do just that – by presenting the intellectual framework that provides an opportunity to meet these challenges and the gathering space to make it possible. And now the challenge is yours. 
You are here because you have demonstrated the kind of creativity and skill that can turn this intellectual framework into concrete improvements in human rights around the world. I, personally can’t wait to see what I learn from you about better ways to dismantle the institutions of torture.  We have been working to create a new stream of thought within our movement. With your help, we can create a strong current, a powerful river that can be harnessed to make our work together more effective and our world a better place.
Again I thank you for your faith in coming here this week; we are anxious to see how you take advantage of this opportunity. Have a wonderful Symposium.
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