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Our experience since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 proves that the current hemispheric security structure can address the region’s security needs.  After all, we mobilized hemispheric support and responses to fight terrorism under the OAS Charter and Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (“Rio Treaty”).  These agreements and other sub-regional security arrangements set a standard for nations to respond in their common defense, with the ultimate goal of creating a more secure environment.  The invocation of the Rio Treaty in response to the terrorist attacks of September 11th demonstrated the flexibility of our security architecture to address new and emerging threats.

Yet, a genuinely stable and se cure environment cannot be created by solely focusing on our national defense problems.  Because threats to our security can stem from conflicts within states as well as from those between states, we must also pay attention to these other security concerns.  As new threats and security challenges have evolved and emerged, the states of the Americas have stepped up to meet them with specialized, innovative mechanisms at the sub-regional level.  We must continue these efforts on a regional scale.

Since 1995, the OAS has built an impressive record of achievement in the defense and security fields.  Together, our nations have conceived and adopted by consensus over 90 resolutions on regional arms control, demining, nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction, confidence- and security building measures (CSBMs), and many additional aspects of defense and security policy.
Moreover, we have adopted three conventions concerning illicit trafficking in firearms, transparency in conventional arms acquisitions, and terrorism.  By actions and deeds, and not mere words, the OAS has produced an impressive record.

This begs the question of what should we strive for at the Summit-mandated Conference on Security to be held in May 2003?

Because our security rests most fundamentally upon the pillars of democracy, prosperity, and peace, our review of the hemisphere’s security must buttress these three fundamental principles.  With this in mind, I would offer eight recommendations:

First, we must seek to define the current threats and sources of insecurity, take stock of existing tools for dealing with them, and consider any additional methods and measures required.  We must resist the considerable temptation to define “security” to include virtually any issue.  For example, while it is true that we should consider the impact of extreme poverty on our common security, we should take care not to settle for an overly broad, unfocused, definition that renders the term “security” virtually meaningless and renders our hemispheric security agenda unattainable.

Second, and related to the definition of security, we should acknowledge that some aspects of the human condition, such as development, public health, the environment, and social concerns are best addressed within other appropriate Summit of the Americas and OAS fora rather than within an Inter-American security system.

Third, we must continue to support existing mechanisms and institutions, and reaffirm the essential purposes of our hemispheric security architecture.  It is fundamental that the region be ready and able to deter -- and to defend itself against -- any threat of aggression towards another nation. Yet, due to the existence of other destabilizing factors, the nations of the hemisphere also must expand our commitment to security by embracing wide-ranging partnerships, cooperation, and dialogue with one another, with the ultimate aim of increasing transparency, mutual confidence, and the capacity for coordinated action.

Fourth, our evolving security architecture must identify early warning signs of potential sources of conflict and adopt timely measures to address them.  Inter-American conflict prevention and resolution capabilities must be strengthened through the adoption of appropriate mechanisms, measures and tools for early warning, the peaceful settlement of disputes and the prevention of conflict.  This applies to conflicts within states, as well as those between states.
Fifth, our security architecture must have a more formal structure and process conducive to the development, implementation, and consideration of new confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs).  Perhaps agreeing to hold a biannual regional conference on CSBMs would be a first step toward the institutionalization of CSBMs in the Hemisphere.

Sixth, our security architecture must recognize the important contributions of existing sub-regional arrangements, agreements and measures that foster hemispheric security.  For example, the Regional Security System (RSS) of the Caribbean and the Framework Treaty on Democratic Security in Central America both play an important role in defining our present and future security architecture.

Seventh, the Special Conference on Security also should recognize that the OAS must have educational, technical and advisory expertise on defense and security issues to better serve its member states.  We should transform the Inter-American Defense Board and Inter-American Defense College and make them an integral part of the Inter-American system at the OAS.

Finally, the product of our hemispheric security review must be a structure that all states find relevant to their security concerns and in which they can all participate effectively and to their mutual benefit.

After unimaginable terrorist attacks, our hemispheric security architecture, including the Rio Treaty, was applied and proved remarkably flexible and responsive.  The task ahead is to make our common hemispheric security architecture even more relevant and effective. . Facing the new and dynamic environment of the 21st century, it is incumbent upon the states of the Western Hemisphere to seize the unique opportunity to design a Cooperative Hemispheric Security Architecture for the 21st Century and beyond.
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