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The Permanent Mission of Panama presents its compliments to the Committee on Hemispheric Security and has the honor to forward the reply of the Government of Panama to the Questionnaire on New Approaches to Hemispheric Security.


The Permanent Mission of Panama avails itself of the opportunity to reiterate to the Committee on Hemispheric Security the assurances of its highest consideration.

Washington, D.C., November 14, 2001

REPUBLIC OF PANAMA

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

FOREIGN POLICY OFFICE

Foreign Policy Analysis Unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON NEW APPROACHES TO HEMISPHERIC SECURITY

(Approved by the Committee on Hemispheric Security at its meeting of March 2, 2001)

I. CONCEPTS OF SECURITY

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


The Summit of the Americas process has introduced a new generation of guiding principles in the inter-American hemispheric security and defense system.  One example is human security as a key element of comprehensive nation-state security, also to include, in addition to traditional political and military aspects, much broader concepts with economic, social, cultural, and environmental dimensions.  To summarize, the Government of the Republic of Panama considers that the principle of human security is now the central element of comprehensive hemispheric security, as included by Panama in the Fundamentos de la Política Panameña de Seguridad [Basic Principles of Panamanian Security Policy], adopted in June 2000.  However, concepts relating to the “doctrine of national security” still persist within the inter-American system, which must be dispensed with, as they relate to the Cold War context.

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?

Panama considers that the guiding principles of the hemispheric security and defense concept to be adopted by the inter-American system should be based on a comprehensive democratic institutional framework, taking as their central and fundamental reference the security of the individual/person/citizen/human being to whom the democratic system is obliged, under the social contract, to provide with a basic sense of security in connection with the concerns of daily life, such as job, income, health, education, environmental, and personal security, and security against violence in all its forms, manifestations, and origins.  This outlines the Government of Panama’s understanding, as set out in the Basic Principles of Panamanian Security Policy (June 2000), which adopts the “doctrine
 of human security” as the “conceptual and philosophical framework for the comprehensive security of the Republic of Panama,” as conceived by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), as a factor in sustainable human development (see attached document, p. 4), a new world development model wherein treating the human being as a subject of development and economic growth is viewed as a means, not an end.  This is intended to assist individuals fully to develop their human capacities and profit most from them, in all spheres:  economic, social, cultural, and political, while preserving options and means for use by future generations.

In fact, the Basic Principles indicate that “adoption of the concept of human security implies that individuals and grassroots communities, with their corresponding opportunities and inalienable rights, are the explicit reference point in defining the responsibility and purpose of comprehensive security.  Such security thus points to a need to establish the legal, cultural, and political conditions so that such heritage is not jeopardized or sacrificed and so that territorial and state security constitute a means to protect interests and meet the population’s needs.” (p. 4)

In keeping with current theoretical guidelines, the basic security concept is redefined in keeping with the following “new perceptions”:

· Human security must be available to all individuals worldwide, in poor and rich countries alike;

· An attack on the security of individuals anywhere in the world would probably involve all countries;

· Addressing threats to security is less costly and more humanitarian when approached from below (grassroots communities; civil society) rather than from the top down;

· Most individuals have an instinctive understanding of the meaning of security.

In the interest of accuracy, we consider that the best way to apply these principles would be to take them in the context of their comprehensive nature/concept/vision, that is, to underscore their multidimensional, differentiated, harmonious, democratic, and multilateral nature, as set out by the Government of the Republic of Panama in the Basic Principles of Panamanian Security Policy (see Basic Principles, attached hereto, pp. 3-4.)

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?

The common approaches should be based, first, on a clear hemispheric consensus view of the “new” risks, threats, and challenges to security in a context of globalization–not only economic, but also globalization of communications technology, culture, politics, ideas, etc., as these factors affect the dynamics of societies and the individuals comprising them.  Taking such a comprehensive view, we consider that treating individuals as the fundamental subjects, with needs, aspirations, and expectations, rather than as the objects, of the “sustainable development” process, must be, we reiterate, the focus of the new approach or approaches to hemispheric security in addressing the risks, threats, and challenges to security.

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?

Panama considers that the risks, threats, and challenges to security faced by the Hemisphere are precisely those which, in a democratic institutional framework, affect human security.  These include:  transnational organized crime in all its manifestations and forms, drug trafficking, illicit arms trafficking, natural disasters, terrorism in all its manifestations and forms, money laundering, flows of illegal immigrants, job insecurity, disparate income levels, and inadequate access to health care, education, and housing  - or at least decent housing.  The political consequences of such threats manifest themselves as instability and a detrimental effect on our societies’ democratic institutions.

II.
INSTRUMENTS

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?


In Panama’s view, the inter-American system has the necessary legal tools, established mainly in the Pact of Bogotá of 1948.  Many instruments exist; whether they are utilized is contingent mainly upon the political will of the states.  However, in our view, it is a not a question of quantity, but rather of the quality and innovative adaptability afforded by such instruments and others as part of the dynamics of the institutions of the inter-American hemispheric security system (the system’s “new institutional architecture”).  In particular, consideration must be given to the introduction of mechanisms that may facilitate negotiations in the case of conflicts involving more than two parties, also known as multi-party conflicts.

5.
a.
What are your government’s views on the Rio Treaty?

In the document “Política Exterior Panameña frente al Terrorismo Internacional” [Panamanian Foreign Policy in Addressing International Terrorism], of October 15, 2001, the Government of Panama sets out its position as follows:  “Panama is a party to the Rio Treaty and, in consequence, is obliged to fulfill the commitments and obligations established therein.  This obligation applies not only to Panama but also to all States Parties to the Rio Treaty until such time as they withdraw formally from the Treaty through the procedure for denunciation
, which is effective under the Treaty two years from the date of formal notification of denunciation.  However, as may be concluded from the abovementioned Panamanian foreign policy document, the Government of Panama would like “to contribute to the design of a new hemispheric security system in keeping with current realities and based on the human security model,” which implies substantial reform of the Treaty or even its replacement with a new regional instrument drafted in the context of reform of the institutions of the hemispheric security system.

b. Has your government signed or ratified the Rio Treaty?

Panama signed and ratified the Rio Treaty through Law of the Republic No. 73 of December 19, 1947.

c. Has your government signed or ratified the Protocol of Amendment to the Rio Treaty?

Panama has signed, but not ratified, the 1975 Protocol of Amendment to the Rio Treaty.  In signing the Protocol, Panama did so with the following reservation:  “In signing this Protocol of Amendment to the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, Panama does so with the reservation that the new text may only be adopted in keeping with Panamanian constitutional provisions on ratification of treaties.  In the interim, Panama shall not adopt any new clause that may contravene the mandates of the Political Constitution of the Republic of Panama or its national interests.”

d. Are there any legal impediments to ratification by your government?

See the aforementioned reservation.

6.
a.
What are your government’s views on the Pact of Bogotá?

It should be adapted to current realities and needs with a view to revitalizing and strengthening mechanisms for peaceful settlement of conflicts and disputes, and other mechanisms that might be utilized in an innovative and practical way.  In particular, as mentioned in No. 4 above, consideration should be given to introducing mechanisms that may facilitate negotiations in conflicts involving more than two parties, also known as multi-party conflicts.

b. Has your government signed or ratified the Pact of Bogotá?

The Pact of Bogotá was ratified through Law of the Republic No. 38 of March 7, 1951.

c. Are there any legal impediments to ratification by your government?

Not applicable.

III.
INSTITUTIONS AND PROCESSES

7.
a.
What are your government’s views on the Inter-American Defense Board?

As a demilitarized country, Panama does not, at this time, participate in the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB).

The IADB, like the Rio Treaty, is a product of the Cold War.  Like the other institutions and instruments of the inter-American hemispheric security and defense system, the IADB must undergo institutional reform.  In fact, during the Cold War, a time very unlike the present, the Board enjoyed autonomy, stemming from the prevailing policy.  In today’s context, the functions of the IADB must thus be adapted within the structure of the inter-American security system so that the Board may serve the Committee on Hemispheric Security as a technical advisory body.

b. Does your government intend to joint the IADB?

No.

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?

One innovative idea would be to establish a single, flexible coordination mechanism or channel to implement the mandates of the Summit of the Americas, the Meetings of Ministers of Defense
, the meetings of chiefs of staff of armies, air forces, and navies of the Americas, and the specialized conferences on security through the Committee on Hemispheric Security, with the technical advisory services of the Inter-American Defense Board.  In that connection, the idea is to establish a single channel to bring together all processes within the Hemisphere in the security and defense area, together with the institutional results thereof.   To that end, such suggestions are well founded, and supplement those put forward in No. 9 below.

In the Government of Panama’s view, this relationship should not only be strengthened between institutions – thus far, the IADB and the Inter-American Defense College (IADC
), an academic institution affiliated with the Board, have operated as semi-autonomous entities – but, to address the new needs, their mission and vision must be redesigned in terms of functional relations, for example, by incorporating more civilian staff and experts into their institutional structure or, in the IADC’s case, by supplementing their programs and activities with those of academic training institutions and research centers in the Hemisphere.
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 sub-regional security-related processes, mechanisms, and arrangements?

It should be asked, in this connection, whether, in the hemispheric context, quantity equals institutional quality, efficiency, and efficacy.  Is there adequate, effective coordination among these subregional and regional instruments?  We consider that such coordination is lacking and, before continuing with the proliferation and dissemination of such agreements, we must consider whether there is duplication and overlap of function, and whether they are relatively autonomous as they all address – but perhaps do not distinguish within – the same thematic area:  hemispheric defense and security.   To summarize, the key word and activity is “hierarchical” coordination in the decision-making process by the same players in the different subregional spaces.

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?

In keeping with the suggestions outlined in No. 7.c, a single coordination mechanism or channel might be established to implement the mandates of the Summit of the Americas, the Meetings of Ministers of Defense, the meetings of chiefs of staff of armies, air forces, and navies of the Americas, and the specialized conferences on security through the Committee on Hemispheric Security of the OAS, with the technical advisory services of the Inter-American Defense Board.  The idea is to establish and make formal provision for a single, flexible coordination mechanism to channel all processes under way in the area of hemispheric security and defense, together with the institutional results thereof.

As occurs 
in the FTAA negotiations, the subregional agreements (Association of Caribbean States
-CARICOM
, MERCOSUR, the Andean Community, the Central American Community
, and NAFTA) might be represented as a block, which would facilitate the process of implementing decisions and would, to a large extent, avoid duplications that waste time, resources, and energy.  Ideally, in addressing the various items on the hemispheric security agenda, the mechanism created might function like “a well-oiled machine.”

IV. SPECIAL CONFERENCE ON SECURITY

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?

Work to fulfill the General Assembly mandates on the Special Conference on Security has proceeded at the usual pace, unhurried by the events of September 11, 2001, which to a great extent led to the decision taken by the OAS to hold the Conference in 2002, rather than 2004, as originally mandated by the Third Summit of the Americas.

In the Government of Panama’s view, the objective of the Special Conference on Security to be held in 2002 must be to create a new hemispheric defense and security architecture.  The Committee on Hemispheric Security, with the support of the Permanent Council and member states of the OAS will have to make extraordinary efforts to complete all studies, analyses, and prior consultation processes – to include hemispheric civil society, as occurs
 in the FTAA process – to succeed in preparing the final documents to be considered at the Special Conference on Security.

The Government of Panama, which currently chairs the Committee on Hemispheric Security, will make every effort to attain this objective, underscoring the anticipated results, set out in section 10.c.

b. In your government’s view, what should be the level of representation at the Special Conference on Security?

Representation should be at ministerial level, with the active participation of ministers of foreign affairs / defense / security / government / the interior / government and justice and representatives of public security and national defense entities, both civilian, police, and military.


c.
In your government’s view, what should be the outcome and why?

After the events of September 11 in the United States, there are high expectations for the results of the Special Conference on Security, especially as, owing to those events, the Conference was moved forward from 2004 to 2002.  To do justice to the opportunity and challenge facing us, specific results must be attained in the following areas, considered in the context of reform of the institutions of the inter-American hemispheric security system (the “new institutional architecture”):  the Pact of Bogotá, the Rio Treaty, the Inter-American Defense Board, the Inter-American Defense College, the Meetings of Ministers of Defense, hierarchical interaction between the hemispheric system and UN Security Council decisions, interaction among hemispheric institutions, and the subregional agreements/mechanisms.

The Government of Panama considers that we should not err by placing the fight against terrorism at the top of the hemispheric security agenda, to the point of neglecting other important topics.  Were this to occur, it would hark back to what ensued at the hemispheric level during the Cold War when the fight against the “Communist threat" precluded treatment of many other important topics in the area of security and defense.

Discussion at the Conference must not fail to address, inter alia, the following topics:

-
Social dialogue as a factor in attaining domestic peace;

· A culture of peace, justice, and respect for human rights which, among other things, fosters peaceful coexistence among the various ethnic, cultural, and religious groups;

· Subordination of police and military sectors to civilian authorities enjoying democratic legitimacy;

· As a means of ensuring human security, emphasis on expenditure/investment in the area of public security to meet the “social debt”; 

· Although at this juncture, meeting hemispheric defense and security needs may imply increased expenditure on security (training, intelligence, communications equipment, etc.), this is compatible with decreased expenditure on costly traditional defense systems.   Military expenditure must therefore fall in real terms in the countries of the Hemisphere, thereby generating “peace dividends,” which may be devoted to social investment, as recommended as part of the concept of human security;

· Interaction between the security and defense system and the inter-American human rights system.

The delegation of Panama will also underscore the fact that any security and defense measures that the Hemisphere may require must be conceived and executed without eroding individual liberties, human rights, democracy, and the rule of law itself.

Reference document:

Republic of Panama, Ministry of Interior and Justice
:  Fundamentos de la Política Panameña de Seguridad, June 21, 2000 (Cabinet Resolution No. 34 of June 21, 2000).

ACH/ec

Panama, November 2, 2001
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