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My delegation will, on this occasion, restrict itself to providing in writing the arguments underlying our request, which has already been accepted by the Committee, to include a chapter on conventional security in the agenda of the meetings. Also, it will state that it is fully in agreement with the focus on terrorism as a core item on the agenda, as other representatives have said.

On the first issue, my delegation considered, inter alia, the following background material:

· The Consolidation of Conventional Security as a Prerequisite for a New Vision of Hemispheric Security, presented by Peru to support the inclusion of this item on the agenda of the Meeting of Defense Ministers (Committee on Hemispheric Security of  October 29, 2002), the Declaration of Budapest of December 1994, and the Charter for European Security – Istanbul Summit – of November 1999.

· Peru’s thesis is that the end of the Cold War has not totally eliminated the threat of international conflicts, even within the regional context. That is why there is still a valid need for a collective or cooperative security system that, with the addition of certain transparency-oriented and confidence-building measures, will permit a gradual and progressive cut-back in conventional military spending.  That is a view my delegation shares, so long as it leaves intact the state's commitment to guarantee domestic security, especially vis-à-vis terrorist threats.

The Istanbul Summit of the OSCE in 1999 referred to the challenges we all share in the following paragraph which my delegation would like to underscore on this occasion:

· “The last decade of the twentieth century has brought great achievements in the OSCE area; co-operation has replaced previous confrontation, but the danger of conflicts between States has not been eliminated.  We have put Europe's old divisions behind us, but new risks and challenges have emerged.  Since we signed the Charter of Paris it has become more obvious that threats to our security can stem from conflicts within States as well as from conflicts between States.  We have experienced conflicts which have often resulted from flagrant violations of OSCE norms and principles.  We have witnessed atrocities of a kind we had thought were relegated to the past.  In this decade it has become clear that all such conflicts can represent a threat to the security of all OSCE participating states.”

For its part, the Declaration of Washington, signed and issued by the heads of state and government participating in the April 1999 meeting of the North American Council, had the following to say:

· “We, the Heads of State and Government of the member countries of the North Atlantic Alliance, declare for a new century our mutual commitment to defend our people, our territory and our liberty, founded on democracy, human rights, and the rule of law.  The world has changed dramatically over the last half century, but our common values and security interests remain the same.

· At this anniversary summit, we affirm our determination to continue advancing these goals, building on the habits of trust and co-operation we have developed over fifty years.  Collective defence remains the core purpose of NATO.  We affirm our commitment to promote peace, stability and freedom.” 

And further on…

· “We reaffirm our faith, as stated in the North Atlantic Treaty, in the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and reiterate our desire to live in peace with all nations, and to settle any international dispute by peaceful means.” 

The Declaration of Budapest of December 1994 and the Charter for European Security emphasize that the concept of security is mutual, comprehensive, and indivisible and the treaty on conventional armed forces in Europe will continue to be the cornerstone of European security.

Although it is true that threats such as racial hatred, organized crime, drug trafficking, and violent extremism are mentioned, all require a collective response. From the point of view of the commitments of States, there is no contradiction between conventional security and the so-called New Threats.

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe focuses on guaranteeing the security and peace of states; hence the value and importance attached to the aforementioned treaty and to systems to ensure observance of human rights, especially those of ethnic and religious minorities, an area which, as we know, in Europe is regarded as a traditional breeding ground for major armed conflicts.  In fact, the one time that mention is made of strengthening the civilian police, while calling for enhanced technical training in citizen security matters, the main focus is on establishing mechanisms for supervising the police and preventing it from activities that discriminate on religious or ethnic grounds, and on promoting a civilian police force itself made up of members from a wide range of ethnic and/or religious groups.

Nothing my delegation has said may be construed as wishing to minimize or understate the importance of the New Threats or the obvious concern of many States in the Hemisphere to take up the task of combating them and eliminating or mitigating their impact.

Also emphasized are all those mechanisms that help to guarantee peace among States, such as conflict prevention through the early warning system, peaceful settlement of disputes, preventive diplomacy, and crisis management, transparency and mutual confidence-building measures among States.

Likewise, my delegation considers that terrorism should be accorded top priority during the upcoming Conference in Mexico.

Both the Declaration of Washington and that of Budapest in 1994 condemn terrorism. The Charter for European Security also obliges states to undertake to step up their efforts to thwart the preparation and financing of any act of terrorism.

This message has been reinforced by several United Nations resolutions, especially those issued in the aftermath of the September 11 attacks, and by the response of the inter-American system, which led to the adoption of the Inter-American Convention against Terrorism, signed in Barbados.

In some ways, terrorism does not fit in, conceptually, with the other new threats. It is not perpetrated by state agents and that is its specific difference to traditional ideas on State security. However, it now has a sufficiently established space of its own.


In conclusion, my delegation believes that the subject of conventional security is not just historically important.  Far from being displaced by the so-called New Threats, today it remains as valid as ever.
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