“Resources for Children: Responsibility of States”

Day of Discussion

Committee on the Rights of the Child

21 Sept. 2007

Palais Wilson, Geneva

CRC ARTICLE 4:
IMPROVING IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND EVALUATION

by

Bruce Abramson

consultant, children’s rights

(31Aug. 2007)

table of contents:

1. Article 4 pertains to all rights, not just “economic, social and cultural rights” … p. 2

2. All rights require resource allocations … p. 2

3. The State operates on the basis of “systems” … p. 3

4. Article 4 links resource allocations to the realization of rights, not to budgets … p. 4

5. There is an important difference between monitoring and evaluation … p. 6

6. Resource allocations entail trade-offs … p. 8

7. The State realizes CRC rights in three ways … p. 9
8. “International cooperation” pertains to the State’s efforts to realize the rights of young people within its jurisdiction; it does not create a duty to give aid to other States … p. 10

9. The Committee needs to revise its reporting guidelines … p. 13

Recommendations … p. 14
CRC ARTICLE 4:

IMPROVING IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND EVALUATION

This paper discusses nine issues pertaining to the implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of Article 4 as an umbrella provision that applies to all of the rights in the CRC. The paper recommends that the Committee revise its reporting guidelines; among other things, the Committee needs to specify the essential statistical indicators.

1. Article 4 pertains to all rights, not just “economic, social and cultural rights”


Article 1 to 5 are “umbrella” provisions that attach to, or form a part of, each of the rights in Articles 6 to 40. The first sentence of Article 4 says that the State “shall undertake all appropriate” measures for the implementation of the rights in the present Convention” (emphasis added). The rights includes all of the rights: the so-called civil and political rights, and the so-called economic, social and cultural rights.

2. All rights require resource allocations


The second sentence of Article 4 says that the State “shall undertake such measures” -- the measures referred to in the first sentence -- “to the maximum extent of [its] available resources” with ‘regard to economic, social and cultural rights.”

Does this mean that the State does not have to fulfill “civil and political rights” to the maximum extent of its available resources? (Like the juvenile justice rights in Articles 37, 39, and 40?)

Of course not. The State must do everything that it can do, within reason, to secure the enjoyment of every right by every CRC right-holder. This logically means that the State must fulfill all rights to the maximum extent of it’s available resources, and this includes “civil and political rights,” just as much as “economic, social and cultural rights.”

Does the second sentence of Article 4 mean that civil and political do not depend upon resources?

Of course, not. For instance, realizing the juvenile justice rights cost money: the police, the courts, legal representation, detention facilities, separating minors from adult detainees, the alternatives to detention (group homes, half-way houses, foster homes, supervised home placements), diversion measures, restorative justice, rehabilitation, prevention, and family visitation while in detention are all resource-intensive.

Even “negative liberty” rights require resources. Freedom from torture requires legislation -- and parliament is an expensive institution. Training and supervising law enforcement personnel not to engage in torture, investigating torture allegations, and prosecuting and punishing offenders, all require resources. And if the State isn’t going to use torture to obtain information, then it will have to train and equip police officers in other methods of investigation, and that will require even more resources.


In short, no human right is cost free. Fulfilling CRC obligations inherently requires the State to use its resources to the maximum extent feasible; that is the only way that it can ensure that all children and adolescents within its jurisdiction enjoy all of their human rights to the maximum extent possible.

3. The State operates on the basis of “systems”


The modern state is a bureaucratic form of social organization that operates on the basis of “institutions” or “systems”. For instance, the realization of the right to education involves a number of systems and sub-systems: a system of specialized institutions (pre-schools, primary schools, secondary schools, vocational schools, universities, distance learning, “special needs” schools, etc,); a system of centralized administration with numerous sub-systems (management, personal department, finance, procurement, curriculum development, pensions, etc.); a hierarchical system of management (e.g., central administrators, local headmasters, and classroom teachers); text-book publishing houses; companies that make playground equipment; education departments in universities; research institutes; the overlapping mandates of ministries (Education, Health, Women and Children, Culture and Sports, Public Safety, Transportation, etc.), and so forth. All of these systems and subsystems must exist in order for a right-holder to enjoy the right to education.


While human rights are conceived of as entitlements belonging to individuals, the overwhelming amount of a State’s activities do not involve treating people as individuals; rather, the State delivers goods and services through systems that treat people as members of demographic categories. So the State does not build a primary school for Juan Diego Martinez (date-of-birth 5-1-02, Rio Grande); it builds a primary school for children of specified ages, living in a specified locality in a specific town.


Moreover, Juan’s enjoyment of his right to education depends upon what the State has done before he reaches the age of compulsory education -- the schoolhouse must be built, and the textbooks written and published, for instance, before Juan walks into the classroom on his first day of school. In fact, most of the system-building will have to have been done before he was even conceived. His first grade teacher, Margarita Sanchez, is a teacher because the State fulfilled her right to education -- at the teachers’ training college, at her secondary school before that, and at her primary school before that. And none of these things gets done as an isolated event; they are accomplished as parts of an “education system” made up of many, interconnected subsystems.


In order to increase the enjoyment of CRC rights, States have to do more to build up their education, health, justice, and other systems. However, for a variety of reasons, human rights advocates have a difficult time addressing the “systems building” aspect of the realization of human rights. The CRC movement can take the lead in filling the advocacy gap. Survival and healthy development require strong systems of health, education, and family support services, for instance. Reshaping human rights advocacy so that it addresses “systems-building” is a challenge. The Discussion Day on “Resources for Children” could be a good vehicle to start focusing more CRC advocacy on the systems-building dimension of human rights.

4. Article 4 links resource allocations to the realization of rights, not budgets

In discussing Article 4, people often narrow the focus to government budgets. For instance, they may speak about the need “to increase budget allocations to children,” or to specific categories of children, or to specific budget items (e.g., increased resources to youngsters with disabilities, or to young people “in state care”). This misses the link that Article 4 makes between the State’s resource-allocation decisions and the actual enjoyment of rights (the “realization” or “fulfillment” of rights).

Article 4 is an umbrella obligation that applies to all of the rights in Articles 6 through 40. The first sentence of Article 4 says that the State “shall undertake all appropriate” measures “for the implementation of the rights” in the CRC; and the second sentence says that, “with respect to economic, social and cultural rights, States Parties shall undertake such measures to the maximum extent of their available resources” (emphasis added). So Article 4 links resource allocation decisions directly to the realization of rights. Focusing on the budget confuses one aspect of process -- the budget allocations -- with the results -- the actual enjoyment of CRC rights by all of the children and adolescents within the State.

Fulfilling CRC obligations requires looking at the dynamic relationship between three things: (i) Resources; (ii) Process; and (iii) Results.




Resources are the inputs to a process that ends in the realization of rights. While resources include a number of things, for simplicity we will focus on money. States obtain their money from: (i) taxation, (ii) the exploitation of the natural resources that it owns (like oil and gas), (iii) the profits from state-owned business, (iv) state lotteries (which is a special kind of state-owned business), (v) borrowing (selling bonds, deficit spending, foreign loans), and (vi) foreign grants. Virtually all rights depend upon resources, so Figure 1 starts the Article 4 analysis with the resources that the State has obtained.

Process refers to all of the things that the State does with this money (and other resources) to realize human rights. Process includes many things. Process includes allocating money according to a budget (this much for education; this much for primary, this much for secondary, and this much for higher education; this much for new buildings, and this much for teachers’ salaries; and so on). Process includes everything that pertains to the physical infrastructure (e.g., the planning, building and maintaining of the rural and urban schools). Process includes administrating the government workforce (defining the mandates for each ministry and each department; performance standards for employees and for programs; day-to-day supervising of the public service; evaluations of specific programs; etc.)  Process include enacting legislation. And so forth. The processes of government are all of the things that the systems and subsystems do. The extent to which individuals actually enjoy their rights depends on how well all of these systems and subsystems work together to deliver upon the promises.

Results refers to the extent that the right-holders are actually enjoying each of their rights. The results are the impacts that the government processes have made on the lives of the right-holders.

The realization of economic and social rights can easily be measured by statistical indicators. For the CRC’s right of education, for instance, the results can be tabulated by the percentages of children who are in school during the first year of compulsory education; who completed primary school; who completed secondary school; who meet the literacy and numeracy standards; and so on. Behind each number is a flesh-and-blood human being who has (or has not) enjoyed an important element of the right to education.

In short, when discussions of Article 4 focus on the budget, they can lose sight of the most important thing: the extent to which the State has used its resources “to implement the rights” in the CRC -- which is to say, the extent to which Resources and Process together have resulted in the nation’s adolescents and children actually enjoying each of their rights.

5. There is an important difference between monitoring and evaluation

It has become customary to describe the function of the UN treaty-bodies as “monitoring.” However, this term does not appear in the treaties, and it is a serious over-simplification. The main problem is that it misses the important distinction between monitoring and evaluating.


Process monitoring has been defined as “the regular and programmed checking to see whether planned activities are being carried out in the manner and time specified, and the systematic reporting of those findings.” Impact (results) monitoring has been defined as “the on-going measurement of the progress being made in achieving the objectives of a program, and the systematic reporting of those measurements.”


By contrast, “process evaluating seeks to understand what is and is not working in a program’s implement, and the reasons why. … An evaluation involves investigation, analysis, and recommendations. It is concerned not only with problems but also achievements.”  And an “impact [results] evaluation seeks to understand the reasons for the programs’ successes and failures in producing the intended results” for the purpose of improving future performance.


All of these activities taken together -- process monitoring and evaluation, and results monitoring and evaluation -- can be called an assessment.


These generic definitions are framed in terms of assessing programs, but they can be adapted to describe the work of the CRC Committee (and the other UN treaty-bodies). As shown in Figure 2, the Committee, ideally, looks at three things: Resources, Process, and Results. And ideally it monitors and evaluates each of them. Taken together, these activities are a primary basis for our assessments of the human rights situation of adolescents and children in a particular State.









Evaluating processes and results

In evaluating processes, two questions are especially important: “Are the resources being used efficiently”, and, “In the allocation of resources, are the decision-making processes fair?” It is in answering these questions that the notions of participation, democracy, good governance, transparency, accountability, and corruption play their role.

In evaluating results, two of the most basic questions are: “Which aspects of the status quo are just and unjust?”, and, “Is society making reasonable progress in eliminating injustices?” People commonly talk about results in terms of “disparities” and “exclusion.”
However, “disparities” and “exclusion” are often used in highly rhetorical and selective ways which are not useful for evaluating the human rights situation. Fortunately, the enjoyment of most human rights can be measured by objective indicators. (Progress in registering children at birth, in reducing pre-natal and infant mortality, in preventing deaths from fires, car accidents and drowning, in youngsters completing primary and second school, and in diverting juvenile offenders from detention, are just a few examples of CRC rights that can be measured.)

As mentioned previously, the ultimate purpose in making evaluations is to improve future performance. And this always takes us back to Resources and Process. Some of our efforts will have to be aimed at increasing the enjoyment of rights in the immediate future. These initiatives usually involve stopping notorious abuses, or getting more resources to severely neglected needs. And some of our efforts will have to be aimed at building up the systems of government upon which the enjoyment of all rights depends, or aimed at changing social attitudes, beliefs, and customs that undermine good governance, or respect for human dignity. Both the CRC movement, and the larger human rights movement of which it is a part, could do much more to promote the systems-building dimension of human rights work.

The Committee on the Rights of the Child

Ideally speaking, (i) the Committee’s primary monitoring tools are the its reporting guidelines and the States’ implementation reports; (ii) a primary evaluating tool is the “dialogue” between the Committee and the State; and (iii) the Concluding Observations is the Committee’s assessment report; the Observations contain many elements of evaluation, they often recommend specific solutions, and, when they make specific requests regarding the next report, they contain monitoring elements.

In comparing the ideal to the real, two points can be noted. First, the Committee’s reporting guidelines do not contain concrete statistical indicators (neither for Resources, Process, or Results), so they are relatively weak monitoring devices. Second, a large part of the Committee’s time with the State Party is devoted to information gathering, which limits the chances for using these meetings for evaluation.

6. Resource allocations entail trade-offs

The rhetoric of “the rights of the child” has added to the difficulties for the CRC movement to address the systems-building dimension of human rights work. The word the is a definitive article, and it refers to one, specific child. But the rhetoric of “the rights of the child” is never referring to one, specific person. Instead, “the child” is being used as a collective noun, and it could just as well be written as “the Child.” (People also use “the child” to refer to “childhood”, in which case they could mean either a stage of life, or a sociological institution.)

Unfortunately, the “the child” leads to gross over-simplification, and fails to address the central reality that States operate through systems that treat people as members of groups or categories. For instance, “the child” makes it seem that all of the CRC right-holders are the same, and that one implementation action fulfills everyone’s rights. And, it overlooks the fact that resource allocations require trade-offs, and trade-offs mean that right-holders are in competition over resources.

For instance, there is inter-generational conflict. The money that the States uses to build up the educational system for under-served youngsters in the here-and-now, and for the needs of youngsters to come as the population expands, compete with Juan’s educational needs in the here-and-now. There is also competition between different demographic groups of CRC right-holders. For example, what the State spends on primary education is not available to spend on secondary education, and what it spends on tailoring education for students with disabilities is not available to spend on meeting the needs of the general student population. And there is even competition between a right-holder’s multiple interests. For example, if the State doesn’t use more of the educational budget to buildup the secondary school system, Juan will not have his future educational rights realized after he passes out of the primary education system. And what the State spends on Juan’s education is not available to fulfill his right to health.

It is not pleasant to think of rights being in conflict, and even more unpleasant to think of CRC right-holders being in competition with each other, or a youngster’s own interests being in conflict with themselves. But ignoring these realities will not help to build up the systems of government that are the prerequisites for enjoying CRC rights.

7. The State realizes CRC rights in three ways


While its important to identify the portion of the budget that goes to adolescents and children, there are some serious problems in doing this completely. For one thing, no budget item is exclusively for the benefit of the youngsters; other people, and society as a whole, also benefit. And for another, much of the State’s activities that realize CRC rights are not directed specifically at children or adolescents.


There are three basic ways that a State realizes the human rights of children and adolescents. The State can provide goods and services: (1) directly to youngsters; (2) directly to parents or the family; (3) or directly to the community.


Some social goods go directly to children and adolescents

 
Some goods and services go directly to adolescents and children. Immunization shots, free meals at school, and play facilities in the park are examples of state spending where youngsters are the direct beneficiaries.

Some social goods go directly to parents or the family

Many of the State’s activities are directed to adults or to the family as a unit. For instance: (i) Laws and government agencies that protect the right to work and to right to social security (e.g., disability and unemployment payments) allow adults to have the money that they need to maintain a family, which in turn is vital to the healthy development of their children. (When families live in poverty, for instance, the children will not enjoy their rights to an adequate standard of living, health, and education; the State indirectly protects the children’s interests by directly protecting the parents’ economic rights.) (ii) Some goods and services go to the family as a sociological unit. (Income subsidies, counseling for families in distress, and family reunification for refugees are aimed to preserve the family as the basic unit of society, and the primary institution for the raising of children.) (iii) Some things are directed to the parents to help them do a better job in raising their children. (Teaching new mothers to breast feed and educating parents about accident prevention are programs designed to help parents meet the needs of their children.)

Some social goods go directly to the community

Since children and adolescents are members of the community, much of what the State does for the well-being of society as a whole will serve to increase the enjoyment of CRC rights. For instance, a health clinic, a water-purification plant, and a city’s fire department will all help fulfill the human rights of young people, just as they will help fulfill the human rights of adults. Indeed, we can even include the State’s economic development initiatives under this heading, since whatever raises the nation’s standard of living will increase enjoyment of the CRC’s right to an adequate standard of living.

Needless to say, it will not be possible to quantify the amount of resources that go to children and adolescents when the goods and services are directed to parents, the family, or the community. So while it is important to track state spending for young people, there are inherent limits as to the amount of precision that we can hope to achieve.

8. “International cooperation” pertains to the State’s efforts to realize the rights of young people within its jurisdiction; it does not create a duty to give aid to other States


The second sentence of Article 4 says that, with regards to implementing economic, social and cultural rights, “States Parties shall undertake such measures to the maximum extent to their available resources, and, where needed, within the framework of international cooperation.” The “international cooperation” clause is in the Convention to ensure that a State does not try to make excuses for its poor performance, like pleading a lack of institutional capacity, a lack of expertise, or a lack of economic or political development. The international community offers many things to developed and developing countries, and a State must take advantage of them whenever it will help the State to realize the rights of the young people within its jurisdiction. The sad reality is that some States are not open to working with intergovernmental organizations, and are not hospitable to international ngos. The “international cooperation” clause was inserted with these sad realities in minds: the general duty to take “all appropriate … measures for the implement of the rights” (in the first sentence of Article 4) contains a specific duty to cooperate with the international community. The Article does not limit the obligation to any particular kind of cooperation; it could be seeking and accepting outside technical or financial support, or creating favorable conditions for international actors to work within the country, or reporting outbreaks of contagious diseases to international monitors, or declaring days of tranquility during armed conflict so that UNICEF can conduct an immunization drive, and so on. The scope of the specific duty to cooperate is determined by what specific types of cooperation will help the State to fulfill its CRC obligations to the right-holders who are within the country or otherwise under the State’s authority.


Most people understand that the “international cooperation” clause refers to a State’s duty to seek support from the international community, rather than a duty to provide financial aid to other States. (For example, none of the submissions to date have read Article 4 as creating a duty to give financial or other assistance, with one possible exception.)

Still, some people do claim that Article 4 imposes a duty to give assistance, so it is appropriate for us to consider this question here as a matter of legal interpretation. There are five points to consider in interpreting Article 4.

First, the “international cooperation” clause must be read in the context of the treaty as a whole. (i) Articles 1 to 5 are umbrella provisions that attach to Articles 6 to 40, so Article 4’s obligations -- including the specific duty to cooperate internationally -- pertain to the State’s fulfillment of its duties to its CRC right-holders. (ii) The first sentence of Article 4 also makes it clear that the cooperation duty pertains to the State’s implementation of CRC rights; it is not introducing a new kind of duty that lies outside of its duty to fulfill CRC rights. (iii) Other articles define the class of persons to whom the State owes the duty of implementation: the right-holders are the young people within the State’s jurisdiction. First, Article 1 says that the right-holders include every human being under 18 years unless, under the law applicable to the child, majority is attained earlier, which is a clear reference to the young people within the State’s borders or control. And second, Article 2(1) is even more explicit: a State must “respect and ensure” CRC rights to each child within [its] jurisdiction. So, when Article 4 is read in context, the duty of international cooperation pertains to a State’s duty to realize the rights of the under-18s within its jurisdiction.

Second, it would be an extraordinary thing for a UN human rights treaty to create a legal duty to give financial or other assistance to other States. Common sense tells us that if the General Assembly intended to create such an extraordinary duty, then it would have written Article 4 so that it expressly said that. So the absence of express language creating a duty to give financial aid tells us that no such duty was intended. Instead, the specific duty to cooperate with the international community is part of the general duty to implement the CRC.

Third, we can verify this common sense inference by consulting the legislative history. The records pertaining to Article 4 show that no State read “international cooperation” as referring to the giving of financial or any other assistance. To the contrary, all statements relevant to the question show that the duty refers to implementing the rights of the youngsters within the State’s own jurisdiction.

Fourth, the precise question of a duty to give financial assistance was raised during the creation of the preamble, and the possibility was rejected. As one delegation put it, the CRC creates “obligations for ratifying governments to respect the rights of, and to render assistance to, their own citizens … . [W]hile governments should cooperate with each other in this regard, the Working Group should let other legal instruments and other fora deal with the subject of international assistance.” The records show that no delegation dissented from this position.


And fifth, other agreements and other fora do in fact impose legal or ethical duties to give financial and other assistance. For instance, by becoming a Member of the United Nations, a State takes on a legal duty to make financial contributions to the UN, from which, along with voluntary contributions, the UN funds its human rights, development, and other activities, including the support of the CRC Committee (CRC Article 43(11)). And UNICEF, UNHCR and other UN agencies convene numerous donor conferences where States obligate themselves to provide material and monetary assistance.


In conclusion, the “international cooperation” clause makes it clear that a State’s general duty to take all appropriate measures to realize CRC rights includes the specific duty to seek international support, whenever the need arises. It does not create a duty to give financial assistance to other States.

9. The Committee needs to revise its reporting guidelines


The CRC Committee has five sets of guidelines for State reporting (in addition to the core reporting document that all of the treaty-bodies use). However, the guidelines are weak on budget questions
, and the three main guidelines do not specify statistical indicators.
  The Annex to the supplemental General Guidelines does ask for statistical information but there are a number of problems; for instance, the questions are often not concrete enough to be statistical indicators; the Annex asks for one-point-in-time “snap shoot” information, so one cannot assess change or the direction of change; and much of the information requested is too burdensome for States to actually provide. The result is that the Annex is seriously marginalized: for the most part, the States do not provide the information, and the Committee does not refer to the Annex in the dialogues, concluding observations, or general comments. The fifth set of guidelines is the List of Issues that the Committee sends to the State just before the review session. The Lists asks for statistical information, and States typically reply with numerous tables of detailed data which is far too complex and too particularized for the Committee to use in its dialogue with the Party; moreover, the State does not integrate this data into its report, and the Committee does not integrate it into the review session.

Ironically, while the Committee usually has more information from the State Party, ngos, and  intergovernmental organizations that it can process, the Committee uses most of the review session in requesting additional information, rather than in evaluation, awareness raising, or advocacy.

 
After fifteen years of reviewing State Party implementation, the Committee is in a position to know what information it needs from States, and what information States can reasonably be expected to produce. In order to make the best use of its extremely valuable and limited time, the Committee could reconsider its priorities: before writing any more general comments, the Committee should first prepare new reporting guidelines. The new guidelines should specify statistical indictors for the budget, for the processes of implementation, and for the results in actual enjoyment of CRC rights. (See Recommendations, below.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The CRC Committee should revise its reporting guidelines, and do this as a matter of priority.

2. The new guidelines should specify the key indicators. The Committee could consider two sets or tiers of indicators: (i) the essential indicators that most States should be able to provide, and which therefore can be considered “mandatory,” and (ii) a more comprehensive set of indicators that States should be encouraged to use in their implement of the Convention, and to provide to the Committee to the extent feasible.

3. There should be three kinds of indicators: (i) for resource allocations, (ii) for the processes of implementation, and (iii) for the results in actual enjoyment of rights.

4. The new guidelines should aim to be practical; in particular, they should ask for information that is realistic for States (developed and developing alike) to provide, and they should seek to reduce the amount of time that the Committee spends on information gathering during the review session.
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Article 4’s link between resources and rights
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The work of the treaty-bodies








� By attaching the “available resources” clause only to economic, social and cultural rights, the framers did not intend to exempt States from the duty to use their resources to the maximum extent for the implementation of civil and political rights. This is evident from the legislative history.


The working text of present Article 4 said that States “shall take all appropriate … measures, in accordance with their available resources … for the implementation of the rights” in the CRC (emphasis added). A number of European States proposed to delete the “available resource” clause because the rights in the ICCPR “were not subjected to the availability of resources,” although “certain [economic, social and cultural] rights could be implemented only if sufficient resources were available or [sic? as] provided for in the” ICESCR. That explanation is a correct statement of what is contained in the Covenants -- only the ICESCR expressly qualifies its rights by an “available resources” clause. But, as shown in the main text discussion, the actual enjoyment of civil and political rights depends in significant part on resources, and some right much more so than others.


A number of developing States objected to the deletion, explaining that they were “preoccup[ied] with [] economic difficulties.”


The Working Group restructured the text so that the  “available resources” clause only pertained to economic, social and cultural rights, and it added “maximum” before “available,” just as we now have it in Article 4. S. Detrick, The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Guide to the  “Travaux Préparatories” (1992), pp. 155-56.


� Another submission outlines problems of national ngos in addressing systems-building: “Civil society organizations working with and for children in Ethiopia are often not well placed to lobby for macro, or even sector-wide, policy changes. Some are effectively contractors for donor projects; some have little experience in policy engagement and are often faced with a lack of funding sources for their own work. Others are more focused on particular groups of children, often failing to engage with the bigger picture or link up with the broader coalitions … . There is a lack of coordination amongst them and they are overly in urban areas …..” Save the Children in Ethiopia, “Article 4 and International Cooperation: A Case Study from Ethiopia,” p. 7. 


� The obtaining of the resources is the result of governmental processes, of course, but the obligations in Article 4 require us to use a conceptual model that isolates “resources” as a specific unit of analysis.


� The definitions are from Winning the War Against HIV and Aids: A Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation of HIV Prevention and Care Programmes in the Uniformed Services (Civil-Military Alliance to Combat HIV and AIDS, in collaboration with UNAIDS, Geneva, 1999), pp. 31-41.


� In past eras, it was common for people speak of “the woman,” “the African,” and so on. Nowadays, it is considered offensive to use these expressions. Treating all the members of a large demographic group as if they were just one person denies diversity, and promotes stereotyped thinking and superficiality.


�  “Opportunity costs” is the way that economists talk about trade-off decisions, as discussed in another submission, International Peace Bureau, “Four Key Concepts.”


� The three-prong model is taken from UNHCR, Refugee Children: Guidelines on Protection and Care (1994), pp. 25-26.


� The importance of resources to parents and the family is the subject of Radda Barnen, “The role of the States Parties in supporting parents as a resource for children.”


� For instance, one of the proposals that helped shape the final text said: “Each State Party … shall take steps, in accordance with its constitutional processes and its available resources, with a view to achieving the full realization of the rights …” (emphasis added). S. Detrick, The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Guide to the  “Travaux Préparatories” (1992), p. 152, para. 44.


� S. Detrick, p. 112, para. 68.


� As one submission points out, sometimes the pledges are not fully kept; Save the Children in Ethiopia, “Article 4 and International Cooperation: A Case Study from Ethiopia,” p. 8.


� For example, the General Guidelines for initial reports (1991) does not ask any budget questions.


� The three main guidelines are: the General Guidelines for initial reports (1991), the General Guidelines for periodic reports (1996), and the supplemental General Guidelines (2005). 
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