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The Permanent Mission of Venezuela to the Organization of American States presents its compliments to the Committee on Hemispheric Security and, at the same time, submits the Government’s preliminary answers to the Questionnaire on New Approaches to Hemispheric Security.

The Permanent Mission of Venezuela further uses this occasion to reassure the Committee on Hemispheric Security of its highest consideration and esteem.

Washington, D.C., May 15, 2001

DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE ON NEW APPROACHES TO HEMISPHERIC SECURITY

(Studied by the Committee at its meetings of December 11, 2000, and January 16, 2001, 
and by the informal drafting group on January 26, 2001, and February 9, 2001.)

1.
(a)
In your government’s view, what are the principles currently guiding hemispheric security? 

The guiding principles of hemispheric security are set forth in the Inter-American Treaty on Reciprocal Assistance and its Protocol of Amendment and in the Pact of Bogotá; these principles continue to govern member states’ behavior, as do those set forth in the OAS Charter.  This must also be seen in conjunction with the contribution the hemispheric community has received from mutual confidence-building measures.  In addition, mention should be made of the principles set down in the subregional instruments in force in both the Caribbean and Central America.


(b)
In your government’s view, what should be the guiding principles of the hemispheric security concept to be adopted by the inter-American system and what would be the best way to apply these principles?

A new security regime must pay attention to interdependence, and in that context security is not exclusively a military matter but is instead intimately bound to the political, economic, social, and environmental spheres and, at the same time, remains open to multilateralism, in order to promote political order, economic development, and the proper use of the region’s military, under the terms agreed on with the members of the armed forces and based on premises such as peace and justice.

It is therefore necessary to establish a subregional security agenda to address issues such as democratic stability, the observance of human rights, environmental protection, cooperation in the aftermath of disasters, promoting development, maintaining peace, the viability of regional integration, secure energy supplies, collective coexistence, overcoming specific socioeconomic problems, minimizing domestic conflicts, etc.

Moreover, within the framework of this agenda, which is to be based on a new strategic outlook and the subsequent emplacement of a new military structure and the design of a program for its phase-by-phase implementation, we must define its forums, goals, and the way in which the regional players are to participate and interact, the extent of their commitments, the resources that are to be used, the role of the different parties involved, and even the possibilities for combining efforts with others from outside the region.

In the military arena, the objective will be that of operating, within the region, inside a framework of cooperative defense derived from interdependence and the search for common security, in terms of the right of the nations involved to feel no threat from the military capabilities of the other states and under the premise that armed components must conquer peace without waging war. To achieve that, we must change the perception that security can only be attained by using offensive military capabilities, and we must accept their usefulness in achieving security through early-warning mechanisms that correct weaknesses and act proactively, chiefly by preventing and defusing common threats.

Attaining a regime of security requires the commitment and cooperation of the member states through a process of regionalization and true political will, involving a readiness to surrender individual prerogatives in pursuit of common security goals, seen in terms of social well-being and the realization of the aspirations and interests of the citizens of each of our nations, all of which would appear to be intimately tied in with securing the regional peace that we long for. 

2.
What does your government consider to be the common approaches that member states can use to deal with these risks, threats and challenges to security?

Hemispheric security is tied in with the integration of Latin America.  This, together with cooperation among the member states, will be essential in ensuring that the prevalence of regional interests over national ones becomes an unavoidable strategic reality.  To achieve this, our starting point must be a set of values that we share, including those with a military content–for example: historic values, sovereignty, legitimacy, observance of democratic values, and south-south cooperation–which will in the long term lead to the renunciation of individual military undertakings by states in favor of regional military action, with a sense of permanence and its own strategy.

Nevertheless, some of the present-day common approaches that have been studied within the Organization of American States still remain current at a time when the competent agencies are undergoing constant reassessment in light of the new realities emerging from the aftermath of the Cold War.  However, we must incorporate into the new security agenda a political and strategic reality that reflects the obsolescence of the IATRA as a security regime and the region’s disposition toward integration, giving due consideration to subregional characteristics, in order to establish a new security regime.  To this must be added the importance of continuing to promote a culture of peace, of developing the concept of human security and a zone of peace, and of seeking out mechanisms based more on prevention than coercion.

3.
What does your government consider to be the risks, threats and challenges to security faced by the Hemisphere? In this context, what does your government consider as the political implications arising from the so-called “new threats” to hemispheric security?

The “new world order,” characterized by interdependent and interconnected relations among states, supranational structures, and formal and informal subnational agents with antagonistic interests, requires a different approach toward security than the one that prevailed during the Cold War.  Moreover, issues which were previously strictly domestic matters are becoming international concerns, with an impact not only on the security of the state in which they originate, but also on that of other states; as a result of this, those other nations feel the need to expand and increase the flexibility of the agenda and their perceptions of just what security and national interests entail. Consequently, most of the threats and risks to hemispheric security on the following list must be seen within that global dynamic. 

•
Violations of the principles of equal sovereignty, non-intervention, non-hegemony, self-determination, and human rights;

•
Deteriorating economic conditions in less developed countries;

•
Rising levels of poverty;

•
The international impact of internal political turmoil;

•
Disproportionate population growth;

•
Environmental degradation and resource scarcity;

•
Drug trafficking;

•
International mafias;

•
Terrorism;

•
Corruption;

•
Political instability;

•
Demands made by indigenous communities that affect law and order and are facilitated by crossborder networks of indigenous rights activists and supported by well financed international human rights and environmental groups;

•
The illegal arms trade;

•
Potential use of violence, particularly nuclear, chemical, toxic, and bacteriological weapons;

Regarding the consequences of these “new threats,” it can be seen that they are holding security in check since they can no longer be handled by traditional means. The current security regime thus suffers from a great weakness and a vacuum that cannot be resolved with the use of military components alone. This is compounded by traditional imbalances in security, which are further accentuated by deteriorating governmental structures and by the region’s socioeconomic, sociopolitical, and sociocultural situation, thus underscoring the operational failure of the international political system.

4.
In your government’s view, does the OAS have the necessary tools for conflict prevention and resolution and the peaceful settlement of disputes and what, in your government’s view, are those tools?

Article 3.i of the OAS Charter requires that controversies of an international character arising between two or more states be settled by peaceful procedures.  This principle is reaffirmed by Articles 24, 25, and 26, which establish the peaceful procedures to be used:  direct negotiation, good offices, mediation, investigation and conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, and others expressly agreed to by the parties.  These methods for resolving disputes are set out in the Pact of Bogotá.

As regards the Pact of Bogotá, that instrument is legally in force for only fourteen of the OAS’s founding member states.  For this reason it is not operable in conflicts involving states that are not legally bound by it.  Moreover, some states have subjected their ratification of the Pact to reservations that, as the Committee on Hemispheric Security has rightly said, seriously affect its validity and effectiveness.

While the need to amend this instrument has been discussed, the first task would be to develop a new security regime incorporating the instruments needed for the prevention and resolution of conflicts and the peaceful settlement of disputes.

5 & 6.
(a)
What are your government’s views on the Rio Treaty? What are your government’s views on the Pact of Bogotá?

These continental legal instruments have given signs of being obsolete and nonoperational. They must therefore be replaced by tools that are more suited to the new global and regional realities and that can guarantee decision-making based on equality among the OAS’s constituent nations.

5 & 6.
(b)
Has your government signed or ratified the Rio Treaty? Has your government signed or ratified the Pact of Bogotá? (c) Has your government signed or ratified the Protocol of Amendment to the Rio Treaty?
The Rio Treaty was ratified by Venezuela on September 9, 1948, and no reservations were made.

The country has not ratified either the Protocol of Amendment or the Pact of Bogotá.


(c)
Are there any legal impediments to ratification [of the 1975 Protocol of Amendment to the Rio Treaty and the Pact of Bogotá] by your government?

The position of the Venezuelan Government emphasizes the need to create a new security regime to reflect the new regional and subregional realities.  Consequently, the Protocol of Amendment and the Pact of Bogotá should also be reworked.

7.
(a)
What are your government’s views on the Inter-American Defense Board?
The IADB must adapt to the new conditions and consolidate its ability to respond to old and new threats alike.  Since the IADB was created in the general framework of a collective security system against an international backdrop of war in Europe and the Pacific, it now faces the enormous challenge of restating the need to create a new security regime.  In this regard, the IADB could offer interesting contributions. 

The IADB’s involvement in activities such as removing landmines and confidence-building measures has played a vital role in light of the operational failure of the Rio Treaty.  Nevertheless, the IADB must remain aware that the concept of security involves aspects other than the strictly defensive and/or military.

In addition, mention should be made of the failure to democratize its structure and the low profile it has traditionally maintained on issues relating to continental security–the contributions referred to above notwithstanding–and the lack of participation within it by specialized civilians.


(b)
Does your government intend to join the IADB? 
Venezuela is a member of the IADB.


(c)
In your government’s view, should the relationship between the OAS and the IADB be strengthened, and if so, how should this be done?
It is vital that the legal and administrative ties be consolidated and, for this, a clarification of the IADB’s status will be necessary.  In this regard, the report of the Special Committee on Hemispheric Security and the document presented by that committee titled “Inter-American Defense Board:  Legal and Institutional Ties, Powers, Functioning” clarify the importance of an institutional relationship between the IADB and the OAS.  Consequently, the member states would do well to consider the possibility of the IADB’s becoming a specialized organization of the OAS, with responsibility for security and defense matters and technical military advice–functions which could be expanded if security is seen in the broader context of political, economic, environmental, and social issues.

8.
In your government’s view, how are the following contributing to the hemispheric security agenda:


(a)
The Conference of Defense Ministers and meetings of chiefs of staff of armies, air forces and navies of the Americas; and (b) the RSS and the Central American Security Commission and other regional and subregional security-related processes, mechanisms and arrangements?

This relationship is healthy given the ties between these bodies and the hemispheric security process.  Nevertheless, it is clear that some of them have closer and stronger ties with those countries that carry the most weight within the OAS than with the regional agency itself; this, on occasions, could lead to the imposition of individual interests over those of the region. 


9.
In your government’s view, should there be a greater relationship between these Conferences and meetings and the OAS, and if so, how should it be done?

The OAS should be an open forum to allow the nations of the Americas to debate security problems, both real and potential.  The Organization should therefore keep in close contact with what is said at those conferences and meetings, in order to be able to better respond to regional security demands.  The best way to more closely integrate these conferences and meetings with the OAS could be by means of a liaison committee comprising experts in the field, who would meet not merely to discuss the issues set forth on those occasions but also to maintain a permanent presence in order to monitor and assess the steps taken in this connection.

10.
(a)
What are your government’s views on the fulfillment of the General Assembly mandates on the Special Conference on Security emanating from the Second Summit of the Americas? (c) In your government’s view, what should be the outcome and why?
The Committee on Hemispheric Security has done a superb job of pursuing the mandates set by the Second Summit of the Americas, as evidenced by the draft resolutions it has produced.  It would, however, be useful for the Committee on Hemispheric Security to meet more frequently and to seek out more streamlined channels for consulting with the member states.  In this regard, the questionnaires you sent out to the member states for collecting their opinions have been a useful tool.


(b)
In your government’s view, what should be the level of representation at the Special Conference on Security?
Representation should be at the highest ministerial level, from both the foreign and defense ministries.

� FILENAME  \* MERGEFORMAT �CP08591E05�








