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The necessity of creating regulatory and review mechanisms to monitor and ensure the adequate protection of human rights has long been established both by research and practice. The question of human rights monitoring is even more relevant to psychiatry, as, having to deal with highly vulnerable populations, it has been (and still continues to be) a stage for many human rights violation all over the world. There is a number of ways how these review mechanisms can be organized. In this essay we will discuss two: a Mental Health Inspectorate that has been set up in national legislation compared with an investigation into human rights abuses in mental health facilities conducted by an international non-governmental organization specializing in mental health and human rights. 
From a certain perspective the aforementioned discussion makes little sense, as these two mechanisms are in no way mutually exclusive, but on the contrary – only by involving both mechanisms, one can hope to achieve the goal of equal rights for people with mental disabilities. On the other hand there are certain benefits and drawbacks, which will be the subject of this essay.
The major benefit of having an international NGO scrutinize the mental health services and human rights abuses in a particular country, is that these kind of international NGO investigations can sometimes be the only way of initiating any form of human rights monitoring in states, that have not previously engaged in and are not really interested in carrying out any such activities (e.g. totalitarian regimes, that tend to overlook individual human rights, or sometimes actively engage in systematic human rights violations). In fact the history (e.g. the investigations of the political abuses of psychiatry in the Soviet Union) has shown that such enquiries have been instrumental in creating a resonance and momentum for further change.
Major NGOs, that operate on the international arena, and collaborate with the international human rights bodies  (like the UN treaty monitoring bodies, or international human rights tribunals) may be perceived by the governments as a force to be reckoned with, in fear of negative international resonance, and consequently may have a bigger impact on policies.
Being nongovernmental, these organizations may be more flexible and ready to respond to reports of abuse, then for instance the UN committees and human rights monitoring bodies. They may have local representations, or have tight connections to local NGOs, which can facilitate the actual monitoring process on spot. Moreover there is a greater chance that the result of the monitoring will be more independent, and not influenced by the government’s perspective, or wish to keep a “good face”.
On the other hand there may be a certain resistance from the government bodies, especially if there are potential violations in place, to let the outside "observer" in, so in an authoritarian climate it may be more productive to initiate the monitoring from within the country, by establishing some internal mechanisms, that wouldn’t seem that threatening to the establishment. But that in its turn holds a peril that such a monitoring body could be influenced by the government, and thus not fulfill its function at all. The other problem of the NGOS, is that sometimes they lack mechanisms to influence what is going on in the country, especially if the country is not that preoccupied with its international image, or already has a predominantly negative one.

One of the other problems is that international NGOs are quite “busy”, and will respond to some “signal” that the human rights abuses are taking place, but they are not well suited for routine everyday monitoring (and we know, that routine practices, and not necessarily the “loud cases” is where most of the abuse silently takes place). This is where a MH Inspectorate established in the national legislation is a much better suited monitoring mechanism.
The benefit of the locally established MH inspectorate is that it could provide regular and ongoing monitoring of the mental health facilities and services (also potentially covering all the mental health facilities in the country, thus having a much better coverage). Depending on the actual powers and functions given to the MH inspectorate by a particular legislature, these bodies can also have a broader scope of competencies then international NGOs, and can scrutinize not only practices and facilities, but also care pathways, referral systems, quality of care etc. They may have bigger authority to impact on the legislation, government’s services and policy.
It is very important though to establish the Inspectorate as a maximally independent entity, otherwise if it is directly responsible to the government, there is a great risk of compromising the objectivity of the review, as the Inspectorate would not be willing to issue a “negative” review, not to compromise its own positions.

Much also depends on the amount of power given to the inspectorate by the legislature. If MH Inspectorate has only reccomendational function, it may have lesser impact then if it has the power to e.g. provide or withhold registration for a particular MH facility under scrutiny.
Another benefit of the MH Inspectorate is that being a local and regular endeavor, it could be much better embedded into the particular social context, and in some cases would have a much better knowledge of the problematic points, of “where to look” for abuses. On the other hand this same quality may actually prevent the members of the Inspectorate from noticing instances of abuse, that are too common/normative in the culture (a kind of a “blind spot”). In this case an international perspective could be beneficial.
It could be also easier for the MH inspectorate to make use of the national legal system to litigate in the cases of discovered abuse, which could be more problematic for an NGO.
Taking into account all the advantages and disadvantages of both monitoring mechanisms I would like to return to the point made in the beginning of the essay and say that both of these mechanisms are quite crucial, and could act in synergy to ensure human rights for persons with mental disabilities.
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