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Profile
Thomas Unger

Making Prevention A Reality
Interview with Pablo De Greiff, Former UN Special
Rapporteur on the Promotion of Truth, Justice,
Reparation and Guarantees of Non-Recurrence
The interview of 7 may 2020 was conducted especially for the zfmr with Pablo de
Greiff who is one of the leading scholars and experts in the field of transitional justice.
De Greiff served as the first UN Special Rapporteur on the promotion of truth, justice,
reparation, and guarantees of non-recurrence from 2012 to 2018. He is currently
Senior Fellow and Director of the Transitional Justice Program at the Center for Human Rights and Global Justice of the School of Law at New York University (NYU).
Prior to joining NYU, he was the Director of Research at the International Center for
Transitional Justice from 2001 to 2014. He published widely and extensively in the
area of transitional justice, human rights and the rule of law, including ground-breaking work on the topic of reparations. His intellectual and academic origins are rooted
in philosophy.
The conversation that follows addresses the conceptual and practical linkages between transitional justice and prevention, which is currently at the heart of discussions
at the UN and elsewhere. De Greiff has focused his research and practical work in
recent years around this topic. In 2015, he started a process to articulate a ‘framework
approach’ to prevention, sketched in several de Greiff’s reports as UN Special Rapporteur to the Human Rights Council and to the General Assembly. Such an approach,
according to de Greiff, is intended to give content to the emergent consensus on the
need to ‘broaden and up-stream prevention work,’ and will help clarify the role of
human rights in a broad prevention agenda.
THOMAS: Dear Pablo, many thanks for taking the time to talk with us today. My first
few questions relate to conceptual issues. You have been intensively thinking in the last years
about questions of prevention, Transitional Justice (TJ) and peace building. Could you
guide us a little bit through the key pillars of your ideas and thinking?
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PABLO: Yes, first there is a way in which the question can be translated into a
question about the connection between the past, the present and the future. We use
TJ, development, prevention, as terms that have a temporal index, in fact, and therefore, I would first approximate the question that you are posing from a temporal
perspective. I don’t know whether that sounds too philosophical but in fact, this is
where I came from. I started working in TJ as a particular instantiation of a philosophical problem that I addressed in my PhD dissertation 35 years ago which was precisely on the relationship between temporality on the one hand, and ethical and political
decision-making on the other. Part of the argument that I wanted to lay out then was
that there is a sense in which moral and political thinking can only take place in a
broad temporal horizon, that if human beings succeeded in living only in the present
instance, there would be no occasion whatsoever for moral and political deliberation.
Morality and politics require a broad temporal horizon and become relevant only when
you have a broad temporal horizon, which is in a certain sense why both morality and
politics are essentially human phenomena, because only humans as far as we know can
articulate precisely differences between past, present and future.
In the end, however, I think that there is also a sort of anthropological dimension
to this. The relevance of the past has a lot to do with our ability to learn and, put in
starker terms, with the inevitability of learning. We cannot but learn from certain
experiences, and the sort of experiences that we deal with in TJ are precisely the sorts
from which it is inevitable that we would learn. You will remember, Thomas, that in
our visits to Burundi for example, we learned that, without exception, the leaders of
the ruling party, the CNDD (French: Conseil National Pour la Défense de la
Démocratie) were people whose parents had been killed in the country in previous
rounds of conflict. And understanding this is very important for understanding the
nature of politics in a country like Burundi. In a different context, when I was dealing
with the problem philosophically, but already in the domain of transitional Justice, I
wrote a paper in which I argued on the relationship between the three different dimensions of time, and particularly about the past, that there are certain things that we
cannot reasonably expect our fellow citizens to forget. And atrocities are of course what
I had in mind. We cannot expect the leaders of the CNDD to forget that their parents
had perished in previous rounds of conflict. We cannot avoid learning certain things,
traumatically in some cases, but that is also a form of learning. Connecting the present
and the past is unavoidable. We have no choice because we cannot simply forget. And
the memories that we carry with us play a big role in, for example, our perceptions of
risk and of opportunity. That means that they also shape the future, to a large extent.
188
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So if all of this is unavoidable, then the question is: what is the most constructive
way of dealing with all these legacies that we cannot unlearn? This is why for me TJ
becomes an important instrument. Not primarily because it addresses the past or it
solves a debt, although it may very well be that we needed to do these things, TJ becomes important precisely as a way of avoiding the repetition of these problems in the
future and as a way of allowing us to live along with the memories and live along with
one another, in the most respectful and decent way possible under the circumstances.
So conceptually speaking, this is at the root of my thinking about the topic of prevention and about its connection with TJ. It has a lot to do with the fact that there is
never a tabula rasa, a zero-starting point. The idea that we could just start all over again
would do immense violence, precisely to our ability to remember and furthermore to
the inevitability of remembering. So again, the question is: if we cannot get to a zero
starting-point then what is the best way of dealing with these complicated and inevitable issues.
The tools that we have found help to construct a richer future, and by rich I don’t
mean just materially, but a more complex, satisfactory, future and the tools that we
have found help us prevent the recurrence of atrocity. In the end, I think that transitional justice, prevention, and peacebuilding are very closely related because the three
horizons of temporality are themselves inseparable.
THOMAS: Martha Minow, in her book „Between Vengeance and Forgiveness“ seems
to be highly critical about the question of deterrence, prevention or guarantees of non-recurrence, where she says in her book that no one knows how to deter genocide or mass violence.
Some critics also say that the term guarantees of non-recurrence lends itself to overly technical blueprint models that miss an understanding of the complexity of societies that have
faced a violent past. What would you say to these critics?
PABLO: I think that I would say both that this is right as far as it goes, but that
again, there is a certain urgency and inevitability about trying to do our best to prevent
it. It is true, as Minow says, that there is no foolproof way of avoiding atrocities of all
sorts. And it is also true that the term guarantees of non-recurrence, and more generally that work in this area has taken a technocratic turn. Actually, part of it has to do
with processes of learning and functional differentiation, specialization, which have
actually increased the potential of these fields. But also, I think, it has to be acknowledged, I have never thought that you could achieve sustainable social change as if it
were simply a matter of clever institutional engineering. Max Weber and Talcott
Parsons without a doubt would have said that sustainable social change requires work
at the level of institutions, but also at the level of culture and of personal dispositions.
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I want to acknowledge this old sociological argument. But beyond recognizing the old
origin of the argument, I think that it is useful to think about the challenge in this
way, not because it will produce a foolproof program. I don’t think that there is such
a thing, and in that respect, I think that Minow’s point has something right about it.
But the fact that there are certain things that are difficult, doesn’t mean that we should
not try. We certainly do not have the same attitude with respect to other challenges
that we have faced historically. Eliminating slavery was difficult. Some people thought
that it was impossible, and certainly in this country (US), it was impossible without a
war, but we managed that. Eliminating different types of illnesses has been difficult
and some people have thought that to be ultimately impossible. But that has not led
us to abandon the effort. So yes, I think that they are both correct and at the same
time, they overstate the point. If a similar attitude had been taken with respect to most
of the challenges that faced human beings historically, we would still be in caves.
THOMAS: You touched on the question of empirical data. In your work, you emphasize
a lot the importance of integrating empirical research and data, especially when it comes to
the question of prevention. How can you measure prevention from an empirical point of
view?
PABLO: This is an interesting question and I have always been puzzled by the fact
that it is precisely in this area in which arguments about uncertainty have gotten the
most mileage. All policy decisions are decisions that are made in contexts that are affected by different types of uncertainty, either because conditions are not constant,
they are variable, or because the processes that are applied are themselves of the sort
that cannot guarantee uniform results either across time or across cases. But there is
no large-scale area of policy-making which is not affected by some degree of uncertainty or another, and yet, we of course do not stop making policy with respect to those
areas. I have always been puzzled about the fact that the counterfactual nature of
prevention work, as most people call it, is one that seems to be a sort of paralyzing
trump card. So yes, of course, it is difficult to prove a negative. But that doesn’t imply
that it is impossible by all means. There is, for example, a lot of narrative work that
can be gathered in order to say that a conflict was going in a particular direction,
until a certain intervention took place, and those that were in a position to make decisions that could have continued the conflict, acknowledge that the intervention made
a difference and that it changed the course of the subsequent interactions and a conflict
was avoided. That sort of narrative account is of course just as credible and as reliable
as it would be with respect to a positive occurrence, not to the one that failed to take
place. We construct narratives on the basis of reasonable accounts to explain and to
190

Copyright Wochenschau Verlag

Projekt_225_zfmr_1_2020_SB.indd 190

24.07.20 21:30

Profile ❘ Unger

understand both how things happened and how things did not happen, and I don’t
think that there is an essential epistemological difference between those two types of
accounts. Yes, it may be difficult to quantify preventive effects. But problems of quantification are not particular to the domain of prevention. There are problems of quantification in a huge number of areas of policy-making and we do not stop making
policy for those reasons. My sense is that the great deficit in the area of prevention is
not an epistemic deficit. One can design all sorts of methods of validating preventive
interventions.
So, let me give you an example. And again, all of them will be imprecise, but imprecise in exactly the same way in which other policy interventions are. I don’t think
that there is anything absurd about, for instance, either comparing the rate at which
police forces commit abuses before and after the adoption of a particular strategy, for
instance a place-based or community-based approach to policing and measuring what
happens over time, before and after the adoption of such a policy, in the very same
city; or that it is absurd to take two demographically and culturally and economically
similar cities, let’s take two cities of roughly the same size in the same country, more
or less under the same economic pressures, with the same cultural background, one of
which adopts the policy, and the other doesn’t, and observing the effects. And if you
find that in one case there has been a significant reduction in the rate of abuses committed by the forces, I don’t see why that should not be taken as empirical validation
of the fact that the policy has made a difference.
Obviously, that’s a rough for example, and one would have to try to control for all
sorts of variables, but the point is that there is nothing different about doing this than
trying to assess in advance the effect of different policy interventions. My sense is that
this is much more of an excuse than a real constraint. That in fact, we know a lot about
prevention, but that the deficit comes from entirely different sources, some of them
political, some of them having to do with the fact that the discussions about prevention
at the international level focus on the wrong elements. They concentrate a lot on the
role of the international community, which is not surprising given the context in which
the discussions take place, but that predisposes the direction of the conversation into
topics like for example, diplomatic good offices and things like that, which operate at
an entirely different level than the one on the ground, the nuts and bolts policies, which
actually prevent the commission of abuses and violations on an everyday basis.
The other reason why I think that there is such a deficit of results in this field has a
lot to do with the fact that despite the rhetorical consensus that prevention needs a
very broad framework --in UN lingo to ‘upstream’ and to ‘broaden’ the prevention
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agenda-- in fact, in terms of technical advice and service delivery, we do not do that.
At the international level, we continue to concentrate on trying to get a certain type
of coherence between early warning and early action, but early warning is still conceived
as something that takes place in the domain of crises, which means that whatever
triggers an early-warning system is something that suggests that we have as a matter
of fact failed in ‘upstreaming’ and broadening the prevention work.
THOMAS: Pablo, could you say here something, one sentence maybe or one comment
on the issue of sovereignty? That would be interesting since, as you say, that’s often mentioned
as an obstacle not to do something.
PABLO: This sort of focus on crises and on the role of the international community in prevention, which again from my standpoint deflects attention from the real instruments of prevention that operate at the ground level, also has the pernicious effect
of making people think that prevention work is work that threatens national sovereignty. The reality is that the overwhelming majority of prevention work, particularly if one
takes seriously its broad and upstream nature, is work that takes place at the local and
the national level, under national initiative, even when receiving international technical assistance and financial support. They are much more nuts and bolts and ground
level initiatives like, I mentioned already, policing strategies or for example the civilian
oversight mechanisms over Security Forces, or making judicial systems more effective;
these are the sorts of things that are always solidly under the control of national governments, so there is a very high price that is paid for the exclusive focus on crisis
prevention. It not only fails to work, it also generates the apprehension, that this is
necessarily an anti-sovereignty strategy and I think that this is terrible.
In the work that I did recently as part of the Experts Group on Prevention for the
Human Rights Council, the interventions by member states in the seminars that we
had to organize in accordance with the Resolution, were overwhelmingly interventions
that made this point, that prevention was a backdoor to R2P, meaning that prevention
was a backdoor for an erosion of national sovereignty. I was eager to ask the participants
to please tell me how that is the case when, for example, a very basic preventive tool is
an improvement in legal identity, of which for example India has one of the most
ambitious legal identity programs right now, numerically and in terms of its complexity, how that program constitutes a threat to India’s national sovereignty. It is something
that the Indians themselves have chosen, have designed, have run, have adopted because
they think it solves problems in their own population and this is the sort of thing that
ultimately makes a difference between effective prevention and not. I think that this
is a very important point.
192
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THOMAS: Let us move from theory to practice. In your work as a UN Special Rapporteur on the promotion of truth, justice and guarantees of non-recurrence, you developed
concrete ideas for a framework approach to prevention. Could you explain a little bit the
main feature of this project, this idea?
PABLO: Yes, the project spins around a set of ideas which in themselves are quite
simple. The project in many ways starts from the conviction, backed by evidence, of
the fact that we, as a matter of fact, have accumulated a great deal of knowledge and
expertise about how to prevent different types of violations and abuses. Because of the
connection between those two and conflict, I believe that we have also accumulated a
great deal of knowledge and expertise in the prevention of conflicts. I concentrate on
the prevention of human rights violations and abuses, but I think that there’s a lot that
would be similar for conflict.
Secondly, I already mentioned as a consequence that the great deficit in terms of
resources does not stem from the dearth of knowledge and expertise, but for factors
that have to be looked for elsewhere. Some of the relevant factors have to do with the
following: 1. that the knowledge and expertise that we have is extraordinarily disaggregated or ‘siloised’, to use another typical UN term. This is the case not just within
the United Nations, but overall, so just to illustrate if one did a subject search on the
prevention of human rights violations, one would never get to some of the policy
initiatives that I happen to think have been most effective in preventing those violations.
Instead, what one would obtain, if one did a subject search, is references to lots of
reports having to do with the preventive impact of diplomatic efforts, of peacekeeping
operations, again, the sorts of things that relate to the role of the international community. At the national level, however, there is a lot that can be done.
There is another idea around which the project is organized. It has to do with something that we also touched upon before and that is that sustainable social change doesn’t
happen simply in virtue of clever institutional reforms, clever institutional engineering,
but that sustainable change also requires changes in culture, changes in personal dispositions, and also changes in the material conditions in which people live, because the
relationship between institutional effectiveness, the opportunity to exercise cultural
and personal dispositions in favor, for example, of tolerance and solidarity are not indifferent at all to material conditions. There is an economic dimension to this as well.
So, on the basis of these relatively simple and well-known ideas, what I have proposed
is that prevention work should be organized around a framework that would include
eventually all the interventions that we have found are useful in the avoidance of human
rights violations and abuses and that by all I mean not just institutional reforms, but
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also changes in the economic infrastructure of a country, in the cultural tendencies
that are dominant and in some personal dispositions that we know are conducive, or
more conducive to phenomena like exclusion, marginalization and lack of respect and
humiliation of different types of groups and individuals.
And I am starting the project to reflect these ideas, organizing it around five different pillars or work streams, one of which has to do with legal issues, the legal infrastructure of a country, which obviously plays a very important role in determining whether
the people and particularly state officials are likely to be rights-compliant or not.
A second stream that has to do with issues of security, because this is of course an
essential dimension of human rights compliance in at least two senses, that we know
that situations in which massive human rights abuses have taken place or situations in
which conflict has already taken place make it much more likely that those violations
will recur. But secondly, this is an essential dimension of prevention, because we know
that Security Forces themselves, allegedly having a monopoly over the means of violence, have a great potential to commit abuses, which is in fact what we have observed
repeatedly. And therefore, the question becomes how to effectively guard the guardians,
how to effectively create mechanisms of oversight that help us prevent those outcomes.
A third work stream has to do with the issues having to do with economic development, economic opportunities, and a corrosive phenomenon such as corruption.
A fourth element has to do with the contribution that civil society can make to
prevention, and here I want to say that again this is something about which we pay a
lot of lip service to, but at the very same time confine the preventive role of civil society to very narrow roles, like monitoring, reporting and advocacy. Whereas I think
that a robust and tightly knit civil society is itself a preventive mechanism. We know
for sure and with certainty that one of the aims of the exercise of terror by authorities
is to disaggregate civil society, on the correct assumption that a disaggregated civil
society is easier to dominate than one that is very tightly knit, so by the same token, I
think that what we need to capture and to understand better is how to strengthen a
civil society so that it’s very existence, independently of the particular functional roles
that it can additionally take on, in terms of monitoring, reporting and advocacy and
all the rest, how to understand better how a strong civil society can in itself have a
preventive effect.
And finally, a fifth work stream in which I am trying to be true to the idea that
sustainable social change is not simply a question of institutional reform, but that also
has important cultural and individual dimensions. I would like to illustrate here very
simply, at the individual level for instance, there is no condition that is least conducive
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for people to try to exercise their rights than being in the grips of deep trauma caused
by previous rounds of violence. And this is something that we can see in every context
in which mass violations have taken place, that in fact, it leaves in its wake people that
are in a very inauspicious condition to go out and do what it takes to claim a right,
particularly against the authorities that were responsible for their violation in the first
place. When I talk about this, for example, I think a lot about Sri Lankan widows, the
tens of thousands of Sri Lankan widows that are still, because they have not received
psycho-social support, in the grips of trauma, and therefore to expect them to be very
active, forcefully claiming their rights, is something that, in a certain sense, is unreasonable. It happens, but it happens only in the exceptional case and requiring a degree
of heroism and strength that citizens should not be expected to have as a condition for
the exercise of their rights. At the cultural level, also to illustrate the point, we know
that there are dispositions that are much more open to tolerance of difference than
others, that there are cultural dispositions that are much more liable to result in the
expression of solidarity than others. And again, part of the question is just how to
harness the social mechanisms that lead to cultural changes and individual changes in
a way that makes it more likely that people will have a strong sense of solidarity, that
people will have the psychological strength to assume the role of rights-holders, not
only passively but actively as well. I think that this is an integral part or should be an
integral part of prevention work.
So this would be the beginning of a framework that would contain many different
elements. Some of which would be easily actionable things that can be adopted in the
short run, that do not incur great expenses, that would not require for example complicated institutional reforms or complicated institutional coordination, but also some
topics that would need all these things: large investments, great competencies, a lot of
technical expertise, deep institutional reforms and a lot of institutional coordination.
There is a range of alternatives, so that we come to understand that there is always
something that we could be doing in order to try to diminish the possibility of violations taking place and of conflict starting
THOMAS: Can you tell us about concrete outputs or key timelines? Can you say maybe a few things about how to link your idea up with ongoing processes around prevention
at the UN and elsewhere?
PABLO: So I think that in many ways the timing of the project is very favorable,
that for different reasons some of them having to do with internal UN processes that
include, not only the large scale processes, like for example the sustainable development
agenda, more particularly in the case of this project very closely associated with sever-
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al of the particular development goals, including 16 and 8 and 10, but beyond that
there are more sort of meso-level processes relating to the internal reform efforts at the
UN, the reconstitution of country teams, new roles for Resident Coordinators, the
re-organization of Political Affairs and Peacekeeping under the same roof. So there’s a
lot that is going on including the review of the peacebuilding architecture, which is
taking place during this year.
There are a lot of voices in the system that call for greater clarity about what the
system means by prevention. One should remember that the Secretary General announced when he assumed the office that this was not only a point in his agenda but
his Agenda. That this is what he wanted to work on. And the fact is that time is passing and I think that there is urgency to give concrete content to that very positive
offer. So again, I think that the moment is right. At an entirely different level of
magnitude, and something that we will not have time to cover in this conversation,
the fact that we are having this conversation in the face of a pandemic, one with respect
to which part of the difficulty has been the demonstrable lack of preventive preparedness in different countries, including very affluent ones, I think makes discussions
about prevention today more urgent than they would have been otherwise. The project
connects with developments at many different levels and therefore I am optimistic that
this time we will have a chance to get something done.
With respect to structures and timelines, I think what I am proposing is only the
beginning of what a complete prevention framework would look like. I have conceived
this as a two-year project during which I estimate that between ten and twenty elements
of the broad preventive framework, divided in the five categories that we mentioned
before, would be articulated. What we will look at in the first year is a set of policy
alternatives in these five categories: legal and constitutional domains, security sector,
economic development and economic opportunities generally, civil society and individual and cultural dispositions. The second year will change the focus slightly, integrating for example, environmental and health and sanitation issues. At the end of the
two years the framework will contain ten to twenty elements of policy alternatives
concerning those topics and by that I mean that it would include recommendations
about the adoption of certain measures in those domains that can be empirically
demonstrated to have had results in the past. And furthermore, because part of the
point of the project is to break down silos of knowledge and expertise, what the framework will contain is not just an account of items in these different categories, but most
importantly the relationship between them. So in other words, this is a project that
seeks to overcome different types of reductionism that have afflicted the discussions
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about prevention, which I insist did not come about for arbitrary reasons. They came
about partly for reasons having to do with specialization. But the time now is ripe for
re-establishing connections between different areas of expertise, none of which can do
the whole preventive job on its own. All of which however are necessary for a comprehensive preventive policy to take hold.
THOMAS: Let me ask you a about the application of the framework to different contexts.
Would you say that this framework would equally be applicable or useful for South Sudan
and Germany?
PABLO: Ideally it would be, of course. The specific challenges would take a different shape. It would be possible that for example, in the domain of constitutional architecture, South Sudan has problems that have much more to do with the establishment of the institution. Whereas Germany’s distinguished Constitutional Court would
face an entirely different set of challenges. But right now, I think that we are at a historical moment in which no one can afford to be complacent. The United States, which
prides itself on its constitutional tradition, in my view has a lot to worry about because
of the partisan interpretation that people are likely to give to constitutional decisions
by the Supreme Court, given the way in which the process of electing justices has
taken place, the litmus tests that are placed on their selection, and the general hollowing out of legal and other institutions in this country. So I would say that these five
different work streams capture something that is absolutely essential for the prevention
of conflict in all countries, that the specific challenges that the countries face will be
different across time and that even a challenge in the same area may take a slightly
different shape. Therefore, I am not pretending for example to construct a prevention
blueprint. I don’t think that that makes any sense. But I do intend with the project to
capture some elements that have been shown to be essential in the avoidance of human
rights violations and abuses and that all countries have something to worry about
around them. Leaving the institutional dimension aside, I again think that there is no
country right now that should be complacent with respect to the state of its culture,
regarding tolerance and acceptance of others. If we were in a better shape, we would
not have thousands of people drowning in the Mediterranean; we would not have
within countries the types of inequalities that lead to some people being deprived of
absolutely basic services, while in the very same country there are people who rank
amongst the top billionaires in the world. I actually think that there’s something
pretty universal about the framework.
THOMAS: Move now to the end of our conversation, you know that Germany adopted a new strategy on TJ last year and discussions are taking place on how to implement it.
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I was wondering if you would like to say something about how your ideas around TJ and
prevention can assist in the implementation of the new German strategy.
PABLO: I think that the challenge with respect to TJ always is how to make it a
reality and how to make it a reality for people, not just as a series of flashy events that
gather a great deal of press interest, but that in the end do not change too many lives
on the ground. And as many other fields, I think that TJ is affected as it is professionalized by a certain type of rigidity and a tendency to simplify by the adoption of formulas. For example, after six years as a Special Rapporteur, I came out with the impression that the field needs to recover part of the flexibility that it had in its origins,
when it was conceived of essentially as a problem-solving strategy that was guided by
principle but that was at the very same time very deeply pragmatic. It was experimental in its origins. And I think that this is something that it has lost. The tendency right
now is, instead of answering what is the most effective way of realizing the relevant set
of rights of victims, to justice, truth, reparation and guarantees of non-recurrence, to
mainly look at the question: what is the best way of establishing a set of familiar institutions? A Truth Commission, a prosecutorial mechanism and a reparations program.
And although these are useful tools, they are not ends in themselves, and therefore I
have also come to the conclusion that TJ would profit a lot from establishing links
with other areas of policy intervention, and not thinking so much of itself as a standalone policy, but broadening its reach, not through the expansion of its agenda but
through the strengthening of its links with other areas, including the area of prevention.
There TJ has much more to give than in it has traditionally been sought capable of. So
I would very strongly advocate for drawing stronger and clearer links between TJ and
areas having to do with security, development, and prevention and all its components.
THOMAS: Actually, I think you are re-claiming space for TJ. Following the early debates
on TJ of the nineties, with José Zalaquett, Carlos Nino and Diane Orentlicher one realizes that we lost this in-depth engagement with the topic of TJ. We became so focused on institutional approaches. Now is the time to claim back this space.
PABLO: That’s exactly right.
THOMAS: A last question: in ten years, will we do prevention work better? Will we
have learned?
PABLO: If the project succeeds, we will hopefully.… But on a more serious note,
my sense is that we could; that we have the elements and the building blocks of a much
more effective preventive policy than we have constructed to this point.
THOMAS: Thank you very much for the interview.
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