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PROLOGUE

Recognizing the need to account for my work as Secretary General of the Organization of American States, I have decided to present a detailed report on developments in the Organization over the past ten years.  I do so conscious of the bias that results from tending to give more weight to areas with which I am most familiar and in which I was most involved.  I have also attempted to convey the whole set of ideas and analysis with which I approached the problems of the Hemisphere, even in matters for which we are not directly responsible.


In this report, I simply acknowledge the marked interdependence that is a hallmark of the world in these times of globalization.  If we do not examine how some variables influence others, the most likely outcome will be that we fail to grasp what is happening around us.  Undoubtedly the principal obligation of a director of an organization such as the OAS is to try and understand what is happening, sound out the direction in which events are moving, address the major challenges and issues, and put forward and find appropriate responses through collective action.

I would like to thank all those who have worked closely with me for their valuable support during these years, as well as all the OAS staff who provided me with the material I needed for a constant review of hemispheric institutions.  I thank, also, the members of the Permanent Council, without whose ongoing support, hard work, and understanding it would have been impossible to achieve what has already begun to form part of the past, as new challenges, new ideas, and new aspirations begin to emerge. 


Clearly, too, I must thank the Ministers and Ministries of Foreign Affairs for allowing me to be constantly in touch.  Without them, it is inconceivable that the OAS would have changed as significantly as it has in recent years.  The Heads of State and Government are the source of a new vision, which assigned us new tasks and responsibilities.  They have been the driving force behind these collectively accomplished transformations. 

INTRODUCTION

The OAS in Transition to the Twenty-first Century: 1994-2004
As my term at the helm of the OAS draws to a close, it is time to re-examine the Organization’s role in the concert of nations, scan the horizon, determine the course we would like the hemispheric institutions to take, and gauge the ability of both the original and more recent institutions to bring us closer to the ideals we cherish.

When we attempt to take stock of events in the Hemisphere from our beginnings to the start of the twenty-first century and measure our achievements against the goals our founders set themselves in Bogotá, it must undoubtedly be said that original expectations have been surpassed.

In the period in which I was called upon to be Secretary General of the OAS, both inter-American relations and the inter-American system of institutions underwent deep and far-reaching changes.  These stemmed from the end of the Cold War, the novel phenomena brought about by globalization, and from the enormous effort that went into transforming institutions and forging new instruments to match new challenges.

Clearly, the end of the Cold War provided an excellent opportunity to refocus on our original commitment to making the defense of democracy and protection of human rights the top priority within the broad range of the Organization’s responsibilities.

As the Cold War ended, the increasing interdependence of our economies and societies became more and more striking.  The revolution in information technology and telecommunications began to have profound, political, economic, and social effects.  Interdependence began to seal the fate of citizens, transcending frontiers, social classes, religions, races, and nations.

That interdependence could indeed be defined as a set of factors, of circumstances bringing together individuals and peoples, crossing the lines between countries, classes, religions, and races.

In the Americas, these factors are intensified by the existence of cultural, historical, and geographical ties.  They mean that, despite differences of size, wealth, and power, our societies share a series of problems, challenges, and hopes.  That, in turn, means that each and every one of those topics must be addressed collectively, since stable and lasting solutions cannot be devised in isolation.  The advancement of some may not be achieved at the expense of the aspirations of their neighbors and the way one country solves its problems affects all the others.

If we go back to our roots, we must point out that the Organization of American States was, historically, the first attempt in the Hemisphere to create a union based on principles, not just on economic or strategic interests.  Unfortunately, that lofty cause was watered down amidst priorities set by the Cold War, then in its infancy, when democracy and respect for human rights were sacrificed on the altar of a common front against the other ideology.  This was a period when the real common denominator for union was fear. 

For several decades, the OAS was at a standstill in terms of fulfilling some of its essential purposes.  It was a time of rivalry, mistrust, misunderstandings, and all too frequent frustration and disenchantment.  Unilateral actions and force of arms sowed suspicion and fostered retrenchment.  There was, perhaps, only one notable joint venture:  the utopia that led to the Alliance for Progress, which was, however, soon doomed to lose its ambitious, overarching drive.  The principles enshrined in our Charter served then more to divide than to unite us; as ideas we could cling to as we vented our fears and frustrations rather than as the cornerstones on which to construct a shared ideal.

Global confrontation with its retinue of dictatorships, civil wars, and unilateral interventions paralyzed collective, hemispheric action, decimated opportunities for cooperation, and dealt a huge blow to solidarity.  The OAS was, without a doubt, a victim of the consequences of a world sundered into irreconcilable blocs.  Democracy and respect for human rights, and even the sovereignty of nations and international law were sacrificed and relegated to insignificance by the clash between East and West.  The bilateral approach dominated inter-American relations and brooked practically no rival.

Little by little the Organization yielded ground, in the debate of major political issues and solutions, to other fora and other forces.  It took refuge in routine, while seeking to retain some relevance, and carved itself a niche among entities dedicated to technical cooperation.  I criticize, particularly, the period when wars broke out in Central America and the OAS was caught up in interpretations of the origin and reasons for those conflicts that were totally at odds with reality.

The OAS had lent itself more to the containment of unilateralism than to the quest for collective action; to striking a balance between the great powers, rather than solving the problems of the Hemisphere.  But then the time arrived to boost confidence and spur the cooperation that would enable us to forge a genuine consensus for action.  The end of the Cold War also marked the end of a period of acute disagreement in hemispheric relations.  By the early 1990s, it was possible to close the door on decades of isolationism, confrontation, and mistrust.  Our first term of office began amidst encouraging signs of potential for a new form of multilateralism.  All of us sensed that we were experiencing a transition from an old to a new order that we had difficulty defining.

We began our work imbued with a deep conviction that the OAS was a relevant player on the international scene, with considerable potential and the ability to adapt to a world evolving at prodigious speed.  It was shedding many of the ties that had bound it in the past.  There was an optimistic feeling that the OAS could handle the new goals and the joint action they called for, although there were also mixed feelings, doubts, and fears regarding the possibility of espousing the principles extolled in the Charter while, at the same time, taking on the risks associated with an active multilateralism that might threaten those principles or jeopardize policies based on national interests.  So we were conscious that if the national interest of states involved taking a stance on international issues we were obliged to find mechanisms, instruments, entities, and legal parameters to process our differences in an orderly, legitimate, and even-handed fashion.

The idea caught on, with increasing speed, that national efforts were not enough to shape a better world for citizens.  Already by the beginning of the decade, the debate began to shift.  We no longer asked ourselves if collective action was or was not necessary, but rather what type of instruments and what forms of multilateralism we would use.

We were able to begin discerning what the future held in store for the inter-American system, because gradually we pieced together a vision of what we were capable of doing, collectively, to determine our common destiny.  And if we wanted to talk of greater interdependence in the economic sphere, then we would have to address the issue of integration:  a term that comprises a host of factors, including the waning importance of political borders, the ease with which goods and services are exchanged, and the growing impact of our actions on others.

Interdependence, in this new guise, is essentially the product of two factors: technological change and the shift in savings and investment policy.  Technology has caused economic and geographical distances to shrink, by cutting the cost of transportation, facilitating communication, and expediting the processing of information.  Moreover, over the past ten years, world trade grew twice – and foreign investment three times – as fast as output.

So there was no escaping the need for the new American multilateralism, and the opportunities and challenges it harbored for our governments and the entire inter-American network of institutions.  It was clear, too, that we were attempting to design an inter-American system compatible with a new vision of the Americas.  We were obliged to strive for harder-hitting, more effective collective actions, capable of addressing the problems and challenges of our times.

All of us became aware that there was no going back to the isolationist stances of the past.  All of us recalled how simply invoking sovereignty, in many cases justifiably, did not solve problems and simply triggered waves of verbal recrimination, in which we blamed the other, or a third, party for our problems.

We must come to realize that our disagreements and conflicts stem not only from unilateral actions and measures, or unwillingness to seek agreement, but also from the quickening pace of globalization and integration, which may bring prosperity but may also generate problems and challenges.

It was necessary to transcend a too dogged defense of national interests and an archaic notion of hemispheric security and instead pursue more cooperative arrangements, geared more to regulating, via conventions and treaties, matters that called for collective regional action.

It was clear that a new context had emerged for deft and resolute, political and diplomatic moves in defense of democracy and human rights; that it was becoming essential to resort to hemispheric action to solve a host of problems we had in common.  There was no way we could cling to interpretations of the principles of the Charter that would condemn us to inaction.

Finally, it became abundantly clear that there would have to be channels of communication and dialogue, mechanisms to settle differences and seek consensus, and, in some cases, national reconciliation between the state and society or among diverse segments of civil society.

The New Multilateralism in the Americas

From the onset of this new phase, we were conscious of the potential risks of taking on an agenda that had previously only been considered an internal or domestic matter.  The fact that the national interest of states required taking a stand on external issues forced us to find mechanisms, instruments, entities, and legal parameters with which to process the issues and differences.  An inter-American system was needed that could meet that requirement while, at the same time, staunchly defending the principles of nonintervention, self-determination of peoples, respect for sovereignty, the legal equality of states, and the defense of representative democracy and human rights.  Otherwise, we would be doomed to the law of the jungle in coping with the increasing complexity of hemispheric affairs.

In the world today, many of the determinants of the welfare of our peoples lie beyond our national borders.  International trade and financial flows, protection of the environment and sustainable development, democratic values and respect for human dignity, telecommunications and migration, as well as hemispheric peace and security are all objectives and phenomena that go beyond the inner sanctum of domestic issues.  Even “evil” has become international, as transnational organized crime and terrorism testify.

As we said earlier, the OAS was not impervious to the consequences of a world split into bitterly opposed blocs.  Global confrontation, with its sequel of dictatorships, civil wars, and interventionism in the Hemisphere, paralyzed collective action, drastically reduced opportunities for constructive cooperation, and weakened solidarity.  Overcoming this meant restoring trust in hemispheric institutions and, above all, assigning them, in no uncertain terms, the task of adapting to the demands of the new age.

Meanwhile, as mentioned earlier, the agenda has broadened considerably.  That process can be tracked, over the past ten years, in a succession of hemispheric Summits of Heads of State and Government, in which, by now, almost every domestic issue has its international dimension.

Yet, as we all realize, integration cannot be a merely economic venture.  In Santiago we asked ourselves how to make integration not just a commercial affair but rather a process with vast social and political implications; how to shore up the political will of governments, congresses, and public opinion, the length and breadth of the Hemisphere; how to ensure that small economies and those with the lowest per capita income benefit from integration; and what the OAS and the rest of the system will do to assist the countries that need to meet the vast demands imposed on their economies and societies by globalization and the revolution in information technology.  We asked ourselves: “How are we going to cope with the enormous pressure already being exerted on our social security systems or with the looming threats to our cultures?”

In a world marked by increasing interdependence, forging an inter-American system capable of defending the principles of the Charter while at the same time attempting to solve controversies represents a great challenge.  Yet the fact of the matter is that the OAS – used for so long to legitimize unilateral actions – has gradually turned into an institution that guarantees equilibrium in inter-American relations.  That is the kind of OAS the states appreciate, even though there remain vestiges of the old way of thinking in some countries that cling to the stereotypes that prevailed during the Cold War.

We cannot, however, permit a host of conflicts and challenges to arise without establishing some order and an agenda for the institutions of the inter-American system and the relations among our states.  If we do, a new system will emerge but it will lack the balances, consensus, and trust we need to overcome the hurdles, avoid the risks, and maximize the opportunities that go hand in hand with interdependence.  It is integration, within stable legal frameworks and appropriate mechanisms for resolving disputes that will enable these processes to create a better environment for progress in a world inevitably and unwaveringly formed by globalization.

In the Americas, despite differences of size, power, and wealth, our societies share problems, challenges, and hopes.  Cultural, historical, and geographical ties have grown stronger by the day, spurred by the certainty of a common destiny that the future holds.

The New Vision of the OAS

Within that frame of reference and against that backdrop, with the mandates that emerged from the first Summit of the Americas, we drafted a guide, a series of principles and actions, which we called “The New Vision of the OAS.”  Some progress was undoubtedly achieved on the path to cooperation and understanding; above all, toward a convergence of values and principles and the conviction that we share a common destiny.

We shed our ingrained pessimism regarding the outlook for inter-American relations, along with a somewhat confrontational and divisive discourse, to turn our attention toward strengthening actions to consolidate democracy; the pursuit of sustainable development; and the quest for peace, mutual confidence, the protection of human rights, and a true commitment to build a Hemisphere in which the free circulation of knowledge, information, and persons, and the war on poverty would guarantee prosperity and justice for our peoples.  The General Assembly in Montrouis, Haiti, lent its resolute support to the Vision and transformed it into hemispheric mandates.

The New Vision underscored the need to address the crises that pose a daily threat to our Hemisphere and to make use of procedures such as mediation, conciliation, or good offices, to diminish tensions that could undermine our democracy.

We also focused on changing the traditional way of dealing only with governments and the Executive Branch.  We made a point of saying that we would work in a more cooperative and supportive way with the judiciary and with parliaments, and with local and regional governments, as well as with nongovernmental organizations.

From then on, we made clear our desire to work on strengthening political parties and electoral tribunals and to make our technical capabilities available in support of decentralization and local authorities.

Following the Miami Summit, there was no more talk about whether issues had a multilateral dimension or not, whether or not collective action was required, or whether cooperation or solidarity was called for.  Debate hinged on the kind of instruments and forms of multilateralism we should employ.  No longer did we focus on our differences.  Rather, we placed emphasis on areas of agreement and on the convergence of values and shared principles.  In that way, step by step, mutual confidence was being forged.  That was when it became feasible to enrich collective action, to make it a balanced and effective tool for accomplishing common goals.

We saw how our Assembly in Montrouis served as a forum to endorse the proposals we outlined in “A New Vision of the OAS” and helped us discover the new priorities set by our Heads of State and Government in Miami.  In those days brimming with activity and initiative, it was becoming clear that the Americas were harboring a grand project geared to integration, union, and solidarity.  The revamping of the substance of the OAS agenda went hand in hand with an equally thoroughgoing renovation of its internal architecture, the structure of its principal activities, and the manner in which we would extend our cooperation.  From that General Assembly on, we fostered initiatives aimed at boosting our capacity to formulate polices and expedite the processing of the agenda set for the Organization by the Summits, the Assemblies, and the Permanent Council.

Institutional arrangements were consolidated that would allow the General Secretariat to take on a more dynamic role.  These included the specialized units, a modus operandi that concentrated the Organization’s efforts not so much in the former councils (CIES and CIECC) as in dependencies steered by the Secretary General. 


Another challenge of the day was to set in motion new cooperation mechanisms that were undergoing a comprehensive review.  We told ourselves that we would cease to be a fairly insignificant player in the field of cooperation.  The start-up of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI) had to be distinctly more than just the sum of the former councils. 


In fact, the creation of CIDI and these specialized units transformed the way the Organization responds to the mandates of the member states.  This series of changes was neither easy nor swift.  Change came at the deliberate pace with which multilateral institutions work, laboriously, toward new points of consensus, even in matters of an administrative nature.  We placed before states a large number of proposals designed to prompt change and to be considered by the governing bodies of the Organization.


Ordinary as it though it may seem today, as a Secretariat we took on a much more prominent role in public discussion of the topics on our agenda, in organizations dedicated to regional integration, in the Congresses of several countries, in think tanks and private foundations, and in fora in which participation is essential if we seek to promote a vision of the progress being achieved toward integration in the Americas and of the changes wrought in the structure and operations of the inter-American system.
I.  DEMOCRACY

Resolution 1080, the "Santiago Commitment,” and the Defense of Democracy over the past 10 years


As everybody knows, one of the essential purposes of the OAS is to promote and consolidate representative democracy.  We mentioned earlier how that, possibly chief, function of the Organization was overshadowed by Cold War issues and how neither that purpose nor that of strengthening peace and security, were properly addressed until the fall of the Berlin Wall.


The first clear signs that a new order would emerge in the Hemisphere were resolution 1080, “Representative Democracy” and “The Santiago Commitment to Democracy and the Renewal of the Inter-American System,” adopted by the OAS General Assembly at its twenty-first regular session in 1991, which undoubtedly proved to be an effective buffer against a resumption of military dictatorships.


The resolution charted a new course for inter-American relations based on cooperation, mutual respect, and democratic solidarity, thereby cementing a doctrine whose first stone was laid by the Protocol of Cartagena de Indias in 1985. It incorporated the notion of representative democracy to the Charter of the Organization of American States and made the promotion and defense of it one of the essential purposes of the OAS.


Resolution 1080 instructed the Secretary General of the Organization to call for the immediate convocation of a meeting of the Permanent Council or of the General Assembly in the event of any occurrences giving rise to the sudden or irregular interruption “of the democratic political institutional process or of the legitimate exercise of power by [a] democratically elected government” and to take actions within the framework of the Organization. Before I entered the Organization, the procedure had been invoked three times in response to events in Haiti in 1991, Peru in 1992, and Guatemala in 1993.


In the case of Haiti, it was applied as a result of the coup d’état in September 1991.  Three days after that coup, the ministers of foreign affairs of the member states met in Washington and decided to recognize the government of President Aristide as the only legitimate government of Haiti. They called for his immediate restitution and full respect for the rule of law.  From then on, over the next three years increasing diplomatic, political, economic, and military pressure was brought to bear, in coordination with the United Nations Security Council, culminating with the return to power of the government of President Aristide. 


It is worth pointing out that Haiti was a turning point for three specific reasons.  First, never before had the OAS acted to defend democracy and the constitutional order of a member state for objective reasons agreed upon by all its members, without the distortions of the clash between Cold War ideologies.


Second, the Haiti case made it clear that the member states of the OAS recognized that the U.N. Security Council had a monopoly over the use of force.  There was no debate in the Hemisphere about this at that time, particularly since our Charter refers only to peaceful and diplomatic means of settling disputes.


Third, Haiti showed that the United Nations and the OAS were able to cooperate effectively. Up until the moment when the Security Council agreed to establish a multilateral force, the United Nations backed the diplomatic and political moves undertaken by the OAS.


The defense and strengthening of democracy thus became our chief objective.  Throughout the decade an American doctrine emerged of solidarity with democracy, directed against any threat, of any denomination or ideology, to interrupt a country’s institutional and democratic process.  And that doctrine began to be implemented, triggering a series of diplomatic and coercive measures, based on international agreements and instruments fully accepted by the member states.


The threat of coups d’état waned but was still palpable in the 1990s.  However, democratically elected authoritarian leaders began to emerge and to impose a serious threat to democracy.  In 1992, Alberto Fujimori, President of Peru, staged a “self-coup,” citing the need to combat subversion as a pretext.  Resolution 1080 was invoked in this case in the Permanent Council in April 1992, when President Fujimori closed down Congress and Peru’s highest judicial bodies.  The political organs of the OAS strove to repair the damage and restore democracy via the election of a Constituent Assembly.  The OAS opposed Fujimori’s misuse of power, but did not exert enough pressure to induce him to suspend his authoritarian acts and failed to follow up on the decisions it took in that respect at its General Assembly in The Bahamas.


In Guatemala, in May 1993, the OAS applied resolution 1080 for similar reasons: the suspension of Congress and dismissal of the highest judicial authorities.  In the Guatemalan case, application of the resolution led to the President of the Republic, Jorge Serrano Elías, being forced to resign.


It must be said, however, that when resolution 1080 was adopted in Santiago, nobody had foreseen that the main challenges to democracy in this period would come from authoritarian leaders of this ilk. 


Later on, in 1996, General Lino Oviedo attempted to stage a coup d’état in the form of a military uprising against the Constitutional Government of President Juan Carlos Wasmosy of Paraguay, designed to usurp presidential power.  The crisis began when President Wasmosy ordered General Oviedo to step down as Commander-in-Chief of the Army.  The General’s response was to mobilize his troops and request the resignation of the President.  With the citizens out on the streets surrounding President Wasmosy,  the announcement of a hemispheric Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, and my immediate presence in that country, we were able to thwart a coup d’état that had already been several hours in the making.  I was able to intervene so rapidly because I was in Bolivia at the time the anti-democratic actions began.  The support and good offices of the member countries of MERCOSUR, and of the government of the United States played a decisive part at that juncture.


What was new on that occasion was the immediate and joint response of the OAS, the presidents, foreign ministers, and the heads of the armed forces of the member countries of MERCOSUR. It was that combination that prevented, in the early hours of the uprising, a resurgence of authoritarian military regimes in the Americas.  Although the actions taken by the OAS, MERCOSUR, and the rest of the international community were successful, the handling of this situation revealed some of the shortcomings of resolution 1080: particularly, the fact that it provides only for reaction and not for preventive action.


Ecuador suffered two bouts of institutional crisis, the first of which resulted in the ouster of President Abdalá Bucaram in 1997.  At the beginning of that year, President Bucaram enacted a set of economic measures that sparked massive protest throughout the country, demonstrations in front of Congress, and a general strike.  There were also increasingly frequent accusations of corruption and of arbitrary actions detrimental to the interests of the state.  The crisis worsened and in the first week of February we traveled to Ecuador at the invitation of the Government, with a view to defusing tension and opening a dialogue among all parties involved.  Meanwhile, in Washington the Permanent Council met in closed session to analyze the crisis.  Upon our arrival in Guayaquil, we warned that the Organization would not accept a rupture of democracy.  Nevertheless, the resistance and repudiation of the Government were undeniable, making it impossible to facilitate mediation. The Ecuadoran Congress dismissed the President as being “mentally incapable” of performing his functions and replaced him with the President of the Congress, Fabián Alarcón.


There, in Ecuador, in 1997, we learned how a country’s leaders cannot lose all touch with citizens and how it is essential to practice transparency and accountability.  All of us are duty-bound to defend democratic principles, but those who govern have to be worthy of their posts and sensitive to the concerns of citizens.


Another crisis in Paraguay would again illustrate the importance and influence of MERCOSUR as a force for the preservation of democracy in the region.  Following the assassination of the Vice President, Luis María Argaña, on March 23, 1999, the impeachment of President Raúl Cubas by the Chamber of Deputies, and huge demonstrations in a tense situation pointing to the involvement of General Lino Oviedo in acts of violence , the pressure brought to bear by Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay proved to be decisive in reaching a solution to the crisis by facilitating asylum for President Cubas, General Oviedo, and the Ministry of Defense.  Once again, resolute action by the countries of MERCOSUR insisting on observance of the “democracy clause” paved the way for a solution to a crisis that threatened to stifle Paraguay’s fledgling democracy.


Ecuador succumbed to another constitutional crisis on January 21, 2000, when indigenous demonstrators, backed by soldiers, took over the National Congress.  That day I was in Paris, together with representatives of the Governments of Ecuador and Peru, two countries that had been engaged in a prolonged conflict, at a meeting designed to help both countries obtain financial support for their development programs within the framework of their wide-ranging border integration agreement. From Paris, I expressed my utmost condemnation of the taking of Congress and urged those who had perpetrated this unconstitutional act to desist immediately.  In Washington, the Permanent Council moved swiftly and held a special session that same day to analyze the situation.


In resolution 763, the Permanent Council strongly condemned the actions against the democratically elected Government of Ecuador and expressed its full support of President Jamil Mahuad.  Contrary to the will of the inter-American community and despite the Organization’s efforts, President Mahuad found himself forced to step down by a Junta under pressure from indigenous and other social organizations and a certain indifference on the part of the Armed Forces.  Fortunately, constitutional government was speedily restored under Vice President Gustavo Noboa.


Our efforts helped avoid a complete rupture of the constitutional order and to ensure that at least the democratic order of succession was followed.  At a meeting held five days after President Mahuad stepped down, the Permanent Council adopted resolution 764, which condemned the circumstances that had led Mahuad to leave office and voiced support for the Noboa government’s efforts to restore stability.  In particular, the Council requested the cooperation of international financial institutions and the international community in helping to consolidate the political stability of the country.


That was how, thanks to the democratic instinct of the Ecuadoran people and their leaders, and the resolute and timely response of the Hemisphere and the international community as a whole, a challenge of that magnitude was settled peacefully, while preserving the continuity of democratic institutions.  The firm voice of the OAS proclaiming its rejection of any threat to the democratic stability of the region accurately conveyed the message that there was no room in the inter-American system for totalitarian regimes.


 The crises and threats to democratic governance in the Hemisphere over the past 10 years – Paraguay in 1996, Ecuador in 2000, Peru in 2000, Venezuela in 2002, Bolivia in 2003 and Haiti in 2004 – have tested the mettle of the institutions of the inter-American system.  In none of those cases did the Hemisphere doubt for a moment where its duty lay.  The Organization acted efficiently, swiftly, and appropriately at moments when democracies appeared about to collapse, and on each of those hapless occasions it took decisions to shore up institutions and preserve the rule of law in the region.  At the end of this chapter, I will refer to the last three aforementioned cases and to our participation in the peace process in Colombia.


In addition to the above, preventive resolutions were adopted with respect to Guatemala in February  2001, Nicaragua in September 2002, and Peru in February 2004.


Nevertheless, some analysts rightly began to argue that resolution 1080 provided for interventions when it was too late, when a tense and risky situation had already developed into a full-blown crisis.  Many, especially in academic circles, began to talk of “monitoring” and early warning mechanisms that would permit speedier, preventive rather than corrective, intervention.


In 1992, the Organization adopted another mechanism known as the Protocol of Washington, which established that “[a] Member of the Organization whose democratically constituted government has been overthrown by force may be suspended from the exercise of the right to participate in the …. Councils of the Organization.”  This instrument entered into force in 1997, reinforcing the contents of resolution 1080.  It thus became a deterrent against the overthrow of democratically constituted governments or else served, after such an overthrow, to generate a situation of unsustainable political and diplomatic isolation that would exert enough pressure to bring about a restoration of the institutional order.


Prior to my arrival at the OAS, post-conflict measures had already been adopted that played an important part in ceasefire, disarmament, and demobilization activities in Nicaragua and Suriname between 1989 and 1992, in addition to assistance to refugees in Nicaragua, Haiti, and Honduras between 1990 and 1995.  The OAS acquired particularly valuable experience in this field in the course of three missions: the OAS/UN International Civilian Mission (ICM) and the OAS International Support and Verification Commission (CIAV/OAS) in Nicaragua; and the Special Mission to Suriname, all of which I shall discuss later in this chapter.


During this period, in the early 1990s, the OAS managed to deploy enough political and economic resources to contribute significantly to reconciliation, the creation of a democratic culture, and the strengthening of democratic institutions.  Already there was talk of defending, enhancing, consolidating and deepening democracy, of expanding the scope and exercise of citizens’ rights, and of bolstering protection of fundamental rights.  This is perhaps the area in which the OAS has done most to boost its impact.  This aspect is addressed in the Chapter on the pacific settlement of disputes. 


Nevertheless, these ideas were opposed by radical defenders of the principles of the Charter who viewed resolution 1080 as a kind of threat, since for them application of the principles of nonintervention, respect for sovereignty, and self-determination was paramount.  At first it was asserted that, without prejudice to efforts to defend democratic principles, it was clear that each people and each state should shape its own destiny in a sovereign manner and in accordance with its particular historical circumstances.  At the same time, it was becoming increasingly clear that we shared ideals and values with regard to democracy and the observance of human rights, the essence of which also commanded respect.


In practice, that effort to reconcile the principles extolled in the Charter with those contained in resolution 1080 gave rise to a theory of solidarity with democracy through peaceful and democratic means, designed with OAS Charter as a frame of reference.


Perhaps another hallmark of the way the OAS acted throughout the 1990s was its promptness and diligence whenever democracy was seriously imperiled or when tensions arose that could lead to violence.


Each crisis taught us a little more.  Our approach was formed on a case-by-case basis.  There had never been pre-established rules in the OAS as to which instruments and measures should be applied in the event of a crisis seriously threatening a country’s democratic and constitutional order. In the midst of a crisis, striking the right balance between defense of the principle of nonintervention and the fundamental and moral obligation to protect democracy was never easy.  Paradoxically, at times excessive concern to safeguard the principle of nonintervention stifles the agility and weakens the resolve needed if political and diplomatic actions are to be effective.  Unwittingly, at times, before I joined the General Secretariat, we let inaction embolden those opposed to democracy, thereby prompting others, in these and other scenarios, to opt for unilateral solutions of problems that are essentially within the remit of the OAS.


The shift taking place in the OAS reflected the explicit acknowledgment of all our governments that neither a new order nor the adaptation of institutions to meet the challenges we had to face were going to emerge spontaneously.  So we embarked on the construction of institutions founded upon consensus, with the built-in checks, balances, and parameters needed to earn every country's trust.  Throughout the decade, core issues, such as the fight against corruption, drug smuggling, and terrorism, and illicit arms control, gathered momentum.  Our nations signed and ratified regional conventions and strategies that united them politically and juridically in the quest for shared objectives and outcomes.


By the time “A New Vision of the OAS” was written, we conceived of the Organization within a broad notion of what it meant to defend and strengthen democracy.  We wrote, therefore, that it was a question of consolidating integral democracy, with a state geared toward serving the citizenry, ready to listen and equipped with appropriate tools with which to perform effectively and give account of its actions; a deliberative legislature; constitutional justice as guarantor of democratic consensus; a governing executive founded upon legitimacy derived from elections and pluralist dialogue; a revitalized party system; elections that are an effective exercise of popular sovereignty; effective democracy at the local level; rights that confer power, that is, that place in the hands of citizens a set of tools with which they can enforce their rights to dignity, liberty, and equality; oversight bodies empowered to enforce their demands; strong civil society and generalized observance of the political participation of women, indigenous groups, and minorities; and, lastly, a democracy in which channels for dialogue and the settlement of differences and consensus-building mechanisms are established. It was, without a doubt, a notion harboring a broad vision of the tasks facing us on that front.


We pointed out then that is was essential for countries to acquire strong, representative, and effective institutions rooted in the will of the majority of the people: institutions that had to be imbued with pluralism, tolerance, respect for differences, and diversity.  We said it was indeed feasible to forge a more open and less unequal society; a more participatory democracy; a more efficient and responsible state; effective social policy; and a community more committed to solidarity.


Even at that early stage, we felt able to point to a significant convergence of views regarding the core elements of democracy, how to defend it from the dangers besetting it, and how to uphold human rights and public freedoms.  In those years the OAS had acquired first-hand experience and skills in protecting human rights and preserving public freedoms; in the course of post-conflict activities in countries fraught with internal strife; in demining operations; and in safeguarding the holding of clean, fair, and transparent elections by staging electoral observation missions.  When I arrived at the OAS, authoritarianism was waning, solutions had been found to much of the internal strife, many trade barriers were collapsing, and the pace of subregional economic integration had quickened.


As the decade progressed, major new opportunities emerged for an enriching exchange of experiences, partnership for development, and collective action on a range of issues that was expanding on an unprecedented scale.  It was clear that we would need more funds, new instruments of cooperation, forums for sharing our experiences, and solid intellectual, academic, and research center support.

The Unit for the Promotion of Democracy


The OAS has stepped up its commitment to supporting and strengthening democratic institutions. The Unit for the Promotion of Democracy (UPD) was created in 1990 for the basic purpose of providing advisory services and direct technical assistance to member states in strengthening their political institutions and consolidating democratic praxis.  Nevertheless, when I took over as Secretary General, the Unit still lacked the institutional capacity needed to fulfill the tasks entrusted to it.  In the early years, the Unit's activities revolved basically around electoral monitoring.  Work also focused on supporting legislative institutions and certain educational activities, and support has been given to certain research projects.  The UPD then began to engage in activities related to political dialogue on democracy and it has gradually come to exercise greater leadership on key issues on the inter-American agenda, as we proposed in “A New Vision” and as we shall describe below.


At the First Summit of the Americas, held in Miami, the heads of state and government explicitly mentioned the Unit and pointed specifically to the need to strengthen it, to enable it, “at the request of the interested state,” to provide assistance on such matters as legislative and judicial processes, government reforms (including administration of justice, technical modernization of national legislative bodies, simplification of government regulations, and promotion of participation by community organizations in local democracy), and other institutional changes.


In “A New Vision” we envisaged the UPD going beyond the mandate conferred on it by the Miami Summit and we designed a veritable navigational chart in the quest for a more robust democracy with four major areas governed by two basic criteria: specialization and complementarity. The decision was taken then to emphasize the strengthening of democratic institutions and processes. Services would be provided in connection with constitutional change, the various areas of governance, state reform and modernization, national reconciliation, democratic education, civic participation, the strengthening of electoral institutions and processes, studies of democracy and information, and promotion of dialogue.


The Unit has striven to give priority to the activities in which it plays a major role and has the greatest impact.  It has also come to place increasing emphasis on creating forums for key players in democracy and on encouraging the institutionalization of those mechanisms for dialogue.  “A New Vision” also provided for civil society participation in those processes, as well as inter-institutional cooperation between the different branches of government to facilitate the pursuit of those goals.\


The work of the Unit has been guided by a methodology focusing more on program areas (issues) than on regions.  Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning how warmly we have been welcomed and supported in the Caribbean.  The uniqueness and importance of the Caribbean constitute a major challenge for the Organization, since its history and institutions require a different approach and treatment from that accorded the rest of the region.  A good example of this difference can be seen with respect to decentralization, because, given the size of many of the islands, the main concern there is not on the transfer of powers but rather how to improve the management capacity of local governments.  In keeping with that approach, and with the support of the Government of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, a seminar on local government in small states was held in April 2003.  It served to pinpoint the particular challenges posed by the Caribbean in this field and to generate recommendations as to how to enhance local government capability.


Valuable work has also been done with regard to strengthening civil and electoral registries. Here, too, there are marked differences from electoral bodies in the rest of the Hemisphere.  The Caribbean states have been requesting technical assistance in electoral matters since 1998, since when there have been actions undertaken in Belize, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Grenada, and Saint Kitts and Nevis.  Those projects served above all to improve I.D. issuance mechanisms and involved a comparative study of the laws governing registry offices.


Nor should we omit mention of the work done on constitutional reform in the Caribbean.  In January 2002, we held a meeting on this subject, which highlighted the principal challenges facing the region. At that meeting, in the University of the West Indies, I pointed to a characteristic feature of the way we work, which is openness to dialogue as the best mechanism for getting ahead, and the absence of preconceived notions at the Organization.  The conclusions of that meeting still guide our actions with respect to the Caribbean.


Finally, I should like to point out that the states of the Caribbean region have also received electoral observation missions, which constitute the UPD’s most important contribution, as I illustrate below.  Over the past ten years, missions of that kind were conducted in Suriname in 1996 and 2000, Guyana in 1997 and 2001, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines in 2001, and Grenada in 2003.


At the same time, I should like to underscore the enormous amount of work that the UPD has put into disseminating and promoting the Inter-American Democratic Charter, including the start of a national seminars program, in coordination with the ministries of foreign affairs, aimed at deepening familiarity with the Charter and other components of the inter-American democratic agenda.


It is also important to draw attention to the work being done in the Organization, with UPD support, to define an Agenda for Democratic Governance in the Americas.  The Permanent Council of the OAS referred analysis of this topic to its Working Group on Representative Democracy, which, in April 2001, produced the report entitled “Institutional Shortcomings and Democratic Governance.”  The General Assembly then considered this matter extensively in Barbados in 2002, and again in Santiago, Chile, in 2003.  The upshot of those deliberations was the adoption of resolution 1960, “Program for Democratic Governance in the Americas.”  Pursuant to the mandates contained in that resolution, the Permanent Council has been preparing a proposed program of that nature, with the help of the UDP, and general guidelines for it have already been approved.


I shall now refer to some of the principal actions undertaken by the OAS General Secretariat, through the UPD, over the past ten years, after briefly mentioning several developments that were already underway at the start of that period.

Previous post-conflict activities


As I said at the start of this chapter, prior to my arrival at the OAS, post-conflict measures had already been adopted that played an important part in ceasefire, disarmament, and demobilization activities in Nicaragua and Suriname between 1989 and 1992, in addition to assistance to refugees in Nicaragua, Haiti, and Honduras between 1990 and 1995.  Three experiences were particularly significant.


First comes the OAS/UN International Civilian Mission in Haiti, which I shall refer to again when dealing in greater detail with our involvement in that country.  This was the first joint mission of the United Nations with a regional organization and it set a unique precedent for this kind of action.  The Mission’s original mandate was to protect fundamental human rights, such as the right to life, physical integrity, and security of every individual.  After the restoration of the constitutional order and reinstatement of President Aristide, the mandate was broadened to include active promotion of the consolidation of democracy and the strengthening of democratic institutions.  The Mission initially focused on human rights and technical assistance in strengthening the police and the judiciary.  Later on, dispute settlement issues were included, which involved training activities with the police and local population groups.


Then there was the OAS International Support and Verification Commission (CIAV/OAS) in Nicaragua, which I shall now address and which made a decisive contribution to protection of human rights, national reconciliation, and full implementation of the peace agreements.


Third came the Special Mission to Suriname, which began in 1992, in the wake of that country’s civil war.  It performed key functions in the form of technical support for electoral institutions; counseling of indigenous community associations; the preparation of specialized demographic, natural resource, and environmental studies; and other aspects of institution building. 

Prevention and settlement of conflicts in Central America


Few regions in the world suffered Cold War conflicts as intensely as Central America. In no other region of America did inequality and backwardness sow the seeds of such bitter confrontation as that expressed in numerous clashes in Central America.  Those conflicts and their appalling sequel of violence meant that democracy matured there at a slower pace, gradually forming more pluralist and tolerant societies, steeped in awareness of the importance of greater citizen participation, and with a clearer appreciation of consensus and the art of building it, of dialogue and reconciliation as core ingredients of political life.


The UPD has become skilled at preventing and resolving conflicts and has put those skills to the test.  Its most arduous work in that field was accomplished in Central America, where we received exceptionally ample support from both OAS member states and permanent observers, who took part in numerous humanitarian and democratic initiatives.


I mention below some of the actions carried out by the OAS in recent years in Nicaragua and Guatemala, that, inter alia, have helped to create the conditions and processes needed for the transition from a culture of confrontation to one of dialogue, reconciliation, and the peaceful settlement of disputes.

Nicaragua


In 1989, Nicaragua was a country that had been torn apart.  Many years of armed conflict had rent the social fabric.  Society was polarized, after years in which political conflicts had been settled by force of arms.  Nicaraguan families were divided and the economy was in disarray.


From then on, in an atmosphere in which some were skeptical, others totally disbelieving, and only a few resolutely optimistic, a path was opened down which the people of Nicaragua began a long march toward the reconstruction of society and reconciliation.  Significant progress was made in the quest for pacification and genuine reconciliation.  Orchestrated armed conflict ceased to be the preferred method of settling political scores.  The Army and National Police were downsized and trained. Major headway was made in stabilizing the economy.  In the same vein, which was no mean feat, one democratic government handed over power to another, legitimately elected and constituted government.


I would like to underscore the commendable efforts made by the Government of Violeta Barrios de Chamorro to reach the disarmament agreements rebel groups holding out in Central and Northern Nicaragua, thereby putting an end to a long-drawn-out and complex pacification process, and, at the same time, to pave the way for the effective reincorporation of former combatants into civilian life.


One note of optimism worth holding on to is that the challenges Nicaragua faced at the end of the twentieth and beginning of the twenty-first century are similar to those facing other countries in the region.  Modernization of the state, the decentralization of state powers, the integration of our economies in international markets, the streamlining of the judiciary, the need to reconcile economic growth with social development, the decision to conserve natural resources, and policies to combat drug trafficking, terrorism, and corruption – all these constitute the common agenda of the America, issues that increasingly transcend the geographical boundaries of our nations.


The International Support and Verification Commission (CIAV/OAS) of the Organization of American States was the product of an agreement signed by the Presidents of Central America at a meeting in Tela, Honduras, in August 1989.  The Commission’s initial mandate included support for the demobilization, repatriation, and voluntary resettlement of members of the Nicaraguan Resistance and their families and safeguarding the full exercise of their fundamental rights and freedoms.


This support task entailed the demobilization of over 22,000 Nicaraguan Resistance combatants; the repatriation of 18,000 of their family members; medical care for 2,000 wounded; and humanitarian assistance in the form of transportation of their communities of origin, food, and clothing for over 120,000 people.


During the first years of the transition from war to peace, the hurdles that Nicaraguans had to overcome were huge. The dynamics of the post-war period oscillated between progress with respect to reincorporation into civilian life, reconciliation, and former combatants' reencounters with their families, on the one hand, and subsequent outbreaks of violence caused by political animosity. This instability began to threaten the pacification process.


Toward the end of 1990, regroupings of former combatants of the Nicaraguan Resistance began to surface.  Depending on their political affiliation, they were known as “Recontras” and “Recompas.”  At that juncture, the CIAV/OAS acted as mediator until over 30 agreements were finally signed, resulting in the demobilization of over 20,000 “re-armed” fighters.


On September 16, 1992, the President of the Republic invited us, together with Cardinal Miguel Obando y Bravo and representatives of the Government to form the so-called Tripartite Commission.  That Commission analyzed 83 cases and made 181 recommendations, to be followed up on by the Nicaraguan judiciary.  The Commission also prepared a document that served as the basis for the reform of military criminal law enacted by the National Assembly in 1995.


In June 1993, during the OAS General Assembly in Managua, at the behest of the Government of Nicaragua, the mandate to verify the exercise of rights and guarantees was extended to include all segments of the population affected by the aftermath of the conflict, regardless of sector.  The new mandate also included CIAV/OAS participation in programs pursued by the National Government with a view to strengthening institutions and continuing the reincorporation of segments of the population into society in the post-war period.


Within this framework, the CIAV/OAS worked with National Government bodies, municipal institutions, and nongovernmental organizations to support self-help construction of thousands of low-cost homes and various kinds of social infrastructure works: schools, health posts, and safe water facilities in a series of communities.  It also supported family subsistence farming on thousands of plots sown with basic grains and nontraditional produce.


In 1994, the CIAV.OAS Mission helped in the negotiations and subsequent demobilization and reincorporation into society of 450 members of the armed group known as the Frente Norte (Northern Front) 3-80, while at the same time supporting efforts by the Nicaraguan authorities to implement various reincorporation projects located in the Department of Nueva Segovia.


At the OAS General Assembly in Haiti in 1995, it was agreed to begin arranging for a gradual transfer of the CIAV mandate to government and nongovernmental bodies in Nicaragua.  The big challenge at that point was how to orchestrate the withdrawal of an international mission without leaving institutional voids, given that the scenarios in which the transfer of functions was to take place were the so-called “postwar” zones, consisting, for the most part, of geographically remote, disenfranchised, and conflict-ridden areas.


A strategy for completing CIAV/OAS activities was worked out, which involved boosting the ability of local entities to help maintain stability and pursue reconciliation.  CIAV/OAS supported the establishment of 96 peace and justice committees: independent civilian groups formed to encourage the participation of civil society in the promotion and protection of human rights and the peaceful settlement of disputes in the areas of greatest tension.  They engaged over 3,500 human rights promoters in those zones.


The culmination of the work of the CIAV Mission did not signify the end of the OAS commitment to Nicaragua.  Thus, a technical cooperation program was developed, with Swedish and U.S. government support, comprised of the following components.

· Technical assistance to national authorities with respect to human rights and peaceful settlement of disputes.

· Counseling and support for national and municipal government authorities, in their activities in rural postwar zones.

· Support and technical assistance for the programs designed to reincorporate into society segments of the population hard-hit by the conflict.

· Education for democracy and peace in Nicaragua.

Guatemala


In 1996, following the signing of peace agreements, we established a Special Program of Support for Guatemala.  In consultation with the Government, we combined already existing programs in the fields of democratic institution building, conflict resolution, and education for democracy and we added demining and the reincorporation into society of persons involved in the armed conflict.  In September we signed an agreement between the General Secretariat and the Government, establishing the “Special Program of OAS Support for Democratic Consolidation, Peace, Reconstruction, and Reconciliation in Guatemala.”


This program had four components: Culture of Dialogue: Development of Resources for Peace building (PROPAZ) [; the Training Program in Democratic Values and Political Management; the Technical Assistance Program for the Supreme Electoral Tribunal; and the Assistance Program for Demining and Destruction of Explosive Artifacts.  We also conducted electoral observation missions in Guatemala for the presidential elections of 1995, 1999, and 2003, as well as for the referendum on constitutional reforms of 1999.


At its thirty-first regular session in 2001, the OAS General Assembly adopted resolution AG/RES. 1820, “OAS Special Program of Support for Strengthening Democratic Institutions in Guatemala,” which led to the renewal of the commitments reached between the General Secretariat and the Government of Guatemala in August of that year.


In addition, in response to a request by the Advisory Group on Guatemala (made also to the United Nations) to support dialogue and exchanges related to the topics on the agendas of the peace agreements, the General Secretariat established a coordination unit in 2003 and, together with the United Nations and the Secretariat for Strategic Analysis  (SAE) of the Office of the President of the Republic, promoted and sponsored the inter-sectoral forums for dialogue (“Mesas Intersectoriales de Diálogo”). Those forums became new points of contact between society and the state and paved the way for constructive analysis of some of the main, critical issues in the Peace Agreements.  That was how headway was made in areas such as the culture of peace and reconciliation; indigenous peoples; consultation over defense policy; rural development; justice, security, and human rights; and economic development.

Tasks still pending in Central America


Despite the progress made, much remains to be done in Central America to forge states that can guarantee each and every inhabitant  his or her fundamental rights, especially with respect to safeguards for social rights and the provision of public services in security, justice, health, education, recreation, water, basic sanitation, and a healthy environment. In Guatemala, major challenges remain in respect of human rights, partly as a legacy of the civil war. 


In other words, the marked improvement in the political and economic spheres has given Central America a new agenda, with some new priorities: sustainable development, an improvement in the distribution of income, progress toward free trade, and the strengthening of the democratic state.

Political parties, congresses, and electoral campaign financing


The UPD has understood its chief function to be assisting the efforts by countries to hold fair, free, transparent, and periodic elections, in which candidates compete on an equal basis for voters’ support and in which the electorate is guaranteed the exercise of its right to vote. The Unit has paid particular attention to developing a methodology for improving political parties and their performance in our democracies.


The UPD also strives to ensure that parties have access to the finest available human and technical resources to enable them to meet the new challenges and to ensure that citizens' aspirations are expressed more effectively.


As of 1994, it helped to organize assistance and training programs for legislators, meetings of electoral authorities, forums for members of parliament, as well as technical assistance programs for legislative bodies in several countries of the region. The sharing of experience in this field and the meetings of parliamentarians led, as a result of a Canadian initiative, to the establishment of the Interparliamentary Forum of the Americas (FIPA).


More recently, in response to a mandate of the Summit of the Americas held in Quebec City, Canada, reiterated in the Declaration of Nuevo León, the Unit has championed the need to focus on the modernization of political parties as key players in the democratic process. Through the Inter-American Forum on Political Parties, the Unit has brought together parties, international confederations, international cooperation agencies, electoral authorities, academic institutions, and civil society, in order to forge strategies for strengthening parties.


The fact is: throughout the past ten years our political systems have had to face numerous challenges triggered by globalization and severe bouts of capital flight.  Millions of citizens, in every walk of life, feel vulnerable, threatened by forces they perceive to be out of control, that bring them economic insecurity, social uncertainty, class conflict, and environmental degradation.  This has brought enormous pressure to bear on our parties and political systems.


Undoubtedly, the chief task of our political parties has been to work effectively to ensure a better future for all those who live outside the market economy, those who live in extreme poverty, the malnourished, the indigenous, the illiterate, the elderly, the most vulnerable segments of society.


Over and above the immense challenges posed by economic globalization, the phenomena associated with political globalization have also sorely tested our democracies.  As we shall note below, political globalization has generated a worldwide awareness seeking social justice and the defense of all citizens’ rights.  That awareness has highlighted the shortcomings, weaknesses, and defects of our political systems and parties much more acutely and promptly than the economic pitfalls.  Immediately, these revelations have translated into a wave of disapproval for our political systems and parties.


Democracy has also had to contend with the legacy of the previous economic model, the greatest inequality anywhere in the world, and in some countries with even greater poverty as a result of abrupt adjustment, the marked decline in per capita income, or deficient educational systems. Democracy undoubtedly has to live with the shortcomings of economic or social policy, just as it has to shoulder the burden of unease and tension that has accompanied the intense process of economic, social, and political change over the past decade.


The UPD has set itself the task of reviewing all experiences to date to draw from them lessons that may strengthen democracies in the Americas and their political parties. The Inter-American Forum on Political Parties has prompted, over the past two years, an in-depth and frank exchange of views on this subject among leading players in the world of politics, international organizations, academia, and civil society.  Our idea is to construct an Inter-American Agenda for the Modernization and Reform of Political Parties.


This is an important issue in Latin America, among other things because so much emphasis has been placed in the past ten years on strengthening civil society, transparency, accountability, and the fight against corruption, while political parties have been blamed for everything.  One of the illusions created in the process was that democracy could be boosted in the Americas by ignoring, or simply by attacking political parties. Time has shown how unfortunate that approach was.


We need to take a new look at the institutional framework in which political parties operate. If want to have strong parties, we need legal frameworks that enable them to perform not just as electoral machines but as instruments for strengthening democracy, whether in power or as the opposition.  This presupposes at least a modicum of public funding to cover the maintenance of a solid party apparatus and to allow parties to perform their most rudimentary functions of keeping their members informed and training their leaders.


A review of this institutional framework should be directed also toward strengthening guarantees for the exercise of opposition to the government and toward enhancing the capacity of political parties to perform effectively in the congresses or parliaments that are their natural scenario. The crisis affecting legislatures in our region is simply a reflection of that besetting our political parties and until the latter mend their ways it is difficult to see how congresses can overcome their defects on their own.  There is a dangerous downward trend in already dismal approval ratings for both congresses and political parties.


Political parties need to rediscover their vocation of preparing themselves for government. What we have been witnessing are parties, and especially candidates, using lavish amounts of personal, institutional, and economic resources to win elections.  Huge sums of money are spent on consultants, advertising, and other electoral paraphernalia.  Yet no money is left in the campaign chests to finance the transition or to prepare the Government, nor do states place such resources at the disposal of presidents-elect.


As a result, we often find governments taking office without much of a clue about the financial situation or the state of many public policies.  Furthermore, government itself is often not exercised by the party, but by certain elites or technocratic groups, which renders political competition meaningless and exacerbate both the incredulousness of citizens and the malaise within the party apparatus.


That brings us to a topic that needs to be looked at very closely: the growing perception in Latin America of the shortcomings of presidential systems.  We have seen not only the weakness of governments lacking a parliamentary majority, but also in many cases the destabilization generated by rapid political mobilization through weak institutional mechanisms.  We are beginning to see, for example, how indigenous communities’ historical sense of exclusion has had devastating effects on the political system in several countries, particularly in Guatemala, Ecuador, and Bolivia.


It is essential, therefore, that the regulations governing the operations of political parties and their financing contain hard-and-fast provisions prohibiting discrimination, protecting freedom of expression and of the press, and creating an environment of tolerance, diversity, and pluralism.


It is very important to ensure that political parties respond to the needs of their constituencies. It is very dangerous when citizens have the impression that countries are governed by small elites operating in the cities. Given the pressures of globalization, from there it is just a short step to the notion that governments have ceased to be representative of the country.


For their part, political parties have to build up their own capacity to make an accurate assessment of the problems to be solved and the instruments best suited for that purpose.  Parties cannot rely on second-hand information in order to take part in debate and analysis of a country’s chief problems.  Likewise, parties have to regain their ability to fulfill their basic function of recruiting and training the political leaders needed for government.


Finally, parties need to be more actively in touch with the new turns globalization is taking. For that to come about, our parties and governments need to get to grips with globalization and at the same time head collectively toward deeper forms of democratic governance.  We have to take stock of the transformations taking place in the world, to understand them and adopt strategies for dealing with them, and to streamline public and private institutions so that they can operate in the new environment.  Only in that way will our parties be able to articulate vast swathes of public opinion. In other words, for political parties to express national sentiment they have to have a thorough grasp of every aspect of the country.


Our governors and politicians have to muster a new political ethos, new social policy, stronger parties and political organizations, and a much more resolute commitment to fight poverty.  They also have to bolster our educational systems, make our economies more competitive, and take effective steps to improve income distribution.


We need strong political parties if we are to consolidate democracy in the region and promote urgently needed reforms.  This new generation of reforms requires and presupposes political reform to bolster political parties throughout America.  That insight inspired the founding of the Inter-American Forum on Political Parties as well as assistance projects aimed at political reform and the strengthening of parties, such as the “Political Management” project under way in Guatemala.


Also worth underscoring is the UDP’s work in building leadership skills and a democratic culture.  Thousands of – especially young – leaders have taken part in the Unit’s courses and activities. The Unit’s program channels academic resources and modern methodologies into the training of young leaders from political parties, the media, academia, and civil society.  Some two hundred congressional experts, ministers, advisors, journalists, community leaders, and academics have assisted with these training activities, which have received substantial financial backing from the Inter-American Development Bank.


The Declaration of Nuevo León reaffirms the region’s commitment to the Democratic Charter and reiterates the great value our heads of state attach to the role of political parties, when it states: “We recognize that political pluralism and sound political parties are essential elements of democracy.  We underscore the importance of rules to ensure the transparency of party finances, to prevent corruption and the risk of undue influence, and to encourage a high level of electoral participation.  Therefore, we will promote the conditions that enable political parties to thrive, autonomous of government control.  We will encourage political training and leadership development, including for women, youth, indigenous people, members of ethnic groups, and marginalized segments of the population.  We acknowledge the important work of the Inter-American Forum on Political Parties in enabling political parties to share best practices and strengthen themselves, as well as promoting reforms of political party systems.”


Direct state financing of political campaigns has a salutary effect on politics, as many political leaders and academics maintain.  Well organized political parties, combined with adequate public oversight, can greatly facilitate a just and fair framework for the holding of elections.  Caution is nevertheless needed in this area as parties’ demands for increasing volumes of funds may substantially increase the cost of campaigns.  Some fear that governments might engage in excessive interference in the affairs of party organizations.  Others fear that the parties may trigger excessive competition for scarce resources in states that can barely afford to provide essential services.


Ill-gotten gains are another grave concern in the Americas.  Funding of this kind may obscure the transparency of our electoral processes and seriously undermine their credibility.  Such concerns are legitimate, because if money is capable of significantly distorting electoral processes, we will not have free and transparent elections and will consequently deprive democratic systems of the legitimacy they thrive on.


With respect to financing, a proper balance needs to be struck between accountability, ceilings on individuals’ and corporate campaign contributions, level of expenditure, the reimbursement of electoral expenses, and sound oversight mechanisms.  These mechanisms render it essential to have an independent and well-equipped electoral authority with power to investigate and punish.


It is easy to imagine how such funding issues lend themselves to distortions in the relations between state bureaucracies and political campaigns.  At any rate, creativity is needed to avoid corruption, safeguard equal opportunities, and keep a cap on campaign costs, while maintaining the credibility and integrity of the process.  Further research is also needed in this field, along the lines of the comparative study currently being produced by the Unit, in conjunction with “INTERNACIONAL IDEA”, on the 34 member states of the Organization, with a view to putting forward practical recommendations.


Much valuable work has also been done with the Carter Center, including a seminar we ran in Atlanta in March 2003, entitled “Financing Democracy: Political Parties, Campaigns, and Elections.”  Ten leaders of the Council of Presidents and Prime Ministers of the Americas met on that occasion with other leaders and experts to analyze the topics of public funding, access to the media, transparency, and capacity to enforce regulations in these areas.  That analysis led to a statement of principles for political financing that has become a basic reference tool on this subject.


In areas such as these, it is almost never possible to find definitive solutions, but it is possible to discover responses for particular contexts and it can prove very helpful to engage in some in-depth sharing of experience and practices.  In some countries of the Hemisphere, transition to democracy has frequently entailed holding elections not just at the central government level, but at regional and district levels as well.


This kind of avalanche of elections has not always been guided by clear rules guaranteeing, among other things, transparency in campaign financing; and in some cases it has given rise to corruption.  In other cases, the rising costs of electoral campaigns have led to attempts to trade economic support for current or future decisions by the authorities.


The system may also be distorted when caps are not placed on contributions or when such ceilings are ineffective and subsequent reimbursement fails to benefit the political system in any meaningful way.  In any case, it is essential to safeguard the transparency of the origin and use of public funds through formal procedures that ensure a competitive and open political framework.


There are three ways to achieve those objectives.  The first is to rely on “political liability,” or what Anglo-Saxons like to call “accountability.”  This is the approach that prevailed prior to the electoral campaign scandals of nearly 20 years ago.  For accountability to function, there have to be solid parties, rooted in the electorate, providing the electorate with an alternative, and, above all, the opposition has to be robust as well as loyal, in order to ensure transparency and effective political oversight.


Needless to say, even in the few democracies in which such rigorous demands are met it is beginning to become apparent that accountability on its own is not enough to prevent improper influence of money on politics; nor can it forestall the enormous damage to those democracies when a corruption scandal surfaces in connection with improper financing  of electoral campaigns.


The second approach, in a number of variants, has likewise been adopted by well established democracies.  It could be called the “mixed approach,” with ceilings on both the amounts that persons may contribute to a campaign and the amounts that may be spent on political recruiting activities, and, of course, a state funding component.  This component may be prior – that is to say, before the date of the elections, or subsequent to that date in the form of a reimbursement of electoral expenses, usually pro rata to the number of votes obtained.


For this system to function, the oversight bodies supervising compliance with the ceilings on both contributions and expenditure have to operate effectively.


The third approach, which is also in some ways a mixed approach, attaches much more importance to state funding of electoral campaigns.  As the costs for the state may be considerable, few countries have adopted this approach, even though the expense is warranted by the importance of investing in democracy.  For it to function, it is essential to ensure that the inflow of public funds and the use made of them are transparent, not only through formal procedures but, above all, by ensuring a competitive and open political environment.


Obviously, the principal drawback to this last approach is that it creates very close ties between the state bureaucracy and political parties, which tend to be strong in this approach and to turn into the major promoters of the electoral campaigns.  For that reason, whenever there are waves of criticism of politicians and parties for malpractices with respect to financing, this system is particularly vulnerable as it may easily become the target of such criticism or even the symbol of corruption.


In any case, an effort must be made to combat corruption, guarantee a level political playing field, lower the cost of elections, and preserve the credibility and integrity of the political system and of politics as such.  This may entail adopting measures regulating access to the media and the duration of election campaigns.


There are a series of questions in connection with this agenda. How to guarantee that public financing of campaigns ensures transparency, freedoms, and equity?” How can such financing be properly monitored?  What regulations or guidelines are required with respect to ceilings, origins of funds, and fairness?  What criteria are to be used to ensure effective oversight?  How to guarantee that the outcomes of an election are not basically determined by which party has the best financing?  The UPD’s work is directed toward finding answers to these queries.

Decentralization

The Quebec City Summit instructed us to support ministerial meetings designed to strengthen decentralization.  The first such meeting took place in La Paz in 2001 and the second in Mexico City in September 2003.  They led to the establishment of the Inter-American Network on Decentralization.


When the Inter-American Democratic Charter was issued, decentralization and greater citizen participation were seen as core components of the legitimacy and deeply rooted nature of democratic ideas among our peoples.  That, in turn, is a reflection of the fact that today decentralization is one of the great transformations under way in Latin America.  There are some who even place it at the center of the transformations our countries are undergoing in terms of their political development.  It is a matter of creating, through political decentralization of functions and resources, more efficient and capable states, while achieving more extensive and intense participation by organized communities in decision-making at the regional and local level.


The process of actually setting decentralization processes in motion has revealed how far they can be from the theory and promises of decentralization as an ideal.  Expected outcomes – in terms of efficiency, equity, and legitimacy – have not materialized in most of our countries and the path to building efficient and responsible local governments is fraught with snags and challenges, from which we all need to learn.


Among the many challenges faced in actual practice by decentralization and efforts to strengthen local governments, that which has attracted most attention, and which doubtless continues to generate most concern, has to do with the fiscal consequences.  By and large, the major risk factors have been: increased government expenditure, increased subsovereign debt; and the loss of control by the government over variables that, like these, end up impairing the ability of states to exercise macroeconomic control.


There have also been decentralization processes devoid of budget transfers and in which the new functions assigned to local governments have not been accompanied by the resources needed to perform them.  In such cases, the practical upshot has been processes void of any real content, in which the decentralization facade has not actually boosted the ability of local authorities to address the needs of their citizens.

.


The great lesson regarding this aspect of decentralization processes is that without a real transfer of resources decentralization is not in fact viable; but also that proper monitoring and supervision of the responsible use of those resources are essential if decentralization is to be sustainable.


As for the administrative aspects of decentralization, our analysis should focus on rectifying the basic flaw, which is the current dearth of the comparative and empirical information that would enable us to draw joint lessons and discern trends.


Generally speaking, it may be said that decentralization has contributed to substantial increases in utilities and social services coverage.  Local entities have assisted with tasks such as expanding access to safe water and basic sanitation facilities.  They have also made a less substantial, but still important, contribution to the expansion of educational and health services.  In these fields, however, improving quality is a challenge still pending.


Significant progress has been made with regard to administrative efficiency and effectiveness in the provision of services.  Several institutions are compiling databases experiences deemed to have been successful in terms of innovative public management, but it is clear that replicating such experiences has been no easy task.


As is obvious, in both economic and administrative aspects, the reality of implementing decentralization has led us to see that the process is more complex than we thought.  Nevertheless, it is in the political arena that decentralization has had most impact and greater repercussions on governance.


Decentralization has helped to generate checks and balances.  We might even be justified in saying that, in many cases in Latin America, at least, decentralization has established a kind of mitigated form of presidential power, precisely because of the greater role and importance accorded local authorities, particularly in federal cases.  Presidential rule in the region has been modified, in other words, not only thanks to the increasingly prominent part played by parliaments, but also to the heightened role of local authorities.


The increasing number of countries that have held local elections over the past two decades has meant that the regions and local governments have become the new breeding ground for leaders in the Americas.  It is becoming more and more common that successful terms at the intermediate or local government level, especially in cities with considerable electoral or economic clout, are being seen as possible stepping grounds for higher positions in the state.

Decentralization has had a similarly profound impact on the dynamics of party politics in the region. Both the way parties operate and the internal workings of party organizations have been transformed by new grassroots leadership.  In many cases, this process has proved painful, especially for parties used to highly centralized operations.  In others, it has triggered a certain amount of anarchy, exacerbating increasingly weak party control over party leaders.  In some other cases it has contributed to either the demise or the resuscitation of historical parties.


A consensus may be said to exist regarding the usefulness of surrendering to the decision-making bodies closest to citizens all issues that, according to the principle of subordination, do not need to be dealt with by higher bodies.  The idea behind this is that the local level is more fitting and best suited for taking into consideration the particular circumstances and specific needs of a given community. Decentralization must be accompanied by democratization, in such a way that the local officials responsible are elected by citizens directly involved in the issues.


Many will criticize and object to the manner in which decentralization processes have been carried out, local governments strengthened, or citizen participation promoted.  Others may prefer to underscore the needed to deepen the process in order to ensure that the desired outcomes are in fact achieved.  What is undeniable, however, is the impact these processes have had on the current configuration of states in the region.  Hence the importance and relevance of the exchanges that take place in meetings sponsored by the UDP and of practical efforts to generate recommendations, such as the comparative study of political decentralization now under way in Central America.

Citizen participation


Participation is the key to legitimacy.  Democracy requires active citizen participation.  That is why we need to ensure that new opportunities for citizen participation are constantly being opened up, so that decisions are perceived as the source of a just compromise in which all have an equal opportunity to intervene and to be considered.


As important as the participation of civil society is the encouragement of new forms of citizen participation in public affairs.  This is, without a doubt, a way of deepening and enhancing democracy, which is strengthened by being practiced, by implementation of its basic tenets of pluralism, tolerance, acceptance of diversity, the defense of public freedoms, and civil and political rights.


The development of alternative forms to give voice to citizens and open up paths to participatory democracy would undoubtedly help make the political systems of the Hemisphere broader and more sensitive.  The key to long-term democratic stability will stem not just from incorporating the millions of disenfranchised citizens in the formal economy and the fruits of progress, but also from incorporating them in the culture of democracy and political decision-making processes.


Expanding the mechanisms for participation and creating new scenarios in which citizens can take an active part in decisions that affect them, breathe life into democracy and afford an opportunity for political parties to pool their thoughts with regard to an enriched and diverse political agenda.


Citizen participation is a vital ingredient in decentralization, because until communities play an active and responsible part in overseeing the provision of services, only slow progress can be expected in terms of enhancing their quality.  Existing studies show that it is not enough to open up opportunities for participation:  they have to be accompanies by strategies and genuine political will. Once again, instruments such as the Ministerial Conference and the High-Level Inter-American Network on Decentralization, Local Government, and Citizen Participation are called upon to play a key part by enabling governments to share experiences that enhance their capacity to foster citizen participation processes.


Neither citizen participation in political processes, nor citizens’ influence on parties, nor the quest for strong institutions are the preserve of certain societies.  In all our systems, mechanisms and initiatives are being explored and developed that promote the participation of citizens in the making of decisions that affect both democratic institutions and their daily lives.


There are, in fact, many other decisions made outside Congress, in public administration or some private sector power centers, that for some citizens may be much more important than the laws passed by their representatives in the houses of parliament.  We have a much more involved and active state, driven by nonelected officials; which is one reason why it is necessary to strengthen the legitimacy of those who work in public administration through participatory decision-making processes.


That is precisely the reason why the principles of participation are not restricted to electoral policy or government decisions.  They have to be taken further in order to ensure that democracy transcends to other scenarios, where major concerns for citizens may be at stake, and in order to make it clear that modern life does not neatly match the classical distinction between the private and the public spheres.  In today’s world, almost all facets of private activity are regulated by the state and some private power centers make decisions that may affect many people’s daily lives more intensely than decisions taken by the state.


We need to encourage the democratization of public administration, the parties, employers’ associations, the trade unions, professional associations, and the fora in which citizens are educated, especially universities; and we need incentives for the democratization of some enterprises that wield substantial power in contemporary society.  These are just a few examples of how democratic principles can be transposed from the election scenario to other power centers.


Despite the growing consensus on the beneficial impact of democratic participation on all spheres of social life, designing and establishing mechanisms and appropriate scenarios that may help it to materialize still pose a challenge.  As I mentioned earlier, I do not believe that unique recipes exist, nor that valid standard solutions can be applied to all nations and circumstances.  Nevertheless, I do believe that a series of experiences and approximations have proved its usefulness.


Neither democracy nor participation can exist without full access to relevant information. Asymmetrical access to and handling of information places citizens at a clear disadvantage vis-à-vis government officials and hampers their real and effective participation.  Government authorities, at every level, should provide society, in a public and easily accessible manner, all the information it needs to be cognizant not just of decisions already made, but even more importantly, of those in preparation or being studied.  Clearly, such information must be clear and direct, not disguised or buried under technocratic and legal jargon.


Opening up opportunities for participation entails reforming decision-making processes in order to give more say to citizens through multiple mechanisms, such as consultations, town council open meetings, and referendums.  Some countries have gone further, especially at the local level, and have involved representative organizations or organizations especially interested in a particular subject, not only in decision-making but also in the process of implementing, monitoring, or evaluating decisions.  Thanks to such moves, there are nongovernmental organizations that have developed valuable skills in several facets of such processes, particularly in constituting citizen or grassroots accountability committees (veedurías).


Taken as a whole, these institutional reforms have facilitated and should in future translate into stronger and more clearly enforced principles of transparency, responsibility, and accountability by public authorities to the electorate and to citizens in general.  This, in turn, has a major impact on vigilance in respect of public funds and on the fight against corruption.  These mechanisms also bolster the legitimacy of the representatives elected by the people, shoring up the trend to participatory democracy as well as the legitimacy of the state.


Every effort to expand the basis of citizen participation in the life of society is positive and necessary.  Nevertheless, I wish to draw attention to the fact that even in the most open systems access to decision-making is not always either equal or fair.  That is why these reforms cannot be carried out in the abstract.  Our minds and hearts need to be focused on the poor, the disenfranchised, the excluded, and on minorities, all of whom have been neglected for so long and who now justly insist in their right to be heard and taken into account.


To end this section, I wish now to refer specifically to the role of the private business sector. There are – albeit in many countries still somewhat scant – signs of a positive trend toward reaffirmation of corporate social responsibility, or what has also come to be dubbed “corporate citizenship.”  What this amounts to is an increasing awareness that the productive sector, besides its contributions to the generation of wealth and employment, has a series of obligations and duties similar to those of any “upright citizen.”  In other words, enterprises must also be governed by a code of ethics, practice transparency and honesty, and take responsibility for the impact their commercial activity may have on communities or the environment.


The OAS has been working on corporate social responsibility under the guidance of the IDB and jointly with the World Bank.  Pursuant to a mandate of the General Assembly held in Windsor, Canada, in June 2000, inter-American conferences have been organized on the subject, attended by hundreds of corporate executives, and representatives of governments, multilateral institutions, civil society, academics, and the media.  The conferences have aimed at establishing the linkages needed to achieve sustainable development in Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as finding suitable mechanisms for ensuring the most efficient and effective application of the principles of corporate responsibility throughout the Hemisphere.  As we mention in the chapter on partnership for development, the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development of the OAS has also contributed by designing projects in this field.

Electoral observation missions


Of all the activities carried out by the UPD, electoral observation missions are undoubtedly the most important.  Prior to my arrival at the OAS, the Organization had begun observing elections, but problems were beginning to surface.  In my speech upon assuming office as Secretary General, I said that the electoral observation missions had proved to be a positive experience and had added to the Organization’s prestige.  I asserted, however, that the time had come to improve the system and that:  “One has to be more selective and, above all, more careful in ascertaining both the circumstances surrounding each election and the nature of the mandate and the responsibilities of the observers.  The OAS could also work to make the electoral organizations and systems of the nations of the Hemisphere stronger and more independent and encourage exchange of election-related technology, a vital element in a democracy.”
Electoral Observation Missions over the past ten years


Since 1994, our work with electoral tribunals and councils has been highly satisfactory. In electoral observation missions the international community has found the principal means of ensuring free, fair, and transparent elections. Those missions have therefore contributed significantly and increasingly to the consolidation and defense of democracy in the Hemisphere.

It is our job to ensure the integrity, impartiality, and reliability of electoral processes, in such a way that they encourage citizen participation, prevent irregularities, and provide the necessary guarantees for the free expression of the will of all citizens, as well as generating an environment of fairness, trust, legitimacy, and transparency for all actors in the political arena.


The professionalism and high degree of autonomy of the missions have facilitated acceptance of electoral outcomes in often daunting circumstances. The General Secretariat’s autonomy in its approach to those missions was an important component of their success and should be preserved.


Between 1994 and 2004 we carried out over 60 electoral observation missions in the Caribbean, Central America, and South America. The fact that a chapter was devoted specifically to these observation missions in the Inter-American Democratic Charter testifies to the high opinion of them held by public opinion and political groups. That reputation allowed us to tap the knowledge and skills of several organizations and to engage, through the UPD, in extensive horizontal cooperation. Most of the missions were to observe presidential elections, but more recently we began to be invited to observe parliamentary and local elections as well. Candidates emerging from these observed elections can be seen to have gained in stature as a result of the legitimacy conferred by our observation. Thanks to efforts such as these, both the missions themselves and the electoral outcomes have achieved more widespread recognition.


Furthermore, we have made useful contributions to the provision of technical assistance in electoral matters to the different electoral courts and commissions in the Hemisphere. The reliability of elections is improving as a result of technological progress, but the latter itself poses a significant challenge to those responsible for organizing electoral processes. The UPD has worked with all the electoral bodies in the region and facilitated the aforementioned modernization process both by preparing legislative proposals and by introducing software and training for officials.  Efforts to stimulate horizontal cooperation among electoral bodies themselves have proved to be particularly important, winning them increasing respect for their independence and professionalism.

Peru


Our electoral observation mission in Peru merits special attention. It began in March 2000, in an atmosphere of considerable mistrust of both the electoral authorities and the government itself: the outcome of a decade without checks and balances among the powers of state. In its report, the Mission pointed out that there had been grave irregularities and flaws, as well as incoherent and unfair practices and for that reason we asserted that the Peruvian elections had not complied with international standards of liberty, justice, and transparency. It was the report of that mission, headed by former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Guatemala, Eduardo Stein, that prompted the OAS General Assembly to intervene. At the regular session of the General Assembly of the OAS held in Windsor, Canada, in June 2000, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs instructed the [new] mission established by virtue of a resolution of the General Assembly “explor[e], with the Government of Peru and other sectors of the political community, options and recommendations aimed at further strengthening democracy in that country, in particular measures to reform the electoral process, including reform of judicial and constitutional tribunals, as well as strengthening freeedom of the press.”. That OAS mission, headed by the Foreign Minister of Canada, Lloyd Axworthy, ended up organizing a round table dialogue between the government, the opposition, civil society, and the Church. Officially, the agenda included: 1. Judicial reform, strengthening of the rule of law, and separation of powers; 2. Freedom of expression and of the media; 3. Electoral reform; 4. Oversight and accountability (fiscalización) and checks and balances; 5. Other issues related to the strengthening of democracy. Our mandate was to help Peru recover the full exercise of its democratic institutions and constitutional order,  from which it had strayed as a result of a government that increasingly resorted to authoritarian procedures unchecked by political controls; to curtailment of the independence of the judiciary; to silencing the media; to using the intelligence services of the Peruvian State for its own purposes; to embezzlement of public funds; and to undermining the conditions for free and fair presidential elections. The context was therefore ripe for us to work effectively as facilitators and mediators. Fortunately for all parties, and thanks to the courage, coordination, and determination of the political parties of the opposition and of civil society, alternative arrangements for running the country were made when the regime collapsed following the revelation of its illegal and anti-democratic acts. Despite the Government’s very abrupt demise, peace and calm prevailed. The OAS worked closely with opposition leaders and civil society in order to ensure a peaceful transition. The experience we acquired in Peru marked a significant step forward in the ability of the OAS to help defend and fortify democracy. It involved working closely with the judiciary and the legislature, with the representatives of the churches, with nongovernmental organizations, and with the leaders of opposition groups, in a manner that was both effective and unprecedented. Naturally, the true protagonists in that process were the citizens of Peru and their leaders, who peacefully and intensely resisted the Government’s authoritarian ways. Their will and determination were voiced through massive protests the length and breadth of the Republic. 

The Inter-American Democratic Charter

Origins and genesis of the Inter-American Democratic Charter


Democracy has been taking root throughout the Hemisphere at a pace that would have been unthinkable a decade ago. Immersed in the challenges and difficulties of that process, and particularly in light of the Peruvian experience, we came to realize that the hurdles democracy has encountered in the America meant that it had not yet found its definitive and conclusive form.


Sensing that, the interim President of Peru, Valentín Paniagua and his Minister of Foreign Affairs, Javier Pérez de Cuellar, proposed drafting an Inter-American Democratic Charter. At the Summit of the Americas in Quebec City in 2001, the Heads of State and Government welcomed the idea and instructed us to design such a Charter for adoption by our General Assembly at its regular session in Costa Rica.  The Quebec Summit also adopted the so-called “Democratic Clause,” according to which “any unconstitutional alteration or interruption of the democratic order in a state of the Hemisphere constitutes an insurmountable obstacle to the participation of that state's government in the Summit of the Americas process.”  After the Summit, a working group of our Permanent Council met to prepare a draft.  The upshot was a proposed draft, which was submitted to the General Assembly of the OAS at its regular session in Costa Rica in June 2001 but which did not satisfy all delegations.  The Assembly decided that a special session of the General Assembly, to be held in Peru, would work on a text that could reflect a consensus of all the delegations.  Undoubtedly, the text submitted for consideration by the special session in Lima was much better and much more comprehensive with respect to the problems, challenges, and opportunities in this field. 


This book is an appropriate setting in which to recall the intense work by the Permanent Council that went into preparing the Inter-American Democratic Charter, that has come to be recognized as the most important achievement of our Organization in recent times.  Luckily for all concerned, the working group responsible for drafting the Charter, chaired by the Ambassador of Colombia to the OAS, Humberto De la Calle Lombana, captured the spirit of the Summit of the Americas in Quebec City, Canada.  Correctly, it took up the text presented on behalf of Peru, the experiences that the OAS had learned from in several crises in the 1990s, the experience acquired in applying resolution 1080 on several occasions, the Declarations of Managua, Nassau, and Santiago, and the inter-American human rights instruments.  Our General Assembly in Costa Rica sparked frank and lively debate about the status of democracy in our Hemisphere, its achievements and shortcomings when put to the turbulent tests associated with globalization.  Those discussions highlighted the relationships between democracy and development, democracy and poverty, democracy and the environment, and between democracy and of the most fundamental human rights. That Assembly acceded to the request of Caribbean and some other foreign ministers to extend the period for reviewing the Charter, during which time further consultation also took place with civil society. Ministers also asked our Permanent Council to make use of the stock of inter-American jurisprudence and to be bound by the provisions of the OAS Charter.  In that lapse of time between the discussions in San José, Costa Rica and those in Lima, Peru, the debate widened to include many of the considerations under way in our region on the subject of democracy.  The Inter-American Juridical Committee made many valuable contributions.  Its cooperation made it possible to codify, systematize, and harmonize numerous components of the OAS Charter, the protocols amending it, and resolutions or declarations of our General Assembly.  It is therefore only right and proper to take this opportunity to thank the Committee for its support and guidance in the considerations that led up to the Inter-American Democratic Charter.  The text submitted for consideration by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs meeting in Lima was, without a doubt, the product of an enriching debate of a wide range of inter-American norms, which the new text expressed and linked together in a manner that significantly enhanced their scope.

Broadening of the Concept of Democracy and the Inter-American Democratic Charter


The concept of democracy has widened in the course of the past ten years.  I would like to underscore three aspects of that enrichment or expansion.  First, it is clear today that democracy is not just the holding of free, fair, and transparent elections, and the observance of human rights.  It is independence of the powers of state, complete with checks and balances; it is transparency and ethics in the handling of state affairs; it is citizen participation and accountability; strengthening of local governments; consolidation of political parties; access to information; freedom of the press; and freedom of expression.  Second, democracy today also means good governance (a properly functioning state).  Citizens perceive the shortcomings of the government institutions supposed to perform supervisory, regulatory, or control functions or of the state utilities responsible for providing basic public services, as failures of the democratic system.  Democratic institutions have suffered sorely, especially in Latin America, as a result of an inefficient state, weakened by the debt crisis and hamstrung by fiscal constraints.  Undoubtedly, the forces of globalization have obliged governments to modernize, in order to be able to compete on an intensely competitive world market.  Poor economic management has gone hand in hand with weal performance by government institutions.  All these problems undermine our citizens’ trust in democracy. Hunger, corrupt officials, assassinations, or trafficking in illicit substances are blows struck against democracy, eroding our citizens’ belief in it as the best form of government.  Despite the profound changes in the Hemisphere in the first five years, everywhere in the Americas there have been and there still are processes that deprive democracy of its credibility and legitimacy and ultimately undermine its ability to achieve its purposes, without which solid and lasting institutions cannot be established.  We should bear in mind that today economic performance is much more closely tied in with democracy issues.  Considerations such as social peace, political stability, and respect for the rule of law or legal security are as important for growth as savings or investment.  On the other hand, the expectation that democracy would lead us to higher levels of economic growth and a better distribution of income has not materialized.  In fact, in many countries, the transition from authoritarianism to democracy has been accompanied by a decline in the rate of growth of the Gross Domestic Product.  Failure to meet those expectations has harmed democracy as a political system.  Third, globalization has generated a world-wide awareness in the quest for social justice and the defense of democracy and of the rights of all citizens.  Until recently, our countries could still opt for a malfunctioning political system.  With globalization, that is no longer an option.  Thanks to the development of means of communication, the globalization of news, and access to the Internet, issues such as electoral fraud, misuse of political power, discrimination against women and indigenous people, or violations of human rights in any part of the world, cause everyone to protest.  The advent of the so-called information age has had a marked impact on the way problems are transmitted from one country to another, from one region to another, and on how they are reported and perceived around the globe, thereby overwhelmingly increasing the interdependence of all the protagonists in the globalization process.  The citizens of the Hemisphere are outraged when any government runs roughshod over its country’s judicial system or exerts undue pressure on it, or fails to abide by a judgment of a constitutional court.  They also feel and act to show their solidarity with their co-citizens in the face of adversity, as we saw in the case of the earthquakes in El Salvador or Hurricane Mitch.  There is no longer any room in our lives for isolation and indifference.  It would have been unthinkable in the past that each country’s elections would be scrutinized by other countries, their media, and their nongovernmental organizations.  All over the world, the international community is alert and making sure that elections are honest, fair, and transparent. Today international surveillance is both growing and multifaceted, a trend we at the OAS can document with an abundance of evidence.  Often enough, we end up performing not only a technical role but also that of a court or mediator between parties.  It is as if each election has become a matter of concern to every citizen of America or the world.  It is clear to everyone that it is not enough for an election to meet international standards.  There are many more values and principles at stake and every day there are new purposes, objectives, and parameters for observing the behavior not just of states and individuals, but large private corporations as well.  I need hardly mention how judges from different countries assume jurisdiction over crimes committed in other countries decades ago. It is as if they considered the establishment of the International Criminal Court insufficient or a matter of little importance, even though it undoubtedly represents a major step forward and is a consequence of the globalization of political relations.  Take, then, the universal repudiation of corruption and the clamor for transparency in many government decisions.  If is as if any citizen in any part of the world feels that an act of corruption thousands of miles away is his business and entitles him to be informed and to call for solutions and sanctions.  Collective demands have certainly brought transparency and oversight, which have had far-reaching repercussions on national procurement and hiring systems.  One need only look at the increase in the number of accusations of corruption.  Is that because we have an environment in which such cases can be aired and ventilate with considerable freedom?  Or is it that globalization has also brought us more corruption? Are these phenomena occurring because we have more democracy and greater public freedoms? Much the same applies to the independence and checks and balances of the powers of state. The political consequences of globalization are perhaps most evident in connection with the global environment. Today, the issue of climate change is on every agenda. The protection of primary forests, biodiversity, the numerous animal and vegetable species in extinction, have won the attention of the majority of the population in most of the countries in today’s community of nations. No state can elude the intense international scrutiny in this area. Who is not upset, nowadays, when the ruler of any country on the other side of the world refuses to account for his acts, or refuses to acknowledge abuses his country committed in the past? Who is not upset when someone makes no effort to protect the rights of this or that minority? In many nations it is often easier and quicker to obtain champions for a cause when domestic awareness of a problem or aspiration is still incipient. Who today can remain indifferent to the new forms of slavery or bondage through illicit trafficking in human beings for sexual commerce? Who is indifferent to the presence of children during armed conflict or to child labor? Who is unmoved by discrimination against women and who is not indignant at violence against vulnerable groups, wherever it might occur. It barely matters which government is responsible. People mobilize anyway, whether to press their demands on behalf of the Kurds or to demand participation by indigenous peoples in all the public affairs of almost all nations. As I mentioned, this increasing globalization of political issues is made possible by development of the means of communication, the globalization of news, and access to the Internet. Undoubtedly by giving each local issue an international dimension, the media make us experience these problems, transmitting them into our bedrooms day after day and touching our most sensitive chords much more surely than any impact of economic globalization on our welfare. Through nightly news bulletins, we are familiar with the ethical issue associated with the cost of medicine to fight AIDS in Africa, gender issues in China, wage discrimination in South-East Asia, and violence against women in the Arab world. That development has surely made freedom of expression the most sacred right of all at the start of this century. Nongovernmental organizations and civil society, with their powerful campaigns, have added these causes to their already greatly expanded agenda. Today, these organizations enjoy much more freedom of movement, their opinions are echoed more widely, and their cries are heard on every continent. Today there are many more players and spokespersons, and more organizations exposing the failures of our institutions, disclosing their shortcomings, and demanding change. In many parts of the world, by revealing those problems, vices, and weaknesses, they have severely weakened the political system, parties, and congresses. When citizens are asked whether they are or are not satisfied with democracy, normally they think not only of some economic improvements but also of the defects of the political system, of the state and its institutions, and of the economic and social problems they attribute to globalization. Globalization has wrought huge changes in America, vastly increasing the range of problems and challenges. In a separate chapter, I will address the problems caused by capital flight, the more undesirable feature of globalization and, today, the biggest impediment to democratic governance in the Americas. For that reason we need to begin to acknowledge that what is at stake is more than just a minor reluctance to conform; to accept that we have to do much more to pinpoint not just the economic effects of globalization, an area in which we have already made considerable headway, but also its social consequences and the enormous political challenges it poses. These have begun to constitute a much broader, more complex, and costly scenario and agenda, for which we are ill-prepared. There is much to be said for this sudden and emerging severity in criticism of our democratic institutions. Respect for the rights of every citizen of the Americas has become a matter that concerns us all. The relentless struggle against corruption and for greater transparency and accountability is now unstoppable. While this broad vision of democracy expands the scope of our actions, it also creates a complex scenario in which democracy ends up being responsible for anything the state, the government, or any public authority does or did, fails to do now or failed to do in the past. Democracy is blamed for the shortcomings of social or educational policy. It carries the burden of the injustice and inequality inherited from the previous economic model, and the aftermath of the structural adjustment that in some of our countries increased poverty by widening the social divide. Democracy is also taken to task for the upsets and tensions caused by the intense economic, social, and political transformations of the past decade. Worse still, many citizens are beginning to associate democracy with the contemporary ills that threaten it, deprive it of legitimacy, and erode the foundations of our societies: drug trafficking, terrorism, corruption, and violence. These unsolicited responsibilities cannot be eluded. Today these problems are more acute and recurrent than ever. The democratic system must translate into improved political, economic, and social institutions; into a better political system and a state that fulfills its functions more effectively; into enhanced international cooperation in the fight against threats to democratic systems; and into a clear improvement in living standards for all. It is our duty to bring that about.

This is the enormous challenge facing our Heads of State day after day. It is a responsibility that all governments bear and one that in many nations bears no relation to the scant resources available. That is where our collective action can help complement the efforts of our government, without thereby jeopardizing the values set forth in our Charter.


These are the considerations that made the decision to adopt the Inter-American Democratic Charter so noteworthy and imperative. It incorporated many of these new elements and principles into the very notion of democracy and into our political systems. It also reflected recent practices not yet founded in legal norms, as well as some norms that represented notable advances.

Key features of the Inter-American Democratic Charter


Rather than refer in detail to the whole of the Inter-American Democratic Charter, I would like to highlight key aspects of it.


The Inter-American Democratic Charter systematizes and harmonizes many elements found either in the OAS Charter or in General Assembly resolutions. It took into account the extensive and lively debate under way in our region by affirming that representative democracy is strengthened and deepened by ongoing, honest and responsible participation by citizens and that such participation in decisions affecting their own development is a right and duty of all citizens of the Americas. The Charter asserts the obligation of governments to defend the right to democracy.  It addresses the subjects of education and the rights of workers.  It also covers the elimination of all forms of discrimination and intolerance, the promotion and protection of the human rights of indigenous peoples and migrants, and respect for the ethnic, cultural, and religious diversity of the Americas.


In the chapter on integral development and the fight against poverty, the six articles underscore the close link between democracy and economic development and highlight issues related to illiteracy, the generation of productive employment, observance of economic, social, and cultural rights, environmental preservation and good stewardship, and the idea of quality education available for all. The Charter incorporates the views of our Heads of State in Quebec regarding the constitutional subordination of all state institutions to the legitimately constituted civilian authority and respect for the rule of law by all entities and segments of society,


The Charter represents a major advance over resolution 1080 in terms of the expansion of the range of situations that may constitute a rupture or alteration of democracy, and in terms of the gamut of means or actions available to our political organs, the Permanent Council and the Meetings of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, as well as the General Secretariat, for the resolute defense of democracy in accordance with the principles of our Charter.


Here, it is worth underscoring the introduction of the idea of an “unconstitutional alteration of the constitutional regime.” In other words, now an occurrence prior to an “interruption” or “rupture” may prompt an action or reaction on our part. The text incorporates the preventive concerns of the Charter, when it refers to the use of “diplomatic initiatives” and “good offices,” when a government so requires or requests. This ruling provides a sense of gradualism that allows us to contribute through our actions to the preservation and strengthening of the democratic institutions.


Also worth noting is that a country may request assistance when it considers that its democratic political institutional process or its legitimate exercise of power is at risk.  It is also important that the Charter provides for the Organization continuing its diplomatic initiatives in order to foster the restoration of democracy.


In drafting the Charter we were very much aware that, although we can claim to have successfully dealt with the crises that threatened our democracies, we also have to bolster our efforts to strengthen them and to overcome the enormous challenges posed, as we mentioned already, by a broader, more complex, and costly agenda.  For that reason, the Charter attaches considerable importance to matters related to the promotion of democracy.  It also recognizes the role of our electoral observation missions, which have proved to be a guarantee of honesty, impartiality, and trustworthiness in electoral processes.


Through the Inter-American Democratic Charter, we protect the right of our peoples to live in democracy; we give voice to our vision and shared principles; our needs and aspirations; our collective will and our commitment to working in concert to defend our fundamental values.  The contribution made to the Charter by the English-speaking Caribbean countries, in which democracy has proved more supple and resilient than in any other subregion of the developing world was exceptionally important.


In the framework of the Charter, representative democracy means much more than free and transparent elections, because it establishes a broader vision of democracy itself.  As we pointed out above, democracy means respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, the separation and independence of the branches of government, transparency, accountability, honesty, responsibility, citizen participation, a strong civil society, and a pluralist party system.  All these features are addressed in the Democratic Charter, as well as those referring to access to information, freedom of the press and freedom of expression, an effective system of controls, the elimination of all kinds of discrimination, and the supremacy of the constitution and the rule of law.


The Inter-American Democratic Charter draws attention to a new generation of rights related to indigenous peoples, ethnic, religious, and cultural diversity I the Americas; children, women, migrant workers and their families, and the rights of workers as provided for in the ILO’s core conventions. It therefore reflects the enormous efforts of the institutions of the human rights system to include newly emerging rights in the hemispheric agenda.


The Charter is founded upon the conviction that we are at a historical crossroads.  Political globalization has generated a global concern for social justice and the defense of democratic principles and human rights.  We face serious threats to the democratic systems of several countries in our Hemisphere.  We have fragile government institutions and political systems and in many nations the state and government institutions are not in a position to provide even basic health care, education, or security.


The Inter-American Democratic Charter is more than an instrument for handling crises and imposing sanctions.  Its objective is to assist democracies and ensure that they receive hemispheric support when their political and institutional processes or the legitimate exercise of power are at risk.  The Charter provides our nations with tools for the collective defense against threats and for dealing with challenges n an orderly, decisive, timely, and consensual manner.


Already at the General Assembly in Barbados in 2002, we were able to appreciate the importance of the Democratic Charter.  Over the past two years we have clung to its precepts as our Heads of State struggled to address citizens’ demands and to attend to the complaints, protests, and unease with government decisions and policies, against globalization or regional integration, some warranted, others barely justified.  The Charter has become a major, living, essential, and, one might almost say, imperative document.  It contains within it the multiple facets of democracy today.


It is also a milestone and an unmistakable token of our common determination to defend and promote democracy.  Furthermore, the Charter send a clear signal and warning that if in any of our states the democratic system of government is imperiled we have a collective plan for a highly effective response.


The Charter is a guide to democratic behavior, a code of conduct.  It demonstrates our deep-seated commitment to democracy, but we cannot trust that it will solve all our problems now or those that may arise in the future.  That would mean underestimating the immense challenges we face.  We cannot forget that usually, when we think of democracy, we have in mind a political system of institutions and values; and yet, at the start of the new millennium, the citizens of the Americas think of democracy as something more than that.


That is why we at the OAS and in the whole of the inter-American system have progressed from a discussion of what democracy consists of to a debate about governance.  Our deliberations on this point began at the General Assembly in Barbados in 2002 and continued at the next one in Chile in 2003, where it was the lead topic in the dialogue among heads of delegation.  The subject was also taken up at the Special Summit of the Americas, held in Monterrey, Mexico, in January 2004 and at other meetings of our Heads of State such as the Ibero-American and Río Group Summits. 


Discussion of democratic governance has become essential due to the difficulty our governments have not only in performing their functions but even just finishing their terms, as we saw recently in Bolivia: a country to which I shall now turn.

Bolivia


As I mention in the chapter on the pacific settlement of disputes, in February 2003, there were armed clashes in Bolivia between the police and the armed forces, with a large number of victims and a serious breakdown of the state’s function of guaranteeing citizens security and respect for their rights and protection of their lives, all of which posed a grave threat to the political stability of the country.


There I also mention that, at the request of the Bolivian government, the OAS undertook to conduct an impartial inquiry into what had happened and to prepare a report that would facilitate discussion of the institutional flaws that had emerged during those events, recommend to the Government and to the country possible actions for strengthening democracy, and provide material for assessing the political liabilities of those who had taken part in the events.


The OAS view was that there had been protest marches, in which a substantial number of individuals had defied the constitutional regime, and there were also skirmishes, but not a generalized insurrection.  On the contrary, the vast majority of Bolivians observed what was happening with astonishment, feared for the fate of the country and its democratic institutions, and did not back unconstitutional solutions.


Likewise, we concluded that there had been insubordination on the part of the police against the Constitution and Bolivian law and that, faced with that attack, the Armed Forced had acted in defense of democracy and the rule of law in a contained manner, commensurate with the size of the threat.


As I state in the chapter on the pacific settlement of disputes and reaffirm below, already at that juncture we warned in our report that Bolivia urgently needed to sign explicit agreements on minimum rules of the game for transparent participation in democracy, that would be binding with respect to the political and social activities of all organizations working in the public sphere, without exception.  We referred to agreements on the principles governing all political and social actors and may even involve some international participation.


We did not hesitate to point out that, to achieve levels of growth capable of substantially reducing poverty and restoring better human development indicators, it was essential to reach a timely decision on execution of the projects aimed at exploiting Bolivia’s vast oil and gas reserves, especially the liquefied natural gas (LNG) project, on the basis of sound economic and financial criteria.  Given the susceptibility to criticism of a project of that nature, however, it had to be accompanied by consultation and citizen participation.  The process had to be highly transparent and any decisions explained persuasively, so that they enjoyed a high level of public support.


The major problem in evaluating Bolivia’s 20-year experience of democracy is that, despite considerable progress in the strengthening of institutions – exemplified by the democratic institutionalization of the Armed Forces, which was sorely tested by events in February – it has not been able to meet many of the social demands of Bolivians, an outcome that is not uncommon in Latin American democracies. Nor has it opened up enough mechanisms for the participation of all segments in society.  As a result, and despite the democratic convictions of the great majority of the population, Bolivians are constantly frustrated with the exercise of democracy in their country.


The political crisis and social unrest triggered new acts of violence in mid-October 2003, leading to the resignation of President Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada on October 17 of that year. He was succeeded, as the Constitution provides, by the Vice President, Carlos Mesa.  At the request of the Government of Bolivia, the OAS also intervened to attempt to mediate, together with Brazil and Argentina, between the government authorities and the leaders of the protests in a bid to avoid bloodshed, as well as to preserve the constitutional order and the political institutions of the country.


What happened in Bolivia is an important admonition for all our countries.  As we warned in our Report, the Bolivian case mainly concerned political participation – in this instance, that of a segment of the population excluded from the development circuit, namely indigenous communities – and the need for them to feel part of that society, to be taken into account in decisions, even if they do not share them, and to be incorporated into solutions.


It is important to recognize the enormous effort being made by President Carlos Mesa to solve the country’s underlying problems and to act with the gravity and responsibility that the circumstances require.  Managing to chart a course in a country with such a particularly precarious economy and to attend to the social demands and demands for representation of the different social sectors requires enormous support from all sides.  Bolivia’s plight calls for decisions of substance and its political groups must be conscious of the need to seek consensus in order to avoid a crisis even more dire than that the country has already suffered.  The quest for points of consensus also implies a readiness to negotiate and to avoid polarizing the country, with Bolivia’s Congress being the natural forum for reaching agreements and cooperation with the Executive.


The OAS is committed to supporting Bolivia and, at the request of its Government, has focused on assisting with the Constituent Assembly process.  The future of Bolivian democracy depends to a large degree on the success of both processes.  We already have a team with ample political and legal experience of constituent assembly processes, working closely with the Government in this field.  Through the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy, we are also putting together a program for strengthening Bolivia’s political parties.  The Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission, CICAD, is working on alternative crops to coca and helping prepare a national anti-drug plan.  For its part, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights is helping to draw up a national human rights plan.

Haiti


Haiti has proved to be a particularly intractable case for the OAS.  Over a period of several years, considerable frustration has accumulated that, unfortunately, recent events have done nothing to dissipate.


I took office as Secretary General of the OAS on the day that President Clinton announced that the multinational force headed by the United States would, with the authorization of the United Nations Security Council, restore the government of President Aristide.  The OAS took on a grave responsibility to the Haitian people when it committed itself fully to that process.  For the first time ever, there was to be a joint OAS-UN International Civilian Mission to monitor human rights issues and other factors of a humanitarian nature in that country.  The idea was to promote full reconciliation, through a process based on the principles set forth in the Governors Island Agreement.


Under that arrangement, the different segments of Haitian society felt they had control over democratic institutions that had to be reconstructed and strengthened day by day. The OAS stood by ready to lead and to contribute at any time to the reconciliation and social and economic transformation of the country.  Yet these goals proved to be unattainable.  There was never any truly democratic coexistence, nor full acceptance of the democratic legitimacy of governments that succeeded one another by the will of the people.


Haiti recovered public freedoms, but the fight against backwardness and extreme poverty failed to proceed at the pace the international community had hoped for.  Following a cycle alas all too familiar to the people of Haiti, their country ceased to make the headlines or television screens in the rest of the world.  No way was ever found to actually use the cooperation that had been offered.  In fact, justice was never done to a people whom the community of nations has punished with an undeserved cycle of attention followed by indifference.


For me it is a matter of great regret that since 1994 little has changed for the better in Haiti: its democracy is as frail as it was then, democratic institutions fail to function as they should, the economy is in decline, and most of the citizens of Haiti live in deplorable conditions.  Let us hope that the process currently under way allows us to break that vicious circle of ever deeper conflict and misunderstanding, thwarting all economic, political, and social progress.


Haitians have demonstrated their creativity and skills in many spheres of human activity and have suffered more than their fair share of the struggle against hunger and destitution.  It is time for their intelligence, creativity, pride, and sheer ability to survive to enable them to escape their dreadful plight and to forge a community offering opportunities for all in an equitable and democratic fashion.


All these years, we at the OAS have felt an intense commitment to Haiti.  The OAS made a huge effort to find a solution to the grave political crisis triggered by fraud at the time of the parliamentary elections in May 2000, when parts of the Constitution were flouted, along with even rudimentary electoral standards.  Those flaws were clearly pointed out by our Electoral Observation Mission.


Accompanied by our Assistant Secretary General, Ambassador Luigi Einaudi, we attempted to repair the damage to democracy done during that electoral process.  We worked with the Government of Haiti, opposition parties, and the various churches, to find possible solutions to the crisis.


The General Assembly held in Costa Rica in June 2001 gave us strict instructions to deal with all sectors of Haitian society to reach an agreement that might solve the problems associated with those elections and to embark on a national dialogue for reconciliation and the strengthening of democratic institutions.


In July 2001, we reached an agreement regarding the establishment of a credible, neutral, and independent Electoral Council that would be representative of all sectors.  Unfortunately, the armed attacks of July 28 and December 17, and the street violence that ensued, put paid to the process of negotiations.  From then on, we witnessed a deterioration in the security and human rights situation, and diminishing chances of finding a solution to the political crisis.


The outbreak of violence on December 17, 2001 triggered a vigorous response from the Permanent Council of the OAS, which condemned the loss of lives and destruction of property on that occasion and urged the Government of Haiti, all the political parties, civil society, and other institutions in Haitian society, to condemn all forms of public violence.


The Council gave instructions that a solution be found to the latest political crisis by establishing an OAS mission.  It asked that we send representatives to investigate and evaluate the situation, and to help the Government and people of Haiti to strengthen its democratic system and institutions.  It also invited the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights to carry out an on-site visit.


In its resolution the Council also urged the Government of Haiti to ensure the following:
a. The completion of a thorough, independent inquiry into the events related to December 17, 2001;

b. The prosecution of any person, and dismissal, when appropriate, of any person found to be complicit in the violence  of December 17, 2001, and subsequent days;

c. The completion of a thorough inquiry into all politically-motivated crimes;

d. Reparations for organizations and individuals who suffered damages as a direct result of the violence of December 17, 2001.


The resolution by our Permanent Council also provided for the renewal of our mandate and the mission was established with a view to taking a long-term approach to the issues involved.  An effort was made to create a climate of security: a necessary condition for restarting negotiations.  The mission was also asked to monitor human rights issues and other related to security, the judicial system, and governance.


At the same time, the OAS and CARICOM established an independent Commission of Inquiry, composed of three prominent jurists, to investigate the events of December 17.  We also appointed an Advisory Council to make recommendations on reparations to organizations and individuals that suffered losses as a direct result of the violence on December 17.  It was in that context that a Group of Friends of Haiti was formed to act as a consultative body.


On March 1, 2002, an agreement was signed between the Government and the OAS for the establishment of a mission focusing on democracy, human rights, security, and administration of justice.  Subsequently, through resolution 822, the Permanent Council expanded this mandate to cover the critical subjects of disarmament and the creation of a secure environment for an electoral process.


At the General Assembly held in Barbados in 2002, we stated that unless we managed to solve Haiti’s most elementary political problems and were capable of reaching an agreement on holding elections in the near future and restoring full cooperation of the international community and financial institutions with that country, the loss of legitimacy and the polarization would continue to deteriorate.  The Government had to comply fully with the terms of the resolution adopted in January.


All parties, including the Convergence Démocratique coalition were to demonstrate their readiness to resolve the political dispute and return to the negotiating table to finalize the accord.  We pointed out that the people of Haiti desperately needed that agreement.


The initiatives undertaken by the OAS, its Secretariat, and its political organs, and those of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights were constant and complex up to January 2004, when the prime ministers of CARICOM produced their Caricom Prior Action Plan, adopted in Jamaica with a view to solving the political differendum. 


The Plan call for compliance with the relevant OAS resolutions and emphasized the need to negotiate new rules governing demonstrations; the release of detainees; disarmament of armed gangs; establishment of a consensual broad-based advisory council; the appointment of a new government through identification of a neutral, independent person as Prime Minister, who enjoys public trust; and implementation of the CARICOM Charter of Civil Society.  The international community, without exception, supported the CARICOM plan and commended it as a notable contribution to solving the political differendum.  Nevertheless, despite those major efforts and the support of the international community, in February 2004 political violence spread across the country.  At a special meeting on February 19, the Permanent Council adopted a resolution for the defense of public order in Haiti and the strengthening of its democracy, and condemned the violence.


It is worth noting that this resolution expressed “its firm support to the CARICOM initiative” and also “its firm support for the Government of the President of Haiti, Jean-Bertrand Aristide, in its efforts to restore public order by constitutional means.”


On February 26, alarmed by the extremely conflictive and violent situation in Haiti and conscious of the restrictions imposed by the OAS Charter in such cases, the OAS Permanent Council agreed to call upon the United Nations Security Council “to take the necessary and appropriate urgent measures, as established in the Charter of the United Nations, to address the crisis in Haiti.”  Three days later, President Aristide resigned and left his country under circumstances that are the subject of controversy within the OAS.


After an emergency meeting on this subject on March 2 and 3, the Heads of State of the CARICOM countries issued a statement in which they expressed their “dismay and alarm” over the events leading to the departure of President Aristide and called on the United Nations to investigate those events.  To some extent, the immediate challenge has been to find a way of continuing to support the people of Haiti in an atmosphere charged with disagreements.  Since March, the OAS has concentrated on finding formulas for the restoration of order and peace in the country. Using ideas suggested in the CARICOM “Prior Action Plan,” the Mission has attempted to support the establishment of normal democratic practices in that country. 

Since the resignation of President Aristide and the start of the new government of President Alexandre and Prime Minister Latortue, the task has been one of combining strategies with the United Nations.  Through its Security Council resolutions 1529 and 1542, the United Nations put together a multilateral force with troops from the United Sates, Chile, Canada, and France, to be replaced in a few months by a more permanent stabilization force led by Brazil.  Together, the OAS and the United Nations must embark on a long-term effort covering such issues as disarmament, human rights, administration of justice, respect for the rule of law, promotion of a culture of dialogue, negotiation and social inclusion, and, of course, elections.


On May 6, 2004, the Prime Minister of the Provisional Government attended a special meeting of our Permanent Council. In accepting the request of the Council of Wise Men to become Prime Minister of Haiti, he took on an enormous responsibility in order to serve his country in these dire times.


Although this phase in the history of Haiti is clearly only just beginning, this is a time for profound reflection.


When the Prime Minister of the Provisional Government of Haiti, Gerard Latortue, asked us at that meeting for assistance with electoral matters, he undoubtedly had the unanimous support of the countries of the OAS.  The Prime minister said on that occasion:  “We want to show that it is possible to govern Haiti differently, not like it has been governed for the past 200 years.”  Nevertheless, the Government has a formidable task ahead of in attempting to restore public order and respect for the rights of each citizen of Haiti.  It also has the obligation to lead the country to elections that return the exercise of sovereignty to its citizens.  The activation by the Prime Minister of the Provisional Electoral Council, in accordance with the agreement reached in 2001, should contribute to the process of holding elections and ultimately to full restoration of the rule of law and reconciliation.


Even so, we cannot ignore the fact that, behind the unanimity and solidarity in assisting the Haitian people to overcome the crisis and raise their standard of living, there are several unresolved questions.  The member states of the OAS have not managed to reach a consensus on the interpretation of what happened.  Nevertheless, that has not proved to be an obstacle to accepting the highly positive role that our mission in Haiti must play in carrying out the major responsibilities entrusted to it by both our Permanent Council and the OAS General Assembly.


Either our Permanent Council or the OAS General Assembly at its next session must define the exact parameters to govern the activities of our mission.  We have to bear in mind that our starting point must be the original mandates with respect to justice, human rights, and good governance, all of which are geared to strengthening the country’s democratic institutions.  These activities must continue and receive ample and resolute support.  We shall continue our work in Haiti in close cooperation with CARICOM, an organization that undoubtedly wields considerable influence and has played a vital role.


In any event, the responsibility for a solution to the Haitian crisis lies with the Haitians themselves.  The problems of security and democracy, as well as the country’s economic issues, can indeed be solved by Haitians.  The OAS must contribute by offering guidance in that process.

Colombia


In 2003, Colombia became a particularly important item on the OAS Agenda after its Government turned to the Organization in order to obtain multilateral support for its fight against terrorist groups.  Following the explosion of a bomb in a social club in Bogotá, in February 2003, and the speech by the Vice President of Colombia to the Permanent Council of the Organization asking for the solidarity of the hemispheric community, the Council adopted a resolution in which it condemned the terrorist attacks and reaffirmed its support for the efforts of the Government of Colombia to combat terrorism and establish lasting peace in that country.  In October, at the Special Conference on Security, member states issued a declaration on the situation in Colombia fully supporting the Government’s policies and calling for the demobilization and reincorporation of members of the illegal armed groups in civilian life.


In mid-October 2003, the President of Colombia, Álvaro Uribe Vélez, asked me if the OAS could cooperate with the Government of Colombia in the process of demobilization of paramilitary groups that had already got underway in the country.  Our Organization is recognized as having acquired extensive experience of post-conflict situations, the best known of which is Nicaragua, where, at the end of the fighting, the OAS was asked to play a verification and demobilization role in respect of the Nicaraguan “contras,” using only civilian personnel.


Despite the many personal doubts I harbored regarding certain aspects of the process that was under way, the fact that, as the Minister of the Interior of my country in 1987, I had been the first person to alert Colombian public opinion to the danger of letting paramilitary groups grow or of society taking a complacent view of that possibility, gave me a certain amount of autonomy and legitimacy for taking a decision that would have lasting implications for my country and the OAS. Added to that was my absolute conviction that Colombia is a country with strong institutions, one that abides strictly by its Constitution and its laws, with an independent legislature and prominent roles played by the Constitutional Court, the media, and public opinion, as well as my certainty that the international community has an enormous responsibility to help that country and its government.


I am convinced that Colombia has the right to strike what it considers to be an acceptable balance between justice and demobilization, and one that is compatible with a global vision of the defense of the rights of human beings; and I am sure that Colombia’s institutions are going to find that right balance between truth, justice, reparation, human rights, and international humanitarian law.


All those reflections led me to take up the challenge and responsibility of beginning a mission to support the peace process through verification of the ceasefire and end to hostilities, demobilization and disarmament, and the reincorporation of combatants into civilian life.


Subsequently, that effort was to be confirmed by the Permanent Council, in the form of its unwavering support of the efforts of the president of Colombia to pursue a firm and lasting peace within the framework of the rule of law and the full exercise of human rights.


The Agreement of Santafé de Ralito, signed on July 15, 2003 by the National Government and the United Self-Defense Groups of Colombia (AUC) marked the start of the demobilization process for these illegal armed groups, which the authorities are planning to complete, at the very latest, by December 31, 2005.  As a first step under the agreement, on November 25, 2003, 874 members of the Bloque Cacique Nutibara (BCN) of the AUC were demobilized in Medellín.  They handed over 623 rifles, revolvers and other firearms, as well as ammunition.  The OAS attended this event as a guest of honor.  On December 7 of the same year, 156 members of the paramilitary group Rural Self-Defense Forces of Ortega (Las Autodefensas Campesinas de Ortega) demobilized in Cajibío, in the Department of Cauca.


On May 13, 2004, in Santa Fe de Ralito, the Colombian government reached an agreement with these groups on rules to govern a “Location Zone” for them in Tierralta, in the Department of Córdoba. This zone would subsist for a renewable six-month period, depending on the requirements of the process.  The OAS Support Mission, MAPP/OAS, will verify compliance with that Agreement and with the commitments made by both parties.


Thus, the idea is for the Mission to have an office in that Zone, guarded by the Colombian security forces.  There will be a standing Committee on Security and Coexistence, which the Mission will form part of, and a Verification Committee, responsible for assisting the OAS Mission’s efforts to verify the cessation of hostilities and for receiving and attending to complaints, information, or denunciations regarding compliance with the cessation of hostilities.  The plan envisages receiving an inventory of the arms, materiel, and ammunition in the possession of the members of the self-defense groups in the zone and the agreement contains a provision requiring members of the self-defense groups to abstain from engaging in illicit activities, recruitment, exerting pressure on or threatening inhabitants of the area or visitors, carrying out armed training sessions, ordering or coordinating illegal actions from the zone, or manufacturing, stockpiling, and either bringing in or taking out arms, materiel and/or additional ammunition.


It is worth noting that the District Attorney’s office (la Fiscalía) and the judicial authorities will take an active part in the demobilization process. 862 IDs have already been issued, along with 639 judicial record certificates.  The legal status of a 215 demobilized combatants has still to be verified.  The latter are subject to restraining orders as they are accused of conspiracy to commit crime.  According to the Attorney General’s Office, there are 254 people with judicial records, some of whom are under prosecution with confidential case files.


So far, 14 of the demobilized have been arrested.  In two of those cases, crimes were committed after demobilization; the others have yet to be analyzed.  Thirteen of the detainees are in the Bellavista Penitentiary and one in the Itaguí maximum security jail.


The negotiation process is undoubtedly complex. Talks are being conducted at a bilateral level between the Government and different blocks of the self-defense groups, in the presence of the OAS and the Colombian Catholic Church, at a combined negotiation table arrangement.  Clearly, the most complex negotiations of all have had to do with the subject of extradition and the security of the areas of influence of the self-defense groups, and with points of consensus conducive to a schedule for guaranteeing their concentration in particular zones, a more effective cessation of hostilities, demobilization, and reincorporation.  The self-defense groups are not a homogenous entity.  In-fighting has been observed and it may explain the obscure circumstances leading to the disappearance of one of the top AUC leaders.  This incident is being investigated by the Attorney General’s Office.


Obviously, in this major effort to achieve the demobilization of paramilitary groups in Colombia, great care must be taken to avoid human rights problems and to listen to nongovernmental organizations and the inter-American human rights institutions.  At the OAS we are well aware that we must take special care to avoid any move that might cast doubt on our commitment to observe human rights; to prevent any abuse of power by the authorities; and to respect the rule of law, institutions, the right to self-defense, and constitutional rights.  The Permanent Council’s contribution to the OAS mandate, aimed at tightening coordination between the Mission and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) is based on that approach and its adoption is a priority for the Mission.


Without prejudice to the above, it is not up to the OAS to negotiate the contents of a “Law of Alternative Justice” (Ley de alternatividad penal) For that reason, I have insisted on the mission refraining from interfering in the internal affairs of the country or from negotiating the legal or political scope of the agreements that the Government might reach with its interlocutor.  Nonetheless, we do have opinions that we will convey to the Government and we trust that the Executive, Congress, the courts, and civil society will abide in their actions and agreements by the international human rights standards upheld by the system and conventions to which Colombia is a party.


Participation by the international community will help to diminish the violence, drug trafficking, and human rights violations, and to restore properly functioning institutions throughout Colombia.  However, there is no such thing as aseptic negotiation and the international community must also be prepared to assume certain risks if it wishes to see a reduction of violence in Colombia. Sustainable, certain, and lasting peace given the present state of the Colombian conflict presupposes international involvement demonstrating two basic principles: transparency and credibility.  That is the commitment of our Organization to the Colombians.


At the same time, the scope of the mission’s mandate is not restricted to verification of a peace process with paramilitary groups, but with all armed groups if they agree to stop terrorist acts, commit to a cease-fire and cessation of hostilities, and permit international verification.  When circumstances so require and the Colombian government so wishes, the OAS could assist with negotiations with the other parties to the conflict and advise on the terms of negotiations with the paramilitary.


Ultimately, peace in Colombia will be gradually put together, like the pieces in a jigsaw puzzle.  It is neither fair nor realistic to offer support to Colombia only when peace can be made with all the players, without exception.  Much bloodshed can be avoided if the international community realizes that it is its responsibility to act now.

Venezuela


On April 13, 2002, the Permanent Council of the Organization of American States condemned the disruption of constitutional order in Venezuela and the deplorable acts of violence leading to the loss of human life, called for the restoration of democratic institutions, and sent a mission, headed by me, to investigate the facts and initiate the necessary measures to reestablish constitutional order.


Reporting to the Permanent Council on April 18, 2002, I presented the facts as I knew them, which I was instructed to verify.  I also reported to the Council on my efforts to bring about the earliest possible normalization of democratic institutions, as well as the decisions taken by the presidents of the Rio Group and the request that, on their behalf, and by the most appropriate means, I ascertain what was happening in Venezuela.  Our Council condemned the disruption of constitutional order and the deplorable acts of violence and expressed its solidarity with the people of Venezuela.


I then presented the report on my visit.  On that same day, the OAS General Assembly, at a special session convened under Article 20 of the Inter-American Democratic Charter, adopted a resolution to extend such OAS support and assistance as the Government of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela might request for the consolidation of its democratic process.


Then I presented a succinct report of the facts and an assessment thereof, by way of illustration, for the governments, of possible steps the Organization might take, in particular as regards the principles enshrined in the Democratic Charter.  There was a overall rejection of the actions taken by the "provisional government" that seized power, had President Chávez detained, attempted to shut down all bodies formed by popular election, ordered interventions into the Judiciary and all institutions of the “moral authority,” and, in practice, derogated the Constitution and many decisions and measures taken under its provisions.  This “government” was actually just being installed, had no democratic legitimacy, and stemmed from the decisions of a group of soldiers.


Fortunately for the democratic institutions of Venezuela, that attempt to disrupt the constitutional order was turned around, largely by the reaction of a good number of Armed Forces officers, and by vigorous citizen action.  Upon my arrival in Venezuela with the mission, I was able to meet with President Chávez and with all the highest officials of the branches of government, political organizations, civil society, the Church, workers’ organizations, and the media.


Among my talks with the various sectors, I would point to the following.  I found the President clearly ready to reflect, to rectify, and to seek unity.  I found the same readiness in the opposition sectors.  But I also found a very dangerous polarization, not only of natural political protagonists, such as members of government, parties, or congressional groups, but also of representatives of other branches of government, of labor and business organizations, of civil society and the media.  This excessive polarization, in practice, hindered democratic dialogue and the search for agreements that would restore the country’s social harmony.  Most people were convinced that another confrontation between the friends and the opponents of the Government was inevitable.


We then called attention to the very dangerous practice of involvement in political debate by the Armed Forces.  I also expressed my concern that many sectors were distancing themselves from constitutional standards.  Many believed that there was a lack of separation and independence of the branches of government and that the checks and balances under which democracies operate were lacking.  I learned of various reports of intimidation, looting, loss of life, and persons injured during the days in which the constitutional order was disrupted.


I also let the governments know how, within the opposition sectors, responsibility for many of the human rights violations, and for some acts deemed to curtail freedom of expression, was attributed to the "Bolivarian Circles"--groups of citizens or grassroots organizations that support the President’s political platform.  Media representatives and some journalists considered them their most serious threat.  The cases had already been brought before the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights and its Rapporteur for Freedom of Expression.  They also complained about the number and length of the President's statements, which private networks are required by law to broadcast.


Representatives of the branches of government, for their part, pointed to the lack of objectivity of some media outlets in reporting on the events, especially on the restoration of constitutional order.  Members of the opposition, on the other hand, felt that their rights were being violated in the National Assembly.


In meetings with the various sectors, I took the liberty of pointing to measures I thought should be taken urgently to avert further expressions of discontent that could lead to a repetition of the tragic events of April 11 and 12.  I said that the OAS, its member countries, the rest of the international community, and some organizations like the Catholic Church, through the Bishops' Conference, could lend their assistance in promoting dialogue and ensuring that these events do not recur.  In addition, I noted the importance of defusing certain severe conflicts, as a way of reversing some of the country's progress down the dangerous path it is on and restoring its governance and economy.


I pointed to the importance of a commitment by all parties to defend and abide by the Constitution, as the basis and framework for action by all parties; that the Armed Forces refrain from involvement in political debate and give up the theory of their right to rebel; and the obligation, stated in the Democratic Charter, of all authorities to be subordinate to the civilian authority, expressed as the head of state.


I emphasized the commitment to employing only peaceful means; the importance of making headway with an impartial investigation of the events of April 11 and 12; the need for all parties to strengthen the separation and independence of the branches of government; and that any agreement must involve full respect for freedom of expression and the press.  I publicly expressed my confidence that the Government of President Chávez would satisfactorily resolve the concerns over security and intimidation of the media representatives with whom I met.  They also expressed the need to arrive at a code of conduct that, going beyond legislation, would ensure compatibility between public interest broadcasts and the broadcast of information by television stations.


After I presented my report, the Assembly adopted a declaration reaffirming its offer of support and assistance to the Government, institutions, and people of Venezuela. The Permanent Council hailed the Government’s initiative of organizing a dialogue with all sectors of the country and support from the international community.


In June 2002, in Barbados, the General Assembly, in its “Declaration on Democracy in Venezuela,” reaffirmed its support for the national dialogue convened by President Chávez and its offer to assist with that effort, in the context of the Inter-American Democratic Charter.


In July, after the visit by former United States President Jimmy Carter to Venezuela, the OAS, the Carter Center, and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), through their representatives, Fernando Jaramillo, Jennifer McCoy, and Helena Martínez, began to explore ways in which the three organizations might facilitate dialogue between the government and the various political and social groups to resolve issues of serious political dissent.  The visits led to a formal invitation, from both the Executive and the part of the opposition represented on the Coordinadora Democrática, for the mission to set the agenda and rules for the dialogue we had proposed. 


From October 2 to 4, I visited Venezuela at the invitation of President Chávez to build upon the efforts of the representatives of the three institutions.  Following on my visit to Caracas, the OAS and the Carter Center designed a joint mission to continue exploring ways to improve the country’s conflictive situation.  This led to progress in drafting the Declaration of Principles for Peace and Democracy in Venezuela, of October 15, 2002, initiated by the Carter Center.


As a result of the visit, both the Government and the Coordinadora Democrática signed the declaration, in which they stressed that Venezuela's problems could and must be resolved by Venezuelans themselves, within the framework of the Constitution and the laws of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.


The signers expressed their full commitment to democratic principles and prompt justice; they repudiated recourse to violence; they recognized the need to seek ways to strengthen the democratic coexistence of the Venezuelan people; they declared their readiness to launch sincere discussions among all sectors in order to find acceptable solutions to the political conflicts that were destabilizing the country; they reiterated their appeal for support and assistance by the Working Group consisting of representatives of the three institutions, in order to implement an observable and verifiable process of agreements for achieving, through a consensus-based mechanism, political solutions consistent with the constitutional framework. They also reaffirmed their conviction that Venezuela and the Venezuelan people would be able to overcome the situation in a peaceful and democratic way, ensuring the rule of law and the dignity of all citizens.


In October 2002, there were numerous developments on the Venezuelan political scene, notably two massively attended marches (one against and the other for the President of the Republic); a general strike (the third in 12 months); a statement by a group of soldiers gathered at the Plaza Altamira, declaring “legitimate disobedience”; and progress in the collection of signatures requesting that the National Electoral Council call a consultative referendum on the possible recall of the President.


On October 27, I arrived in Venezuela and said that “"recent events in Venezuela have underscored the persistent and deep polarization in that country and the urgent need to move from an environment of confrontation to a framework of direct negotiation between the government and the opposition.”  I said it was imperative that Venezuelans address the current problems within the constitutional order and the rule of law, through the democratic mechanisms available under the Constitution.  I went on to say: "The peaceful nature of the recent marches held both by the opposition and by the Government, and of the October 21 labor strike, is a clear sign of progress toward a solution reached by consensus.”


I said that these events demonstrated that Venezuelan society was capable of dealing with its differences democratically and that violence was not an inevitable result of dissent.  As "another positive sign," I pointed to the fact that the government and the opposition sectors had signed the Declaration of Principles for Peace and Democracy in Venezuela.


I announced the presentation of specific proposals for working on the three issues already accepted for discussion between the parties.  The Forum would seek agreements to solve the crisis in the country by means of elections as well as agreements on the following topics:  strengthening the electoral system, investigation of the events of the previous April 11, and the need to disarm the civilian population – in addition to our intent to propose a structure for the dialogue.


At the OAS Permanent Council meeting of December 13, 2002, in which I participated by videoconference, the politically contentious situation in Venezuela was discussed.  I gave my assessment of the role the OAS could play at that critical juncture and the possible role of the joint mission with the Carter Center.  I referred to the Declaration of Principles, reaffirming that, as the Declaration states, the political problems must be resolved by Venezuelans, in the framework of the Constitution and the law, and emphasizing the importance of strict observance of democratic principles, timely justice, and the rejection of violence.


I mentioned the agreed topics and reported on the facilitation effort I was personally ready to undertake, given its importance not only to Venezuela but to all people of the Americas.  Resolution of the political conflict in Venezuela by means of dialogue and negotiation was vitally important to all parties.


As I mentioned earlier, on October 22, 2002, a group of Venezuelan military officials publicly called for a military insurrection and civil disobedience and asked President Chávez to resign.  My emphatic response was that such positions and demands were a betrayal of the constitutional loyalty that officials of the Armed Forces owed to the President of the Republic, Hugo Chávez Frías.  I added that Article 4 of the Inter-American Democratic Charter, on subordination to civilian authority, applied to all members of government institutions and to the Armed Forces.


On October 27 of that year, I arrived in Caracas to more fully pursue the aims of the mission.  I was able to make progress on what came to be known as the Forum for Negotiation and Agreement.  Originally, the Forum was expected to be in place for one month, until December 4, but its term could be extended by the parties.  It would be conducted by an international facilitator, and supported by a specialized technical team with expertise in negotiation and dispute settlement.


The Forum would begin a dialogue without preconditions other than those already agreed.  Clearly, both the Government and the opposition organizations set aside many of their original prejudices, apprehensions, and skepticisms in agreeing to discuss their positions and how they envisioned resolving a confrontation that threatened to destroy their democratic institutions, jeopardized their coexistence, and cast doubt on the environment of peace, tolerance, and overriding concern for human life and dignity that characterized the Venezuelan people.  As soon as this preliminary phase had concluded, I offered to serve as international facilitator, on behalf of the three institutions.  The Government was to appoint six representatives to the Forum.  Likewise, the Coordinadora Democrática would be asked to name six persons to represent it on the Forum.


Progress was made on the agreements governing the operations of the Forum for Negotiation and Agreement.  The institutions, through their representatives, would support me in my facilitation efforts.  The facilitator would be the only party to officially report on the Forum’s proceedings, although each party retained the right to express its points of view.


It was suggested that complementary working groups would be set up, with delegates from both sides, to draw up specific proposals and recommendations for the agenda items, which would then be submitted to the principal Forum.  Should any of the agreements reached in this process require consideration by the National Assembly, an appropriate mechanism would be found, based on prior agreement by the parties, for that body to be apprised in good time and to act in accordance with its constitutional powers.


The aforementioned agreements between the Government of the Republic and Coordinadora Democrática were formally adopted in the document entitled “Operational Synthesis of the Negotiation and Consensus Platform,” dated November 7, 2002.

National context prior to installation of the Forum for Negotiation and Agreement


The environment before the Forum began was very contentious: the possibility of conducting a consultative referendum on the tenure of President Chávez in office was something about which the parties disagreed on every single point; it led to an intense legal and political battle at both the National Electoral Council and the Supreme Court of Justice.


This legal battle was reflected in events in the street and demonstrations by both sides.  Joining in were the Movimiento V República, or MVR (Fifth Republic Movement), and the organizations within the Assembly that supported President Chávez, to oppose the actions of the majority within the National Electoral Council (CNE). Discussions centered on the electoral regulations in force, which, owing to the transition to the new Constitution, were not sufficiently clear.


On the day we installed the Forum, the Justice First party submitted the signatures for a popular referendum to the National Electoral Council.  It was a day of intense violence in the streets.  That same day, the President of the Confederation of Workers of Venezuela (CTV) announced an indefinite strike, while noting that he was not opposed to the installation of the Forum.  The problem of the military uprising in the Plaza Altamira, moreover, generated enormous agitation, tension, and potential for violence. 


In that context, the parties agreed to initiate rounds of negotiations on November 8, 2002, and to select their respective representatives for that process.  The Government named José Vicente Rangel, Vice President of the Republic; Roy Chaderton, Minister of Foreign Affairs; Aristóbulo Isturiz, Minister of Education, Culture, and Sports; María Cristina Iglesias, Minister of Labor; Ronald Blanco, Governor of the State of Táchira; Nicolás Maduro, representative to the National Assembly; and Jorge Valero, Ambassador of Venezuela to the OAS, the latter as adviser.


For its part, the Coordinadora Democrática appointed Timoteo Zambrano (Alianza Bravo Pueblo), Américo Martín (nongovernmental organizations), Alejandro Armas (representative to the National Assembly), Eduardo Lapi (Governor of the State of Yaracuy), Manuel Cova (Secretary General of the Central de Trabajadores de Venezuela), Rafael Alfonso (member of Fedecámaras), and Juan M. Raffalli (Justice First), the latter as adviser.


During the Forum’s installation, I presented the parties with some reflections on the fears I had come to harbor during daily contact with Venezuelan society.  I said I was concerned that what in other arenas would be considered legitimate, democratic debate increasingly led, in Venezuela, because of intemperate speech, to scenes where mutual recriminations took the place of the objectivity often sought by leaders in public affairs.  I said that, even in the awareness that views on the country’s problems were so very different, the parties must try harder to avoid offensive statements and fighting words, which accentuated political differences and created divisions and estrangements that appeared irreconcilable and, therefore, difficult to resolve through democratic, peaceful means.


In this appeal to avoid rash speech, unnecessary provocation of others who disagreed, and acts of intimidation, I pointed out how in Venezuela many people, without meaning to, were disregarding the democratic principles they claimed to hold in the highest esteem.  I said Venezuela needed much more mutual respect.  Politics is a civilized competition among ideas.  But in order for that competition to be constructive, the ideas of others absolutely must be tolerated and respected.


I also noted that there was only one way to correct the course: speak in moderate terms, drop the bellicose and quarrelsome rhetoric, walk the path of negotiation and agreement, allow differences to be resolved by appealing to citizens.  This was the only way out of Venezuela’s dilemma.


I noted the grassroots origin of the Constituent Assembly, and that its text had been ratified by a majority of Venezuelans.  I said it was very good for the Constitution that its provisions were cited in defense of the freedom of expression and the right of dissent, which are essential to democracy; and that it was good that the Coordinadora Democrática was referring to one of the mechanisms for participation in order to avail itself of what it considered to be its rights.  But the literal content of some provisions, and the crisis itself, had generated confrontations for which constitutional provisions were cited as justification. Under these extreme circumstances, the fundamental agreements necessary for civilized coexistence had been broken.


I said it was imperative for Venezuelan society to find means and compromises that would make the Constitution truly the law of laws, a system of values and rules under which all Venezuelans could find a way to settle their differences.  Even the act of disagreeing calls for rules built upon a basic consensus about how members of society are to deal with their differences.  That was what the Forum would seek to do.


I also said that, no matter what questions were raised about the unity or loyalties of the Armed Forces, I was certain that all their commanders and officers would strive to perform their duties in complete loyalty to the institutions of the Republic.  I expressed my conviction that the Armed Forces were there to defend democracy, to protect the rule of law, to preserve the institutions Venezuelans had built for themselves throughout their history. I said there would be time in the near future when, with the agreement of active military personnel, and in recognition of, rather than detriment to, their role, all sectors would agree to withdraw from political involvement, which, rather than enhancing their rights, has detracted from the performance of their essential functions.


I said all of us in the Forum well knew that impunity was the most harmful thing that could be done to Venezuelan democracy.  Events as serious as those of April must be clarified, and the parties responsible must be punished according to law.  I said it was imperative to find ways to ascertain the truth and ensure an investigation that would sort out the facts, identify those responsible, and punish the guilty.


As for the need for an electoral solution to the country’s crisis, I said it was impossible to exaggerate the historical and fundamental importance of spokespersons from both camps arriving at agreements giving all Venezuelans the right to choose which of the two visions of Venezuelan reality they most supported – which of two ways to address the complex problems Venezuelans society must face at the beginning of the millennium. 


I also said that, although it was imperative to abide by the Bolivarian Constitution, it was no less important that a solution to the grave impasse we were facing could only come from an agreement between the Government and the Coordinadora Democrática.  That was because, among other reasons, different interpretations existed as to the implications of the constitutional provisions and their application in the form of judgments.


I also said that the parties to the Forum must understand that a solution would be satisfactory only if it arose from the agreement and was not considered damaging to their interests.  I was certain that both the institutions of justice and the National Assembly would cooperate in guaranteeing the viability of the Forum’s agreements, and would do what was necessary to harmonize the overriding interest of the public with respect for the rule of law and constitutional order.


I then said that, although the parties had not assumed any obligations other than those expressly stated in the document on the operations of the Forum for Negotiation and Agreement, it was necessary to request, on behalf of the governments and peoples of the Americas, that they give the Forum a chance by refraining from statements or actions during those weeks that might erode the climate of understanding that should characterize the Forum’s proceedings. 


For its part, the OAS Permanent Council adopted resolution CP/RES. 833, on December 16, 2002, in which it supported Venezuela’s democratic institutions and my efforts as facilitator and called for a constitutional, democratic, peaceful, electoral solution.


In addition, on a proposal by President Chávez, and under the coordination of President Lula of Brazil and the foreign ministry at Itamaraty, a Group of Friends of the OAS Secretary General for Venezuela was formed to support the facilitation process; it comprised Brazil, Chile, Mexico, Portugal, Spain, and the United States.  The group has met on various occasions and has issued a good number of statements that have helped to provide a context for the numerous incidents arising each day.  I believe it has been highly useful, also, in moderating the positions of the Government, the Coordinadora Democrática, and the other parties, and in promoting negotiation.

Summary of the facilitation process


In order to understand how the process worked during the six months that the Forum (Mesa) lasted, it is worth retracing some of the most formative developments.  The following is a brief summary of the highlights of the facilitation process.


It should be pointed out that the proposals put forward by the facilitator were done so at the request of the parties.  There were times when the facilitator considered that it was important to propose an initiative, but before proceeding he consulted the parties and did not go ahead unless they agreed.


As we mentioned above, the Forum for Negotiation and Agreements was installed on November 8, 2002.  Thereafter, its progress depended on how shifting circumstances affected its work.  A case in point, which occurred in December 2002, was the Government’s takeover of the Metropolitan Police, the main grounds cited by the opposition reacted for calling a general strike.  That turned into an indefinite strike, which PDVSA, the state oil company, then joined.


In December and the months following, the Forum focused almost exclusively on the problems derived from the nationwide strike.  The Forum worked until December 2 at dawn, a few hours before the start of the strike called for by the opposition, to reach an agreement that might avert the situation. Although we came close to a settlement, that agreement did not materialize.


Once the strike had begun, the two parties went into the streets to publicly express their points of disagreement, which led to an explosive and dangerous atmosphere.  The demonstrations were among the largest ever seen in the history of Latin America.  In those weeks in Venezuela I learnt that Venezuelans have an enormous respect for life, greater perhaps than in many other countries of the region. If that were not the case, amidst so much tension and with so many clashes, there would surely have been far greater loss of life.

The resumption of meetings of the Forum served at that point to provide a permanent and simple channel of communication, which avoided many clashes, resolved numerous problems and incidents, and helped keep open ways to address any occurrence that might lead the country into political violence.  In the course of those weeks, that became our principal concern.


At that time, the events in the Plaza Altamira, where three people died, once again affected the Forum’s work.  Until that time, the parties had used the Forum as a means of avoiding clashes in the streets triggered by the tensions of the day.  Only a few of the objectives established in the Executive Summary had been partially dealt with.  The Government had stopped attending the Forum because the strike had been called, but following the events in Plaza Altamira, the Forum met again in plenary session to try and stem the escalating violence.


As of January, work began with the parties to try to dismantle the strike.  This undertaking confronted a major obstacle in the marked difference in how the two parties perceived the situation. The Government argued that there was no need to discuss the matter since in its view the strike did not exist; it was simply a case of sabotage against the oil industry.  The opposition, for its part, maintained its view that organized labor in almost the entire productive sector of the economy was on strike.


Once the strike situation returned to normal, the Forum began to work on an agreement against violence. Moreover, the parties asked me to present a proposal on implementation of the Truth Commission.  That proposal was presented to the parties.  The Coordinadora accepted it, while the Government put off discussing it.  The “Declaration against Violence and for Peace and Democracy” was signed on February 18, 2003.  It categorically rejects manifestations of violence and intolerance and commits to maintaining and perfecting a liaison among the political players representing the Government and the opposition. 


Following this first agreement signed in the Forum, the process was largely determined by the political and judicial environment.  Warrants were issued for the arrest of the President of Fedecámaras, Carlos Fernández, and the President of the Confederation of Venezuelan Workers (CTV), Carlos Ortega, as well as some PDVSA executives, for having promoted the strike.  They were also accused of some criminal acts.


After that incident, the Forum began to work on one of its main objectives, namely, seeking an agreement to solve Venezuela’s crisis by electoral means, as envisaged in the Executive Summary. To that end and with a view to moving the Forum forward at a decisive moment since the parties were unable to find a common topic for discussion, President Jimmy Carter presented two proposals: on the one hand, the possibility of a constitutional amendment aimed at holding early elections; and, on the other, the possibility of holding a recall referendum, with agreements on the date and the manner of holding it.


From the time that proposal was made, the dynamics of the Forum changed and the parties focused their discussion on finding an electoral solution.  Each of the parties commented on President Carter’s proposal, and on the basis of those inputs we began the work that led us to the agreements of May last year.


For its part, the Government stuck to its position on the recall referendum based on Article 72 of the Constitution as the only constitutional solution and it warned that the opposition would have to meet the constitutional requirements.  For its part, Coordinadora Democrática assented to the Carter proposals and came down, finally, in favor of the recall referendum.  Following protracted discussions on their positions concerning the recall referendum, the two parties asked the Facilitator to draw up a working document reflecting the different views on the matter.  Thus the Facilitator presented to the parties the document “Procedural Topics on the Recall Referendum for Discussion by the Forum for Dialogue and Agreement.”


The two parties received the document and decided to begin to work on an agreement on that basis.  To put it in the form of an agreement, they decided to include various points that had been discussed by the Forum and agreed to by the parties during the preceding months.  These points concerned respect for the Constitution, governance, the political climate, respect for the decisions of the different branches of government, the electoral solution, violence, respect for the ideas of others, and other issues.  This time the parties came very close to an agreement.


I convened the Forum again on April 8, 2003 and we worked on the document I submitted to it for consideration.  After three days of work, the two parties expressed their agreement on a text, which would serve as a basis for an agreement.  Further, it was understood that the two parties would submit the Forum’s agreement to their authorities for consideration, prior to formal signature.  It was also explained that there was no obligation for the parties to sign it if the text was not approved.


On April 24, the Government presented a new version of the provisional agreement document based on consultations and the approval of the social and political forces that supported it.  The argument in that version was basically that the document could not express the presumption that the Government was not going to comply with legal and constitutional precepts, that are precisely specified in the law and in the Constitution and therefore did not need to be reiterated.  For its part, the opposition insisted that it was essential to maintain the reference in the document to Article 184 of the Law on Suffrage and Political Participation, which establishes that the referendum must be held within 90 days following receipt of the corresponding signatures by the National Electoral Council. The opposition also considered that it was essential that the two parties expressly undertake not to amend the rules governing the referendum processes.  Another essential point for the opposition was maintenance of the clear mention that international organizations would be prepared to provide the necessary technical assistance regarding electoral matters and disarmament of the population. Likewise, it was extremely important for the Coordinadora Democrática to retain the mention that the OAS, the Carter Center, and the UNDP would serve as guarantors, as stipulated in the Executive Summary.


On May 8 and 9, 2003, the third meeting of the Group of Friends was held in Caracas.  It ended with an expression of support for our facilitation efforts and an exhortation to the parties to reach an agreement that would put an end to the crisis.  The facilitator then undertook to work on a new text based on that approved by the Forum on April 11 and that presented by the Government on April 24.


The new version was submitted for consultations and sent to the parties.  On May 23, the Government announced its intention to accept that text and to sign the agreement, and the Coordinadora Democrática followed suit on May 27.  The Agreement was finally signed on May 29 in the city of Caracas in my presence and that of the representatives of the Carter Center and the UNDP. The Agreement was signed by the members of the Forum for Negotiation and Agreements, representatives of the National Government and of the political and social groups supporting it, and by the political and civil society organizations making up the Coordinadora Democrática.


The text of the Agreement testifies to the fact that, however significant the political differences, what unites Venezuelans is much greater than what separates them.  As of the signature of the Agreement all parties committed equally to observing its precepts for the defense of the constitutional order; respect for the rule of law; the principles of tolerance and pluralism upheld in the Constitution; acceptance of the fundamental elements of nationality that oblige all to live in social and political coexistence; and the quest for a participatory, pluralist, robust, and genuinely representative democracy, in which social justice, tolerance, equality of opportunity, the rule of law, and democratic coexistence are the essential values.


They also said that these values must be held above any political or partisan strife and should shape policies, especially in key areas of social welfare.  The Agreement reiterated the principles and mechanisms that had led us to the Forum and that were recorded in the Executive Summary agreed on by the parties at the time the Forum was established.


The Agreement expressed full adherence to and respect for the Constitution of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.  The two parties said that the rule of law is based on respect for the Constitution and for the legal system that underpins it. Any change in response to recent experiences with the political process had to be based on those rules and should preferably be made through consensus.


For the OAS, it is especially important that the Government and the opposition acknowledged the hemispheric commitment known as the Democratic Charter, which embodies the values that unite us all as, establishes the right of our peoples to live in democracy and the obligation of all – Government and citizens – to promote and defend it. Signing this agreement was a clear expression of respect and appreciation for those principles.  The Agreement also recognizes the principles enshrined in the OAS Charter and the American Convention on Human Rights, which, with the Democratic Charter, generate the set of legal and political obligations that comprise and govern the inter-American system.


Both parties fully agreed that the monopoly of the use of force by the state, acting through the National Armed Forces and the metropolitan, state, and municipal police is a fundamental and inalienable prerogative needed to combat violence and guarantee the essence of a democratic state.


They also agreed on the need for disarmament as a key factor for putting an end to violence. Both parties acknowledged that in any case there was a need to rationalize, in accordance with law, the possession of arms by the police forces and any other national, state, or municipal security agency. In any event, none of those bodies should be used as an instrument for arbitrary or excessive repression or to engage in actions that connote political intolerance.  Both parties agreed to undertake a vigorous campaign to effectively disarm the civilian population.


Likewise, they urged the political fractions represented in the National Assembly to finalize the law on the formation of the Truth Commission, to enable it to help shed light on the events of April 2002 and cooperate with the judicial authorities in identifying and punishing those responsible for them.


Section 12 contains the principal achievement of the agreement.  Pursuant to the objective established in the Executive Summary in the quest for a solution to the crisis through the electoral process, the parties agreed that that solution lay in applying Article 72 of the Constitution of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.  Undoubtedly, the possible application of Article 72, should these constitutional requirements be met according to the National Electoral Council, represents the peaceful and democratic solution based on the electoral system and the Constitution that the Forum for Negotiation and Agreements searched for so intensely.  The Agreement also constituted the solution referred to in resolution 833 of the OAS Permanent Council, which we all invoked as necessary or indispensable in this period of intense agitation, profound change, and huge disagreements in the institutional life of Venezuela.


Both sides agreed that it was essential that a reliable, transparent, and impartial Electoral Arbiter be appointed in the manner provided for under the Constitution.  In one key part of the Agreement, the two parties stated their commitment to freedom of expression, as enshrined in the Constitution and laws of Venezuela, as well as in the American Convention on Human Rights and the Inter-American Democratic Charter.


The OAS, the Carter Center, and the United Nations expressed their willingness to provide any technical assistance that the competent authorities of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela might request of it for holding any type of electoral consultation.  This technical assistance could range from preparatory or pre-electoral activities to electoral observation.  Regarding direct support that may be given to the CNE, emphasis should be placed on the desire of these three organizations to collaborate, with both human and material resources.


The three institutions were thanked for their support and facilitation and, since the Agreement had been signed, their work was considered to have ended.  The possibility of monitoring implementation of the Agreements was left open and it was hoped that international cooperation would continue.


Finally, both sides agreement to establish the permanent liaison mechanism contemplated in the Declaration against Violence and for Peace and Democracy by appointing two representatives for each side, in order to open up channels of communication, to take steps to ensure effective fulfillment of the provisions of that Declaration and the agreement; and to keep in contact with the international facilitation team whenever they consider it necessary.


When the Agreement was reached I expressed my profound admiration for the Venezuelan people, their institutions, and the democratic values they cherish so deeply.  They gave us an extraordinarily warm welcome and treated us with great kindness.  We performed an extremely difficult task that could have triggered a nationalist reaction that would have complicated our work enormously. Both the Government and the political groups supporting it and the Coordinadora Democrática deposited their trust in us and were highly conscious of how difficult our task would be, as we strove to maintain the impartiality needed to contribute with our insights to solving the crisis. Thanks to that understanding, I was able to perform my duties as a facilitator.


I said, too, that those who witnessed the signing with us were well aware of the intense difficulty of those times, which were fraught with dangers stemming from the magnitude of the significant differences between the Government and the opposition, the extreme polarization of the protagonists in Venezuela’s public life, and the impressively massive demonstrations in support of one cause or the other.  One of the most important achievements of the Forum for Negotiation and Agreements had been to serve as an open channel of communication, especially during those heated moments, and as a factor for moderation and restraint of political passions, under any circumstances.


I noted, with admiration, that in Venezuela a single death was unacceptable, it was already excessive and generated profound mass indignation.  There is an admirable respect for life in this country, of which all Venezuelans should be proud.  I said that Venezuelans should not allow political violence to proliferate.  Once it emerges, I said, decades might elapse before it is extinguished.  When they signed that Agreement, the parties to that act were taking a definitive step to prevent that occurring.


I said that we all trusted that as a result of the difficult trials that had sorely tested Venezuelan democracy and, in particular, its democratic institutions over the past year, both those that had taken shape over almost two centuries of independent life and those that were emerging from this new political era had been considerably strengthened.


I added that if we wanted this process to follow its course, it was essential for all Venezuelans to rise to meet their obligations to their country, over and above political and party controversy.  For that to come about, every action, every attitude, and every utterance had to reflect tolerance, pluralism, and respect for opponents, and eschew the confrontation and caustic language that had unfortunately prevailed until then.


Only thus would it be possible to achieve the reconciliation we had yearned for since the Declaration against Violence and for Peace and Democracy was issued, and which was also sought through the signing of the agreement.  That reconciliation had to be compatible, I said, with the existence of conflicting political ideas, legitimate democratic competition, and the pluralism embodied in the Constitution. 


I stated that it was especially important to inform citizens of political options objectively and impartially because that, as the agreement points out, would create a fitting climate for the recall referendums referred to in Article 72 of the Constitution.


I also said that in the midst of the intense debate then taking place in the Assembly on the Social Responsibility in Radio and Television bill, widely known as the Contents Law, it was imperative to ensure that in any law passed freedom of expression should emerge unscathed, as defined in the Agreement.  A frank debate with journalists and the media is critical.  It is not only useful but may be necessary for achieving that objective, which is so essential to the preservation of democratic values. 


I also thanked the Group of Friends: Brazil, the United States, Mexico, Spain, Chile, and Portugal for their significant support in helping us to discharge our grave responsibilities. 


I reiterated the offer of the OAS, the Carter Center, and the UNDP to provide such cooperation in electoral matters as may be requested of them, as stipulated in the agreement.


On behalf of the three institutions, I thanked the Government of President Chavez, Vice President José Vicente Rangel, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, the ministers who participated in the government delegation, the governors, the National Assembly deputies, and the other members of the Coordinadora Democrática for their efforts, their conscientiousness, their commitment, and their steadfast resolve to reach an agreement that had brought us to that moment of national understanding.   I ventured that it was a time for profound reflection and of adjustment that would place Venezuela once again on the path of social stability, respect for the rule of law, and observance of the constitutional system, as well as of growth, social justice, and prosperity for all.


Both the public and the private media were generous and considerate in their coverage of our contribution.


As Secretary General of the OAS, I expressed my gratitude to President Carter for his ongoing concern and support, as well as to his entire team.  My thanks also went  to United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan, who personally monitored the process in detail, in particular during the most heated and risky moments.  And to Helena Martínez, Jennifer McCoy, and Francisco Diaz, key figures in the work and effective running of the Forum.  To my Chief of Staff, Fernando Jaramillo, for his hard and capable work, and to the representatives of the OAS and the UNDP in Venezuela.


I ended by saying that in the agreement reached there were neither winners nor losers.  It was a good agreement for all Venezuelans, for their democratic institutions, and for the future of each citizen, in particular the children of Venezuela.

How the Agreement worked out


The first step taken down the path to elections was the attempt in the National Assembly to appoint a new National Electoral Council.  For several months, the Assembly had tried to perform that function, but the constitutional requirement of a two-thirds majority decision had prevented it.  It implied full agreement between the Government and the opposition, which did not come about because of the difficulty of finding a fifth member to strike a balance when it came to decisions with a major political impact. In the end, the CNE was finally appointed by the Supreme Court of Justice, which invoked a judgment according to which a vacuum could not be left in the branches of government during the constitutional transition.  Apart from the omission referred to in the law, the Court also cited the May agreements to support its decision.


The parties accepted the decision of the Supreme Court.  Nevertheless, subsequently the Coordinadora complained of the lack of objectivity and about the bias with which the majority of the CNE’s members ruled on the process in a march calling for recall referendums.


After the OAS and Carter Center facilitation had ended, the Mission offered its good offices by participating in observation of the process.  The OAS and the Carter Center were invited by the electoral authorities, with the blessing of the Government of Venezuela, to participate as observers of the signature gathering and verification process for recall referendums in respect of the President and some deputies in the National Assembly, on both the government and opposition sides.  The OAS accepted the invitation and instructed the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy to start preparing for a mission to observe the signature collection process.  For its part, the Carter Center also accepted the invitation and formed its own mission.


Observation of the aforementioned process was conducted within the framework of the Agreement on the Privileges and Immunities of the Observers, signed by the Government of Venezuela and the General Secretariat of the OAS, and the Agreement on Procedures signed on November 20 by the National Electoral Council of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela and the Head of Mission representing the General Secretariat of the Organization of American States.


Based on its observations, the Mission considered that the signature-gathering process proceeded in an orderly fashion in an atmosphere of tranquility, transparency, and tolerance.  The authorities and officers of the CNE, the armed forces responsible for security, and the people manning the collection centers went about their work in a professional and dedicated way.  Although the mission observers reported isolated acts of intimidation, those citizens who went to register their signature in the centers set up for that purpose were able to do so.


The high percentage of those participating and the enthusiasm shown by the citizens who went to the various centers to give their signature demonstrated the will of the Venezuelan people to resolve their conflicts through elections.  To that extent, the signature-gathering exercise by both sides constituted a clear civic demonstration in favor of a democratic and constitutional solution to the Venezuelan crisis. 


The tranquil atmosphere accompanying the collection of signatures was, however, shattered on the last day by the denunciation of a “megafraud” perpetrated by the President of the Republic, Hugo Chávez Frías.  In a statement released on December 1, the Mission pointed out that it had noted the aforementioned denunciations with concern, as they could detract from the credibility of the process.  The statement went on to say that the Mission considered that statements such as those at a time when the collection of signatures had not yet ended impaired the atmosphere of democratic coexistence in which the process had proceeded.  At a press conference, I also pointed out that I trusted that both the President and the leaders of Movimiento V República that had described the process as fraudulent would formally submit their resignations to the CNE.


In order to obtain an estimate of  how the process was going and to gauge levels of participation during the collection of signatures against the President of the Republic, the mission conducted a statistical sampling based on data collected by the observers over four days of signature-gathering at centers spread over 20 Venezuelan states. 


In a subsequent report, we shall comment on the signature verification process and on the appeal against objections to signatures that for various reasons were not accepted by the National Electoral Council, as well as the outcome of that process of objections.

Some challenges for ongoing consolidation and defense of democracy in the Hemisphere


As I mentioned in previous sections and will repeat in subsequent chapters, we are at a juncture when we need to acknowledge that our destiny does not just depend on economic factors. They may not even be the most important. We have a responsibility to ensure that our political and economic institutions represent people and allow the community to feel that it participates in our political systems; that minorities are integrated into our society and feel that they benefit from actions taken by our states; and that our states are able to meet their obligations and perform their principal functions.


We can state, quite unabashedly, that democracy in our Hemisphere is at a critical juncture. We cannot escape the difficult questions our citizens are asking themselves about our democracies. We cannot therefore just passively apply the principles of the Democratic Charter.  We need a new political ethos, new social policy, better political parties, a more resolute commitment to fight poverty and improve income distribution, more competitive economies, and better educational systems.  We require greater discipline in order to overcome fiscal slippages.  We cannot say we are powerless in the face of the consequences of globalization.


The crisis we are undergoing shows us that we have to restore faith in public institutions. We need more effective and more highly respected institutions. They must be in a position to monitor, regulate, and supervise.  At the same time, we need democratic institutions that respect the rights of all citizens.


The meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs in Santiago, Chile was followed by the Summit of the Americas in Monterrey and the debate on democratic governance, growth with equity, and social development. That gave rise to the Declaration of Nuevo León, which emphasized the OAS’ responsibilities with respect to governance issues.


With regard to democracy, our governments have – through the Declarations and Plans of Actions of the Summits of Heads of State and of Government of the Americas, resolutions of the OAS General Assembly, and ministerial meetings – generated an enormous number of mandates, tasks, and responsibilities for our Organization. In fact, the demands placed on the OAS in this and in many other respects have grown exponentially.  Unfortunately, as I shall point out in greater detain in the chapter on management, the resources placed at the disposal of the Organization have declined substantially in real terms.  I am referring here to the regular budget funds, not to external project financing.  For that reason, I consider that it is essential to find immediate ways to increase the resources at the disposal of our Organization so that it can live up to its responsibilities for, among other things, the promotion and defense of democracy.


I hope that consideration is given to the large number of issues associated with the defense and consolidation of democracy that are dealt with in separate chapters: the fight against corruption and poverty; reform of the state; the various ministerial meetings, and capital flight issues, among others.


Clearly we have traveled a long road, but the one that lies before us is even longer and steeper.  The OAS and the institutions of the inter-American system must continue focusing their efforts on preserving and defending democracy where it is in peril.  This, however, will not be achieved without a significant improvement in the quality of the democracy offered to the American peoples.  We cannot deny that democracy is threatened by the considerable weight of its faults and failings. 


To prevent the inevitable, the region must embark upon reforms to correct weaknesses in the way the state renders public services and performs basic functions.  This will require concerted effort by governments, civil society in our countries, and multilateral institutions, among others, and an extraordinary effort at cooperation and solidarity as announced in Monterrey, both at the International Conference on Financing for Development and at the Special Summit of the Americas.

II.  SUMMITS OF THE AMERICAS

First Summit of the Americas (Miami, 1994)


The start of my first term coincided with the holding of the First Summit of the Americas in Miami in December 1994.  The initiative of the President of the United States to invite the Heads of State and Government of the Americas, in order to design together the policies and institutions of the Hemisphere and to determine their common aims was without a doubt an historic opportunity.


Naturally there were differences over hemispheric matters and complex current issues; however, an effort was made to center the agenda and discussions of the Summit on a substantive array of topics that united us and not on those that divided us.  In every sense, the Miami Summit broke down the walls that separated north from south in our Hemisphere and brought to an end a troubled period in our history.  Thereafter it was the union of principles that guided inter-American relations.


That meeting established the commitment of all to a united, strong, and democratic Hemisphere moving toward wellbeing, progress, and peace through free trade and economic development with equity.  The Miami Summit rekindled the will to work together to overcome the many challenges facing the Americas.  It was the first hemispheric meeting that included the prime ministers of Canada and the Caribbean states, as well as the first at which all the leaders of the Americas had been democratically elected.


The Declaration of Principles and the Plan of Action of the Miami Summit defined strengthening democracy and its institutions; economic integration and free trade; eradicating poverty and exclusion; protection of the environment and ensuring sustainable development; and combating corruption, terrorism, drug trafficking and organized crime as the main pillars of a new hemispheric agenda, based on fully shared values and an unprecedented political will.  Thus a great forward stride was made in hemispheric relations.


One of the most important initiatives to emerge from the Miami Summit was the agreement to work toward creating a Free Trade Area of the Americas ("FTAA").  The FTAA was to provide free market access for goods and services to the entire continent.  It was decided that negotiations for an FTAA should conclude no later than the year 2005.  In order to realize this ambitious trade area and to provide technical assistance in the negotiations, a Tripartite Committee was set up, composed of the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the Organization of American States (OAS) and the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC).


The Heads of State recognized, in their Declaration of Principles and in the Plan of Action, the work of past sessions of the OAS General Assembly – in particular those of Mexico City, Santiago, Managua, and Belém do Pará – and outlined the role that the Organization should play in the future of our Hemisphere.  It was then that it became clear that it needed reform and a new agenda.


However, the skepticism with which the OAS was viewed by those who organized the First Summit of the Americas was clear.  At the time the aspects we have mentioned that badly affected our image carried too much weight.  That was the impression held not only by governments but also, and much more acutely, by civil society organizations.


The first Secretary General of the OAS said that purpose of the international association should be not only solidarity among democratic states as an end in itself, but as an instrument to achieve the happiness of peoples, and a tool to build democracy based on peaceful coexistence, tolerance, respect for the ideas of others, development, equality, and social justice.  Since its creation the OAS had amassed a powerful array of mechanisms and rules, and furthermore, following the end of the Cold War, had started to show the first signs of renewal.


Perhaps for that reason the Heads of State and Government reaffirmed their unshakeable confidence in the OAS, as well as the will to make it a key institution for collective action and to complete the transcendental tasks entrusted to it from that point forward.  No longer was it the intention that it should remain merely a forum for political discussion; rather, it was essential to place the Organization at the service of the new agenda and to reorient its resources toward the priorities of the new millennium.


In order to complete the momentous tasks agreed by the heads of state, the aim was to have an OAS that was substantially different in the way it acted, in its agenda, in its capacity to mobilize external resources, in its vocation to develop a broad network of hemispheric cooperation, and in its capacity to reallocate its financial and human resources to be at the service of the priorities of the new millennium and the new agenda. 

As early as the First Summit the need was glimpsed for a renewed inter-American architecture, and it was clear that the OAS would have a fresh opportunity in the regional accord.


The OAS directed much of its efforts toward implementing the mandates that came out of the Miami Summit and to provide assistance to countries in a number of the areas where undertakings of a national nature were given.  We set in motion a sweeping process of reform and internal reorganization in order to align our agenda with the issues identified by the members and to shoulder the increasingly important responsibilities that they entrusted to us. 


The consensus outlined by the heads of state were on such a scale that their implementation required much more than the will of the countries and coordinated measures between them and the agencies of the inter-American system.  What the OAS needed in particular was the reform of its structure and resources in accordance with the decisions of the presidents and heads of government.  The OAS had the responsibility to help create a more expeditious mechanism to enable it, through resolutions adopted by the OAS General Assembly, to promptly and expressly incorporate summit mandates. 


At the OAS General Assembly held in Montrouis, Haití, in June 1995, the countries created a Special Committee of the Permanent Council on Inter-American Summits Management to ensure effective, timely, and appropriate follow-up on the activities assigned to the Organization by the Summit of the Americas.


Therefore, an ad hoc dialogue mechanism was established for the purpose of exchange of experiences, adoption of regulatory instruments to guide hemispheric relations, and creation of other mechanisms for collective action.


In its effort to modernize and in order to comply with the Summit mandates, the OAS evolved from a basically project-oriented institution to one dedicated to seeking consensus on hemispheric policies, and it recovered its role as the principal forum for hemispheric dialogue.  The Organization was able to rely in this reform effort on the immense strength represented by the complete validity of its fundamental purpose, and each of the principles that comprise the Charter of the OAS remained as valid as ever.  We adjusted and strengthened the structure of the hemispheric alliance without altering its fundamental principles.


The OAS has built up a solid capability not only as a center for experience exchange, but also as an institution where hemispheric policy is designed and consensualized documents are produced that contain policy recommendations on various areas of internal activity, as occurs in other multilateral institutions, such as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).


Essentially, the Summit showed that initiatives advanced in multilateral forums are beneficial and make it possible to institutionalize efforts, adopt processes as cumulative projects, and attenuate the possible distrust and disparities that normally occur between smaller and larger countries.


It is clear that the OAS was able to perform in full its role as a forum for hemispheric dialogue and, despite financial constraints, it developed the capacity to act as a documentation and information center on different processes moving forward in the framework of hemispheric meetings.  The states and their governments had at their disposal an established forum that assumed the responsibility to compile, process, and update documents for anyone who might require them. 


The Organization not only provided technical secretariat support but also became the depositary of the institutional memory of the Summit Process and of the legal agreements adopted therein.  The OAS has been exercising this technical secretariat function at ministerial and sectoral policy meetings in the framework of the hemispheric agenda, which has made it possible to take full advantage of agencies and meetings of national authorities to prepare the working documents that they required.


The Summit Process was designed as a one involving states; for states, however, while the institution was entrusted with an important mission in terms of implementation of activities, the same could not be said with respect to the task of follow-up.  This happened out of fear and wariness that the break with the old scheme would annul the capacity of some institutions, in particular the OAS, to tackle promptly and efficiently a vast, inter-American, collective plan of action.  In this new stage, when the process was institutionalized and the Organization regained the ability to perform certain functions, we thought it would be possible to review its original working scheme with a view to strengthening it. 


A crucial factor for understanding the success in the implementation of the Miami accords was the preparation and follow-up work of the U.S. Department of State, aimed to create a mechanism to investigate the activities of so many countries in a systematic and efficient manner:  listen to them all, further dialogue, determine new responsibilities, and monitor implementation of the many initiatives contained in the Miami Plan of Action.  The inclusion of practically all of the ministries of foreign affairs as the ‘responsible coordinators’ for the various issues and for the events necessary to complete the mandates represented a considerable stride.


The systematic follow-up on the Summit Process through the periodic meetings of the Summit Implementation Review Group (SIRG) created in 1995, aided the purpose of political validation of the accords with the new governments elected after the end of 1994, which welcomed the decisions adopted at Miami and at the ensuing summits with the same level of commitment as the original signatories.  This has been clearly visible at the Summits of Santiago, Quebec and, just a few months ago, at the Special Summit of the Americas in Monterrey.


Furthermore, as the Summit Process gathered increasing momentum it became advisable to set up a space where the member states, new governments, and the community at large could find a clearly organized list of the decisions adopted, the documents provided by the secretariats and countries, the elements that the members would have wanted to contribute and, in general, each of the threads in the rich fabric of the process that originated in Miami.


In the OAS too it was confirmed that the possibilities of success of a particular initiative are significantly higher when work is assigned to us in an express and specific manner; when we are requested to perform tasks in which the Organization has experience or a clear comparative advantage; when specialized meetings are held to implement mandates; when there is close communication and coordination at the national level between the ministry of foreign affairs and other ministries; and when the responsibilities given to us are within the limits of our resources, which can be furnished and adjusted by the Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Affairs of the Permanent Council speedily and with clear legitimacy.


This led the OAS to commit to a policy to optimize resources and alter its priorities, and also required a review of alternative financing sources not based on the traditional system of quotas paid by the ministries of foreign affairs.


It was also necessary for the institutions of the inter-American system to create good communication and information systems and to give particular attention to the continuity of the coordination process set in motion at Miami.  The OAS and the organizations of the inter-American system made contributions to the Summit Process, preparing working documents as and when required by the member states, and providing assistance based on valuable experience, such as that acquired by the Tripartite Committee in the area of trade.  Furthermore the OAS coordinated its activities with the IDB, the World Bank, and United Nations institutions.  I should mention that the IDB was a major source of funds for our projects in the areas of democracy and social policy. 


The Organization rose to the challenge with which we were presented, to the show of confidence, and to the responsibilities assigned by the member states.  It participated in the launch of 13 of the 23 initiatives adopted in Miami.  The OAS was the setting for the negotiations on the Hemispheric Anti-Drug Strategy; the Inter-American Convention against Corruption; the Declaration and Plan of Action of Lima to Prevent, Combat and Eliminate Terrorism; the Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and other Related Materials; and the Declarations of Santiago and San Salvador on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures.


Another important initiative of the Miami Summit was the inclusion of a proposal of the President of Bolivia, Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada, to convene a specialized summit on sustainable development, which was held in Santa Cruz de la Sierra, Bolivia, in December 1996. 

Summit of the Americas on Sustainable Development (Santa Cruz de la Sierra, Bolivia 1996)


This Summit was held in partnership with the Government Bolivia, and our Unit for Sustainable Development and the Environment (USDE) provided the necessary support by acting as Technical Secretariat.  We managed to share information, formulate projects and design hemispheric policies, and we built a consensus taking into account economic, social, and environmental concerns.  The Unit collaborated in the creation and preservation of environmental legislation in the Hemisphere and contributed to the work of review and formulation of national policies and strategies whenever the member states considered it necessary.


Actively involved in the preparation of the basic technical documents for the Summit was a technical committee composed of the OAS, IDB, World Bank, PAHO, Andean Development Corporation (CAF), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).  In order to adopt a plan of action on forests, energy, water, combating pollution, and social participation mechanisms, common principles and elements were identified for a strategy that would involve human resources and institutions, and be consistent with the existing legal framework, natural resources, and physical and financial infrastructure.


In the area of sustainable development, the Americas established a common vision for the future of the region.  We ratified the principles subscribed to at the 1992 Earth Summit held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil and on that occasion we encountered a regional dimension for a large number of activities.  In this way we moved forward with the implementation of measures in compliance with the commitments adopted in the so-called Agenda 21 and at the Barbados Summit on Small Island States (UN Global Conference on the Sustainable Development of Small Island States, Barbados 1994), as well as ensuring the continued implementation of the undertakings given at the Miami Summit.


The OAS was assigned a number of tasks:  to serve as regional forum; coordinate the activities of agencies; carry out follow-up; and launch some of the programs identified at the Summit.  The complex multilateral negotiations included input from a contingent of civil society organizations.  These, under the leadership of a Technical Committee, produced a proposal for sustainable development which was presented to the OAS Working Group established by the Permanent Council for the preparation and negotiation of the documents to be submitted to the Heads of State and Government for approval. 


This Working Group held, for the first time in the Organization, a working session where civil society organizations were invited to participate and express their opinions on Summit documents.  Reconciliation of these two points of view through consensus produced the Declaration and the Plan of Action of Santa Cruz, which were adopted by the countries’ leaders.

The Santa Cruz Summit instructed the OAS to follow up on these mandates and for that reason I submitted at the Second Summit a progress report on the implementation of the Plan of Action and recommended the creation of a Forum on Sustainable Development at the ministerial level.  The objectives of this forum were to ensure that the Santa Cruz mandates were reflected in regional and domestic policies, to foster regional dialogue, and to adopt hemispheric positions in international negotiations.


The idea was that the Forum should be composed of the ministers responsible for the Santa Cruz Plan of Action together with the ministers of the economy, planning, and environment, and include organizations of the inter-American system involved in these issues.  Perhaps the most interesting aspect of this proposal was the need for an inter-sectoral dialogue to resolve interrelation problems among sectors, with the participation of public agencies in the areas of planning and finance.  We have been waiting for the creation of a Ministerial Forum on Sustainable Development even though a ministerial meeting has already been held in Canada.


On submitting our report at the Second Summit of the Americas held in Santiago, Chile, on the measures adopted since the Summit of the Americas on Sustainable Development, we said that, in our opinion, the multilateral institutions, with our coordination, had made a valuable contribution to the process of selection of activities framed in the Plan of Action and to the formulation of joint technical cooperation initiatives, the design of implementation mechanisms that permitted the backing of financial institutions, and to the identification of new financing instruments and sources.


With respect to the mandates given to the OAS in the Plan of Action, the most significant area of progress was in connection with the Inter-American Strategy for the Promotion of Public Participation in Decision Making for Sustainable Development (ISP).  One of the virtues of this program is that its measures and projects are determined at forums attended by representatives of governments, international agencies and civil society organizations, and are designed to encourage experience and information exchange on the design and implementation of policies and programs on sustainable development.

Second Summit of the Americas (Santiago, Chile 1998)


In Chile at the Second Summit of the Americas held in Santiago in December 1998, it was demonstrated that the ties that bind us are much stronger than the differences that divide us.  In our large and diverse Hemisphere, the elements that will stand as the major goals and objectives for the entire American community of nations in the 21st century are already visible.


In Miami the OAS received a dozen mandates; that number increased threefold in Santiago.  It was a great vote of confidence in the Organization and an acknowledgement of its capacity to modernize and adapt in line with the “Miami spirit” and the new hemispheric agenda.  The Summit Process continued to transform the dynamics and nature of political dialogue in the region.  Follow-up on the decisions of the Heads of State and Government enriched the discussion and cooperation forums, the exchange of experience, collective measures, and the scope and relevance of hemispheric institutions.


In the preparation work we shared that responsibility with the Summit Implementation Review Groups (SIRG), with the support of the IDB, PAHO and ECLAC.  The Santiago Summit saw an increase in areas of action, and a realignment of priorities in a context of shortage of resources and staff cuts.  At the summit moves were made toward the start of negotiations for the creation of a Free Trade Area of the Americas, and particular attention was accorded to the issues of education and social policies, consolidation of democracy, and observance of human rights.


This decision to institutionalize the hemispheric meetings led to the notion of a "Summit Process," where experiences are accumulated, a common language is forged, mandates for collective action are programmed, and new theoretical and practical points of reference at the regional level are systematized.  The systematic follow-up on the Process served politically to validate the agreements with new governments elected after the end of 1994.


Soon the OAS combined the Santiago mandates with the methodology approved at the 1998 General Assembly in Caracas, which made the Summits our most important source of political mandates.  Therefore, we created the Office for Summit Follow-Up in the framework of the General Secretariat to improve our follow-up capacity on summit plans of action, and administrative and technical measures were adopted to discharge our responsibility as the institutional memory of the Process, furnish assistance to countries to comply with the multiple summit decisions, serve as Technical Secretariat of the Permanent Council Special Committee on Inter-American Summits Management and of the Summit Implementation Review Groups (SIRG), and publicize activities more widely.


Also worth mentioning is the link that has existed since then between ministerial meetings and the Summits of the Americas.  The work plans that emerge from these meetings have become the main instruments for the implementation of presidential mandates.  By the same token, the ministerial-level meetings of the SIRG have become a normal and periodic component in the schedule of the OAS General Assembly.  This was an important step in the inclusion of the Summits of the Americas Process in the inter-American System, with the OAS as the coordinating institution.


The Summit significantly strengthened areas where the OAS had begun to recover – and develop new – capacities.  By then the Organization was performing secretarial and technical support roles on behalf of the meetings of ministers of trade, education, sustainable development, defense, labor, culture, social development, and science and technology, in addition to discharging its responsibilities in the areas of tourism, ports, telecommunications, and social investment funds.  The ministers of justice and attorneys-general also met and, with the technical support of the Organization, signed the Inter-American Convention against Corruption.  In the framework of the OAS meetings also began to be held on terrorism and hemispheric security.  We have participated in the meetings of ministers of defense, to which we refer in the context of initiatives on hemispheric security.


In the same way the ministers of transport met and adopted a program of action in which they undertook to develop a regional policy to build the infrastructure the Americas need for their economic integration.  Doubtless the countries decided to rely more on the OAS for assistance and the Organization acted surely and swiftly to take up those new responsibilities.


For their part, the ministers of finance also met in the framework of the Summit Process to adopt measures to foment economic and financial stability, set the courses for sustained growth, including greater access to the goods and services, capital, and technology markets, and thus meet social objectives.  The importance of a hemispheric meeting of this nature was reflected in the will to explore mechanisms so that development banks, international organizations, and financial institutions might act in a manner consistent with the Summit mandates.


As the directions of the inter-American agenda were being outlined, the OAS, with the backing of the Summits, became an inter-American rulemaking forum, a space for hemispheric dialogue, and a center for experience, documentation, and information exchange.  The Organization changed into an institution in which common and collective policies could be designed and generally applicable recommendations produced; a forum open to the media, special guests and civil society organizations; and, in particular, an instrument of hemispheric solidarity through its cooperation measures.

Third Summit of the Americas (Quebec City, 2001)


The government of Canada made a considerable preparation effort ahead of the Third Summit of the Americas.  Its prime minister visited a large number of countries and collected ideas and initiatives from all over the Americas.  The OAS also had a very active hand in the preparation, holding, and follow-up of this Summit, held in Quebec City from April 20 to 22, 2001.  On an institutional level, the Organization was designated Secretariat of the Summit Process and for the first time a set of recommendations and proposals were received from civil society organizations.


This significant involvement of civil society as early as the preparations stage and the commitment of the governments, which openly and constructively shared their experience in the issues under review by the SIRG, served to enable the Committee on Inter-American Summits Management of the Permanent Council of the OAS to hold special meetings on follow-up and implementation of mandates with representatives of civil society organizations.


In Quebec City 18 mandates were adopted with the purpose of moving toward the consolidation of democracy in the Americas and strengthening fundamental rights and freedoms, judicial systems, the rule of law, and hemispheric security, as well as the war on drugs, corruption, and terrorism.


In addition, in broad terms the areas of action on which the Quebec Summit set courses were:  to broaden mechanisms for civil society participation, enhance investment policies and ensure financial stability, adopt common measures in disaster management, improve agriculture management and rural development, improve labor and employment conditions, and combat pandemics and transmissible diseases.  Special attention was also given to programs designed to encourage gender equality, protect children, and preserve and protect the rights of indigenous peoples.


However, in the wake of the Quebec Summit, and even before then, despite increased economic stability, lower inflation rates, and lower fiscal deficits, most of our countries suffered from still-weak institutions, a shortage of resources, and a regressive state ideologically weakened by the debt crisis of the 1980’s and the adoption of market reforms, an issue which we cover in a separate chapter.


Furthermore, in Quebec our governments included the democracy clause as a condition for participation in meetings of a hemispheric nature and instructed our foreign ministries to prepare an Inter-American Democratic Charter.  These steps were a clear notice to all those who sought to break with the constitutional order that they would encounter a community of nations united in their collective action to ensure respect for democratic institutions.  Both decisions were designed to enhance what we consider our chief responsibility:  to work to defend, strengthen, and consolidate democracy in the Americas.


At the Third Summit of the Americas, the institutional partners (OAS, ECLAC, IDB, PAHO, and the World Bank), under the coordination of the OAS, submitted a joint hemispheric report on activities carried out to implement the mandates of the Santiago Summit.  The role of these institutions became even more relevant after the Quebec Summit, the Plan of Action of which urges international organizations to ensure consistency in their activities and become involved in all stages of the Summit Process, and entrusts the OAS with their coordination.


In response to this task, these institutions signed in June 2001 a Letter of Understanding creating the Joint Summit Working Group, in order to enhance coordination in support of the implementation and follow-up on the mandates of the Summits of the Americas.  Subsequently invited to participate in this coordination body were the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA), the Andean Development Corporation (CAF), the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), and the Central American Bank for Economic Integration (CABEI).  This group of institutions provides technical support to countries and its active participation in the Summits reflects the importance that they attach to a process that determines the priorities of the region and realigns the multilateral agenda.


The Office of Summit Follow-Up was strengthened when it was consolidated as the Secretariat for the Summit Process in May 2002, as well as with the creation of a fund for this purpose.  In the same way, we completed our objective to provide all our support in the area of secretarial and logistical assistance to the SIRG, its Executive Council and Steering Committee as well as the Committee on Inter-American Summits Management and Civil Society Participation in OAS Activities.


It remains for us to continue work on strengthening an information and follow-up system on the goals set and progress made by each of the institutions in the inter-American system.  This should enable us to better perform the task of coordination among the international organizations and subregional development banks with which we have adopted agreements to respond in a more orderly and vigorous fashion to the mandates of our leaders.  It is also important to continue to facilitate access to information for civil society organizations and to encourage its exchange with government representatives.


The inclusion of almost all the ministers of foreign affairs as responsible coordinators for various issues and of the events necessary to ensure completion of the mandates also represents a significant advance in the Process.  The activities carried out by the institutions of the inter-American system harmonize well with the convocation capacity of the foreign ministries and the responsibility with which they have managed the process.

Special Summit of the Americas (Monterrey 2004)


On the initiative of the Prime Minister of Canada, Jean Chrétien, the presidents and prime ministers of the Americas decided to convene a Special Summit of the Americas in order to involve the new leaders in the region in the Summit Process; constructively tackle the tough economic and social challenges currently facing the region; and strengthen democratic institutions.


Mexico took the decision to host this Special Summit at which the new Heads of State and Government met with their counterparts who attended the Quebec Summit to take stock of the measures adopted in pursuance of the mandates of the Third Summit, and to chart the courses for the Hemisphere to follow and adjust the inter-American agenda in three areas, in order to respond to the main challenges in the region.  The Special Summit of the Americas centered on economic growth with equity to reduce poverty, social development, and democratic governance.


The Presidents and Heads of State of the Americas were in agreement on the importance to promote social inclusion, adopt measures for a more equitable distribution of growth, raise living standards, and generate more employment opportunities.  They also referred to threats to security, such as terrorism; trafficking in illicit drugs, arms and people; and organized crime, and they reaffirmed their unswerving commitment to democracy.


At Monterrey, the countries of the region agreed on strategies for the creation of sources of employment and reduction of time needed to establish businesses; welcomed the progress in the FTAA negotiations; and undertook to adopt measures to reduce the average regional cost of international remittances.  In the area of social development they reiterated the importance of education as a decisive factor for human development and adopted the commitment to promote quality basic education based on the principles of participation, equity, relevance, and effectiveness.  They reiterated, as in the previous Summits, their concern at the increase and spread of HIV/AIDS (Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome) and undertook to provide the necessary treatment to any person who needs it and to at least 600,000 people by 2005.


At this Special Summit, the presidents reiterated their firm commitment to the application of the Inter-American Democratic Charter in order to defend, strengthen, and ensure observance of the rule of law; preserve human rights and fundamental freedoms; and promote different forms of citizen participation.  At the meeting significant measures were adopted to eliminate corruption from public administration and the private sector, and to promote a culture of transparency.


Also worth mentioning is the reference to strengthening of political parties, which is addressed in the chapter on democracy.  At Monterrey the presidents undertook to foster leadership training, including among women, youth, members of indigenous communities, ethnic groups, and excluded sectors.


The link between the presidential mandates and the ministerial meetings was made stronger and the participation was encouraged of all stakeholders in society.  In this way a commitment was secured to institutionalize in the Summit framework meetings with civil society organizations, academic institutions, and the private sector.  At this meeting, more than at any other Summit, the participation of civil society organizations, activities with the private sector, and the proposals of scholars enriched the discussions of the Heads of State and Government, and were essential in advancing the notion that the Summits have enough space to hear the voices of all who work to improve the lot of the peoples of the Americas.  Civil society organizations now have access to all Summit documents and their representatives are involved in regional consultations on political agendas, as well as in their implementation and monitoring.


In order to meet the expectations of the countries for sustained support from multilateral and hemispheric institutions, such as the OAS and other specialized agencies, it is necessary for their new demands to be accompanied not only by a strengthening of confidence on the part of the states in their regional institutions, but also a budget increase to enable them to play a meaningful role in the process.  It is not possible indefinitely to increase the mandates of institutions of a political nature such as the OAS without allocating it the resources to carry them out.


The countries of the Hemisphere have acknowledged that institutions have a pivotal part to play in the preparation of situation analyses; in the design and financing of programs and projects to resolve problems; and in the development of evaluation indicators and mechanisms.  Despite past efforts, a task still pending is the preparation of a joint, comprehensive regional progress report on the implementation of the Summit mandates in different areas.


Another crucial challenge concerns the political commitment of each country to the implementation of the mandates and their self-accountability.  Viewed in the light of the sometimes limited political will of governments and the shortage of government and agency funding, the full implementation of an agenda of this magnitude is an uphill task. It will be essential to identify priority areas for immediate action so as to concentrate existing resources and ensure their progress.  Accordingly, it will be important to examine each new proposed mandate in light of the real feasibility that it can be achieved.


We need to continue to refine national information and progress assessment mechanisms since some governments have had problems implementing them and submitting comparable results in a timely manner.  This new mechanism, which involves not only governments but also civil society organizations and academic institutions, could produce independent studies on progress on specific issues in the framework of the SIRG.


The mandates can be accomplished if their formulation and implementation can be more closely linked to the activities of ministries, and if we establish reliable progress evaluation mechanisms based on clear and measurable indicators.  By the same token, the recommendations that come out of ministerial processes should nourish decisions at the highest political level and specialized organizations should play an advisory role for governments in this effort.


Finally, it is clear that the Summit Process transformed the hemispheric architecture and inter-American institutions.  With pride and confidence the OAS took up the challenge of meeting the needs of our governments.  It efficiently carried out all of its activities in the area of follow-up and implementation, as well as its functions as technical secretariat for ministerial meetings and institutional memory of the process.  The Summit Process gave fresh stimulus to hemispheric relations and revived their importance; it also revitalized multilateralism and recognized that inter-American organizations, such as the OAS, are important players in the promotion of solidarity and collective action.  The way the involvement of the OAS in the Summit Process has evolved is a reflection of its increased responsibilities and conversion to a single hemispheric agenda.

Civil society participation


The OAS has learned to encourage public participation in its activities, both in the area of policy shaping and at the technical level.  The Summits of the Americas have been powerful instruments for promoting civil society participation in the inter-American agenda.  The Miami Summit recognized the need to include the private sector, labor, political parties, academic institutions, and nongovernmental organizations, in order to enhance and ensure the continuity of our democracies.  Since then civil society organizations have participated actively in OAS assemblies, specialized conferences, and technical meetings.


The presence of civil society organizations at OAS Assemblies and in the Summits process was pivotal in making the Organization currently one of the most advanced institutions in terms of civil society participation.  The active participation of civil society organizations in the Working Group to prepare the Bolivia Summit was a watershed for this issue in the Organization and opened the way for a repeat of that experience in the preparations for the ensuing summits, to the point where the practice was institutionalized at the Special Summit of the Americas held in Monterrey, Mexico in January 2004.


At the Bolivia Summit the Heads of State and Government formulated a new strategy for public participation that included experience and information exchange among government representatives and civil society organizations on formulation, implementation, and improvement of policies, sustainable development programs, and protection of the environment.


In the wake of the decisions adopted by the OAS General Assembly in Lima in 1997, nongovernmental organizations have enriched our discussions in such areas as sustainable development, protection of human rights, and democracy building.  Without question, the permanent state of confrontation between states and these organizations has become a thing of the past.


The Second Summit of the Americas held in Santiago decided to draw on successful experiences from the National Councils for Sustainable Development and the Inter-American Strategy for Public Participation.  The Santiago Summit mentioned that the OAS should serve as a forum for the exchange of experiences and information with civil society organizations and instructed the Organization to promote increased civil society participation in its public issues.


In 1999, at the General Assembly in Guatemala, the Organization formally set down the parameters for civil society participation in the OAS and created a committee in the framework of the Permanent Council for this activity.  At the same time, the Organization called on the states to cooperate with NGOs, and instructed the General Secretariat to give as much cooperation as possible to ensure the involvement of civil society organizations in the inter-American agenda.  The Quebec Summit valued this cooperation highly and the General Assembly in Chile institutionalized the dialogue between the ministers of foreign affairs, the Secretary General of the OAS and representatives of civil society organizations in the framework of each General Assembly.


Under these parameters there are nearly 100 civil society organizations registered with the Organization that work with our political organs, almost 250 that have entered into cooperation agreements with the General Secretariat, and 1,380 that collaborate with our technical units.  In this way, civil society organizations have furnished our political bodies with information on a variety of issues, such as equality, equity, diversity, and nondiscrimination, as well as in the area of human rights, governance, and sustainable development.

The recent Declaration of the Heads of State and Government in Monterrey drew particular attention to the importance of civil society organizations for democracy and governance.  In the Declaration our leaders decided to augment “citizen participation in the design, implementation, and evaluation of public policies adopted by different levels of government”.  The leaders of the Hemisphere called for the implementation of new common initiatives between civil society organizations, nongovernmental organizations, and international organizations for the enhancement of development and democracy.”


In my opinion, more important than the new working guidelines adopted by the Organization to include civil society participation is the new spirit that has pervaded our activities.  In the past, particularly in Latin America, there was excessive tension between governments and civil society organizations.  This tension was very often passed on to the activities of the OAS.  Civil society organizations were viewed with wariness and suspicion and their input was not taken into account for improving implementation of our rules or activities.  There was also a high level of distrust on their part; for instance, environmental NGOs generated enormous resistance against any part played by OAS in sustainable development or its involvement in the preparations for the Bolivia Summit on Sustainable Development.


It is now fair to say that the OAS expects contributions from civil society organizations in many areas and has no doubt that they will enrich the quality of the Organization’s work.  For example, the suggestions of NGOs during the discussions on the Inter-American Democratic Charter substantially improved the final document adopted by the countries.  Only a decade ago, the likelihood that civil society organizations might have a significant influence on the design of a document as important as the Democratic Charter was very small.


Undoubtedly these developments have come about as a result of the concerted effort of the Permanent Council, of the Summits of the Americas Secretariat, which is responsible for their participation in the OAS, and of the member states that ensure that our Organization is accountable not only to the states, but also to all the citizens of the Americas and guarantee a transparency that unquestionably benefits all of our endeavors.


The development of alternative methods to make oneself heard and to broaden the avenues of participatory democracy will without doubt help to open up political systems in the Hemisphere and force them to better meet citizens’ needs.  The key to democratic stability in the Americas involves relieving 200 million people from exclusion and poverty, in order to help them enjoy the benefits of development.  It also entails developing a culture of democracy and ensuring that all citizens feel they have a part in the public decisions that concern them.

III.  PEACEFUL DISPUTE SETTLEMENT


Perhaps the main concept that was forged in inter-American relations since independence is a set of legal standards and shared principles for relationships between states that permit, or rather require, disputes and conflicts to be settled peacefully.  Since the 19th century, there have been efforts to create an inter-American law based on legal principles, not on acts of war, so that differences would be settled in America not by force, but by subjecting the conduct of states to the rule of international law, prohibiting the use of force, condemning war and aggression, and establishing that military might does not make right.


For more than a century, efforts have also been made to guarantee the shared principles of equality of nations under the law, the supremacy of international law, nonintervention in domestic affairs, and respect for the sovereignty and independence of states. 


As far back as the Panama Congress, convened by Bolívar in 1826, some of the principles for guaranteeing peace were articulated.  As Jean Michel Arrighi pointed out in his book on the OAS, since the first Pan-American meeting in 1889, the maps of the Americas have shown little change, even over centuries.  At that meeting, it was clear that one of the key common issues behind the meeting and the quest for collective action was the settlement of pending disputes, especially border disputes.  The other theme was economic cooperation.


Among the predominant issues at the first hemispheric meeting in 1889, as the President of the United States told the Congress, was the possibility of agreeing on a treaty to resort to arbitration to settle disagreements and questions that might arise between the American republics.  At the International American Conference in Santiago in 1923, a treaty was adopted “to avoid or prevent conflicts between American states.”  The Seventh Conference in Montevideo in 1933 adopted the Convention on the Rights and Duties of States and again stressed the obligation to settle conflicts by peaceful means.  The 1938 conference in Lima reiterated the need to seek peaceful solutions.


It has been peace, not war, that has made it possible to consolidate our nation states.  In 1945, in the Act of Chapultepec, particular emphasis was placed on the supremacy of international law.


When the OAS was created in Bogotá, the American Treaty on Pacific Settlement or Pact of Bogotá was adopted.  As Arrighi notes, the treaty summarized in a single text the successive efforts to settle the disputes that arise between American states by peaceful means, and established the procedures for their implementation.  These procedures are good offices and mediation, investigation and conciliation, arbitration and, lastly, required recourse to the International Court of Justice, if other peaceful means have not been used or they have failed.  Unfortunately, the 1948 Pact of Bogotá was ratified only by a few parties.


Also worthy of note is the fact that the American states recognize that the United Nations system has jurisdiction in matters of peace and security, which means that peaceful and diplomatic means must be exhausted before resorting to the use of force or threats of force by the UN Security Council.  However, some states viewed the application of the Monroe Doctrine throughout the Cold War as a threat to the pre-eminence of the principles of the Charter, and saw the Security Council as being the moderator not only of the Monroe Doctrine but also the possible implementation of the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance of 1947.


Notwithstanding, the Cold War kept alive some disputes and conflicts that began to dissipate towards the end of that period when they no longer had the fuel to sustain them. We had the opportunity, in the chapter on democracy, to describe how our contribution to post-conflict actions in Central America, as part of a great international cooperation effort, made it possible for the region to return to the path of growth and the quest for social justice.


Central America is the most striking case in which the end of the geopolitical considerations that would have governed inter-American relations was meaningless.  A great effort was made toward pacification, the main outcome being the Esquipulas Agreements, which were arrived at because all the protagonists in this conflict were convinced not only of the futility of the violence but also of the possibility of negotiating a settlement and using diplomatic means to silence the guns and get back on track toward peace and reconciliation.

Ecuador and Peru


Other important steps taken in our hemisphere were the peace agreements between Ecuador and Peru, framed in a context of integration and cooperation.  After serious border incidents, Ecuador and Peru turned once again to the role of mediation by the guarantors of the 1942 treaty.  In so doing, they abandoned decades of rhetorical confrontation, mistrust, and atavistic pessimism, which we in the Americas have collectively faced and which has often led us to accept the inevitability of war.


The Peace Agreement signed in Brasilia within the framework of the Rio Protocol, is a paradigm for the settlement of many pending disputes.  The firm commitment of the guarantor countries made it possible to open doors when it appeared that there were only insurmountable obstacles, and to find imaginative and permanent solutions within the framework of the Itamaraty Declaration of Peace.  It was a major triumph for diplomacy in the Americas, and especially in the guarantor countries Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and the United States.  It was important to have the support of all the foreign ministries, particularly the one in Itamaraty, which extended its hospitality and shared its vast experience, and creativity. 


The two governments gave meaning to the principles enshrined in the OAS Charter.  By burying a border dispute whose roots lay in the era of independence, Ecuador and Peru laid the foundations for future settlements of all disputes and conflicts in the Americas in the way we have agreed and accepted, making an act of faith of our words, our convictions, our commitments, treaties, and our Founding Charter from Bogotá.

Post-conflict activities


In recent years the OAS has played an important role in post-conflict activities that help consolidate peace, such as, ceasefire oversight, disarmament, and demobilization of armed groups in Nicaragua and Suriname; aid for refugees in Nicaragua, Haiti, and Honduras; humanitarian assistance in Haiti; dispute settlement at the community level in Guatemala; and monitoring the observance of human rights in Haiti and Nicaragua.


Today, the entire structure of our preventive diplomacy, the use of peaceful procedures for crisis management, and post-conflict action are based on the principle of defending democracy.  Strengthening democracies is a key ingredient for guaranteeing peace between states and within states.  This is our paradigm for solidarity.


The measures for maintaining trust and security set out in the chapter on hemispheric security are also a powerful instrument for ensuring peace between the American republics and have helped to defuse potential conflicts, as well as to build bridges of understanding where mistrust had prevailed.


We must also underscore congressional ratification of the Agreement between Argentina and Chile for a definitive settlement of the border dispute in the Hielos Continentales or Campo de Hielo Sur area.  In 1984, under the supervision of Pope John Paul II, the Treaty of Peace and Friendship was signed by both countries, ending one of the longest territorial disputes in the Hemisphere.  In June 1999, a new stage was completed with the simultaneous ratification by the congresses of Chile and Argentina of the Agreement signed by Presidents Eduardo Frei and Carlos Menem in December 1998.

Handover of the Panama Canal


The Panama Canal was also handed over in conformity with the Torrijos-Carter Treaties.  On January 1, 2000, the Republic of Panama assumed full responsibility for its administration, operation, and maintenance.


Panama’s exercise of full sovereignty over the canal was not without its difficulties.  Indeed, the political circumstances changed over the course of time and Panama came to realize that the perpetuity envisaged in the original treaty was not in its national interest and this led to a number of extremely tense moments, which, after a serious deterioration of diplomatic relations, resulted in a meeting in the OAS, which was at the time the provisional advisory body established in the Treaty of Rio.  At that meeting in April 1964, the representatives of Panama and the United States discussed their differences in depth.  Both governments jointly declared, in a resolution issued by the OAS Council, that they would immediately begin the necessary constitutional procedures in each country.  This is the background for the Torrijos-Carter Treaties.


They were signed at the headquarters of the Organization of American States and 28 governments and 19 heads of state were present at the event to witness the signing of the historical agreements that guaranteed that the Panama Canal would be handed over to the Republic of Panama, which would assume, from then on, full responsibility for its management, operation, and maintenance.


At the request of the parties, the Organization also became the depository of the Treaty concerning the Permanent Neutrality of the Canal and Operation of the Panama Canal.  This latter establishes a neutrality regime that ensures that the canal will remain open, safe, neutral, and accessible to all ships of all nations, in response to which all the countries in the Americas immediately expressed their willingness to assist the ships registered under their flags to comply with the arrangement.


There is no doubt that the signing of the treaties and their full and smooth implementation constitute one of the most happy chapters in inter-American relations in the second half of the 20th century, and represent an unparalleled example of the effective principles on which the inter-American system is based:  equality of states under the law, peaceful dispute settlement; respect for sovereignty, territorial integrity, the independence of states, and the principle of nonintervention and mutual cooperation. It was clear to all that the future of the canal was not merely a bilateral problem, but an issue of paramount importance internationally, which, if not satisfactorily resolved, would have posed a threat to the very foundations of the inter-American system.

Fund for Peace:  Peaceful Settlement of Territorial Disputes


Territorial and border disputes have for too long been an unnecessary bone of contention in the economic and social development of the Western Hemisphere.  Disputes of this kind tend to frustrate international commercial cooperation, environmental protection, security, and law enforcement; they represent a significant cost to budgets and resources and, sometimes, they end up in armed conflict.


In 1998 the secular territorial dispute between Peru and Ecuador was finally settled, but in 1999 and 2000 a series of pending territorial disputes and some new ones emerged in Central America and in the northern part of South America.  These problems, as well as many others that exist despite appearances, tend to be of two types:  undefined borders inherited from colonial times; and much more modern disputes about sea limits that arise from competition for the rich resources of the ocean and the seabed.


Some more recent disputes in the Western Hemisphere posed the imminent threat of triggering armed confrontations and were the subject of emergency sessions of the OAS Permanent Council.  Despite the fact that these crises did not end up in armed confrontation, the disputes had a negative impact on trade, economic development, and international cooperation.


In 2000, after recognizing that border disputes posed a serious risk to hemispheric security, the OAS member states approved a mechanism proposed by the Assistant Secretary General, Luigi Einaudi, to provide financial resources to help defray the underlying cost of the procedures previously agreed upon by the Parties for the peaceful settlement of territorial disputes.


The Fund for Peace:  Peaceful Settlement of Territorial Disputes was formally established by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Hemisphere, meeting at the OAS General Assembly in Windsor, Canada, in June 2000.


The Fund can receive contributions from the OAS member states, from other states, and from other entities, including companies and individuals.  It has received contributions ranging from $3,000 to $1 million.  Since its creation, it has amassed over $2.7 million in contributions.


The member countries and observers that have contributed to the Fund are Argentina, Bahamas, Belize, Brazil, Canada, Cyprus, Korea, Denmark, Spain, United States, Guatemala, Honduras, Italy, Israel, Mexico, Nicaragua, Norway, United Kingdom, the Holy See, and Sweden.  The Fund for Peace has financed the peaceful settlement of disputes between Honduras and Nicaragua, El Salvador and Honduras, and Belize and Guatemala, the details of which are given below.

The Fund for Peace is much more than a mere financing mechanism; it is also a frame of reference and a source of expertise for dispute settlement.  When the interested parties jointly appeal to the OAS for assistance in peacefully settling a territorial dispute, they are presented with a series of choices of dispute settlement mechanisms envisaged in the OAS Charter: direct negotiations, good offices, mediation, investigation and conciliation, judicial settlements, arbitration, and any other mechanism the parties may specially agree upon.


The parties may also have access to the technical expertise of the OAS in settling territorial disputes, including experience in diplomacy; international law, including the law of the sea; experts in geography, cartography, and geospace, through the Pan American Institute of Geography and History; and also access to external technical experts with whom the General Secretariat has contact.


In just a few years, the Peace Fund has become a new and effective tool available to the OAS member states for these peaceful purposes.  This is possible thanks to the effective assistance of Ambassador Luigi Einaudi, Assistant Secretary General, and his team.

Honduras and Nicaragua


We at the OAS are very pleased with the decision taken by the governments of Honduras and Nicaragua to take their dispute to the International Court of Justice.  It represents a new victory for a friendly and negotiated settlement of their disputes, for the progress of our people, and for faith in the dawn of a new era in relations between Honduras and Nicaragua.


In December 1999, faithful to the principles and proposals of the OAS Charter, Honduras and Nicaragua courageously agreed to settle their dispute by peaceful means and in compliance with international law.  This commitment was welcomed by our countries, which, through the OAS Permanent Council, instructed me to appoint a special representative to evaluate the situation, facilitate dialogue, and make recommendations to eliminate tensions and prevent acts that could undermine peace in the Hemisphere.


Honduras and Nicaragua, accompanied by Ambassador Luigi Einaudi, first as Special Representative and then as Assistant Secretary General, forged a process which, despite the problems, helped to substantially reduce tensions between the two countries, provide a mechanism for settling substantive issues, and create new areas of cooperation.


Less than one month after the foreign ministers had requested the involvement of the OAS, Honduras and Nicaragua agreed to define and establish a military exclusion zone in the Caribbean Sea, to freeze the number of active military personnel and land border posts, and to resume the signage process in the Gulf of Fonseca.  In carrying out these agreements, Honduras and Nicaragua developed mechanisms to better coordinate the work of the armed forces of both countries and to strengthen the trust between them, and agreed to submit the dispute to the International Court of Justice.


In early 2001, a series of incidents produced new tensions.  The governments of both countries continued to work towards peace and, in collaboration with the OAS, adopted new confidence-building measures including guaranteeing security and verifying compliance with the agreements that had been signed.  The mechanisms and procedures for meeting the stated objectives were set out in the Technical Agreement on Verification that was signed in Washington on March 16 of that year.


This agreement clarified some of the issues related to patrols and other confidence-building measures that had been previously agreed upon, adopted measures to further develop trust, established the scope of on-site international observation and verification, and determined the ground rules for public statements concerning the dispute.


The commitments assumed by the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua, the decision they made to honor those commitments, and the work of the international community made it possible, in a relatively short space of time, to move from a situation of crisis and tension to one of calm, respect, and trust, in which it is possible to even adopt agreements.


The success of this process goes beyond the obvious benefits for the people of Honduras and Nicaragua.  The inter-American system now has more experience in peaceful dispute settlement; the inventory of confidence-building measures available to our countries has increased; lives have been protected and financial resources efficiently used; the mandate of the Charter, reiterated ay the Summits of the Americas, to promote peaceful dispute settlement has been executed; possible areas of cooperation have been identified; and our nations have been able to continue to work towards democracy and prosperity in a peaceful environment.

Honduras and El Salvador


I also wish to mention the work currently being done, with the support of the Pan American Institute of Geography and History, to assist Honduras and El Salvador in complying with the judgment of the Court of The Hague in demarcating a common border.


In September 2002, the President of El Salvador, Francisco Flores, and the President of Honduras, Ricardo Maduro, made a commitment to finalize the demarcation of the land border between both countries.  All pending border areas were established by judgment of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) on September 11, 1992, but some technical problems encountered in the application of that judgment prevented completion of the demarcation process.

As a result of these problems and the decision to expedite the demarcation of the border, the government requested technical assistance from the OAS General Secretariat and the Pan American Institute of Geography and History (PAIGH).  The General Peace Treaty, signed in 1980 by the two countries, contains provisions that assign specific responsibilities to PAIGH to nominate a third adjudicator who would rule on the technical disputes between the parties concerning the demarcation of the border. 

In April 2003, the OAS and PAIGH general secretariats gave their consent and the third adjudicator was appointed.  His task is to settle all disputes of a technical nature, namely strictly engineering issues raised by the two countries, for example, differences in geodesic coordinates, and the geographic accidents mentioned in the ICJ judgment of 1992.  Since July 2003, staff of the PAIGH General Secretariat, together with experts from both countries, have paid numerous visits to the border.  On the basis of these on-site observations, on the text of the 1992 ICJ judgment, on the documents provided by the El Salvador-Honduras Special Demarcation Committee, on satellite images, and on other technical tools, the third adjudicator is providing final settlements, respected by both countries, regarding the technical problems encountered by the Committee.

Belize and Guatemala

The as yet unconcluded process whereby Guatemala and Belize began to seek alternatives to settle their historical territorial dispute is well known.  Personally, I have had the pleasure of being a witness of honor to the long path both parties have traveled using conciliation mechanisms, which we hope will have a happy ending in the near future.

In May 2000, the Governments of Belize and Guatemala agreed in my presence to seek final settlement of their territorial dispute.  On that occasion, they agreed to set up a Panel of Conciliators that would help them find formulas for the peaceful and definitive settlement of their territorial dispute.  Each government appointed a conciliator, financed by the OAS Peace Fund, which gave them the necessary autonomy to carry out their important responsibilities.  We received significant support from the international community to develop the process. 

Later, in November and July of that year, the parties agreed on a series of confidence-building measures that helped create a climate conducive to dialogue and seeking solutions, such as coordination between the armed forces to mobilize troops on the border, cultural exchanges and educational scholarships; business congresses; cooperation in disaster prevention; combating illegal crops and drug trafficking; cooperation in tourism; as well as the full integration of Belize into Central America.

The parties agreed to exclude any other political, diplomatic, or legal forum from the process for its duration; to exercise caution and prudence in their public acts and statements; and to apply the principles of due process and mutual respect to their work.

Later, and with the sole purpose of facilitating the implementation of confidence-building measures, the parties accepted the concepts of the Adjacency Line and the Adjacency Zone.  It is important to emphasize that the acceptance and use of that line never meant that the parties had agreed that it would represent the international border between Belize and Guatemala.  The territory located within one kilometer from the Adjacency Line, in either direction (east or west), was considered to be the Adjacency Zone.

On several occasions, the political will of each country and the value of the confidence-building measures were put to the test in sensitive incidents.  At the request of the conciliators, the OAS investigated the facts, which enables them to present the parties with a number of new measures to restore confidence and prevent future incidents.  For that purpose and others related to the proposals, we had the timely and effective collaboration of the Pan American Institute of Geography and History and of the International Organization for Migrations.

The conciliators worked toward an agreement to overcome the territorial dispute that would be balanced, comprehensive, final, honorable, and permanent.  In September 2002, they presented a proposal paper from the conciliators to both governments through me.  The proposals presented covered the overall land and sea segments as a delicate balance that would respond to the aspirations and rights of both parties.  Honduras also gave its assistance regarding the sea border proposals, as an interested third party.

The document was prepared in such a way that all the components could be converted into key points of possible legal texts, which would give them legal effect and validity if the proposals were approved, through simultaneous public opinion polls in both countries.

On February 7, 2003, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Belize and Guatemala, as well as the Assistant Secretary General of the OAS and I signed an agreement to set up a transition process and a series of confidence-building measures between the two countries, given that the presentation of the proposals had concluded the conciliation process.  It was also necessary to sign that agreement, because certain practical difficulties prevented the parties from conducting simultaneous public opinion polls in both countries within the timeframe recommended by the conciliators.

The agreement established a new framework called the “transition process,” in which the parties agreed to continue working constructively and in good faith to manage their relations until they reached a final, fair, equitable, honorable and permanent settlement of their dispute.  That framework outlined the responsibilities of the parties and also assigned obligations and responsibilities to the General Secretariat and to the international community by creating a “Group of Friends” to support peaceful settlement of the territorial dispute between Belize and Guatemala.  The Group of Friends held its first meeting on October 6, 2003 at OAS headquarters.

A central theme of the agreement is the establishment of the Office of the Secretary General in the Adjacency Zone, which was set up on July 1, 2003.  The specific function of the office is to verify compliance by the parties with a series of confidence-building measures designed to reduce tensions in the zone.  To that end, the Office must organize and develop relations between the communities on either side of the Adjacency Line; plan and carry out activities to build relationships, trust, and cooperation between residents of the zone; and take note of incidents that might occur, in order to ensure observance of the human rights of area residents. 

Although Guatemala considered in August 2003 that the political and legal conditions were not present for submitting the conciliators’ proposals to a public opinion poll, work continues to be done through the OAS to achieve a negotiated settlement of the dispute through bilateral meetings hosted by the OAS, with emphasis on the establishment of security and confidence-building measures.

On May 3, 2004, during the first meeting of the new Guatemalan and Belizean authorities within the framework of the OAS, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs reiterated to me and the Assistant Secretary General their willingness to reach a fair, equitable, and permanent settlement of the territorial dispute within the framework of the OAS.  The Ministers declared the start of a new era in their bilateral relations, in which the parties made a commitment to create the proper conditions for reaching a definitive settlement of the dispute, maintaining constructive dialogue, and finding new ways to compromise that would enable them to solve the socioeconomic problems affecting the populations of both countries.

On May 4-5, 2004, delegations from both countries discussed the establishment of a Mixed Commission that would examine a comprehensive list of innovative modalities, that would not only reinforce security, transparency, dialogue, and confidence, but would also help strengthen the bonds of friendship and cooperation between the two nations.  Among the issues discussed were a treaty on mutual legal assistance, a free trade treaty, easier transit of persons and goods from both countries, and joint initiatives for tourism development.  The delegations also agreed that the confidence-building mechanisms would remain in effect until their next ministerial meeting, scheduled for June 2004.

In all these situations, the OAS took timely and appropriate action and demonstrated its neutrality and effectiveness, thereby helping to strengthen the foundations for peace and democratic practices.  In that undertaking, I must thank the member states and observers for the assistance they have given us through their political support and financial contributions to the Fund for Peace.  I must also acknowledge the support and steadfast collaboration of Ambassador Luigi Einaudi, Assistant Secretary General, and his team.

Other investigations at the request of the states

The OAS has also opened a channel for rapid and effective investigations at the request of the member states.  These have included the investigation into the diversion of Nicaraguan weapons to the United Self Defense Forces of Colombia and the investigation into the serious incidents that occurred in Bolivia on February 12-13, 2003.

a.
Investigation into the diversion of Nicaraguan weapons to the United Self Defense Forces in Colombia

On May 8, 2002, the Foreign Ministers of Colombia, Nicaragua and Panama, Guillermo Fernández de Soto, Norman Caldera C. and José Miguel Alemán, respectively, asked me to conduct an investigation into the circumstances surrounding the official export of a shipment of arms and ammunition from Nicaragua, in November 2001, which was later diverted to the Colombian United Self Defense Forces (AUC).  The ministers requested an investigation of the facts and a report to their respective governments on the results of the investigation, and on the conclusions and recommendations for mechanisms and procedures to prevent the recurrence of similar situations in future.

Given the importance of this joint request, as OAS Secretary General, I responded by appointing Ambassador Morris D. Busby as my Special Representative in charge of the investigation, and he conducted it with the support of a team of investigators comprising staff of the OAS General Secretariat.

The result was a report which, among other issues, referred to the background, analysis, and findings in particular under investigation, and made a series of recommendations for strengthening the existing inter-American arms control regime and for preventing any such diversions in future.

The General Secretariat’s report stated that the CIFTA convention is, and should continue to be, the multilateral hemispheric instrument of choice for preventing the manufacture, and illegal traffic of firearms, ammunition, explosives, and other related materials.  To that end, it makes specific recommendations for those states that have not yet signed and ratified the instrument to do so, and for the convention to be fully implemented.  It also refers to specific issues addressed in the Convention that should be given special attention, for example, estimates on licenses or permits for the export, import, or transit of firearms, ammunition, explosives, and other related materials, including application of the relevant CICAD Model Regulations.

It also makes other recommendations regarding programs for the destruction of surplus weapons; registration of persons engaged in the import, export, and transit of firearms as agents or arms carriers; amendment of national legislation and administrative practices; and harmonization of import certificates and export and transit documents. 

As stated in the paragraph on the CIFTA Convention in the chapter on Hemispheric Security, the Declaration of Bogotá, which was approved by the First Conference of States Parties to that treaty held in Colombia in March 2004, adopted measures and specific commitments for the full and effective implementation of the Convention.  The recommendations made in the General Secretariat’s Report were a useful and important input in the process of defining the measures referred to in that declaration.

b.
The Bolivian Case

On February, 12 and 13, 2003, there were armed clashes in Bolivia between the Police and the Armed Forces.  Some 30 people died and there was vandalism and looting in the streets; civilians and military personnel were injured and killed; fires were started in public and private sector offices and in the offices of political parties; there was a severe breakdown in the state’s ability to guarantee the security of its citizens, to protect their rights and their lives; all of which seriously jeopardized the political stability of the country.

At the request of the Bolivian government, the OAS took on the task of conducting an impartial investigation of the facts and preparing a report that would be used to make progress in the debate on the institutional failures that occurred during the events and would recommend actions the government and the country could take to strengthen democracy and make decisions on the political responsibilities of the participants in the events.  In the case of the serious incidents that occurred in Bolivia on February 12 and 13, with the collaboration of experts from the United States, Brazil, and Colombia, we were able to give a preliminary description of the facts and help the Executive Branch determine the political responsibility of its officials and make recommendations to prevent the recurrence of situations of that kind.  Our report proposes actions that would enable the Attorney General’s Office to carry out its investigation properly and define individual responsibilities.
At that time, we advised in our report that Bolivia should urgently sign explicit agreements on ground rules for participation in its democratic life, to ensure transparency, and should hold the political and social action of all public organizations, without exception, to those standards.  The agreements define the principles shared by all political and social actors, even at the international level.
We made an appeal to Congress to stress the importance of the task of political reform within the framework of the governance agreement to the future of Bolivia, as well as the participation of indigenous people in the political process, consistent with the hemispheric effort to ensure that this participation is permanent, ethical, and responsible.

We warned that with the country’s development strategy designed to reach levels of growth that would ensure substantial poverty reduction and improve human development indices, it would be critical to make timely decisions, based on reasonable economic and financial criteria, concerning the development of projects to exploit the vast reserves of gas and oil, particularly the LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas).  However, we indicated that the process which had been so highly questioned should be guided by mass consultation with the public and citizen participation; it should be very transparent and convincing and have a high degree of public support for its development.

The big problem of Bolivia’s twenty-year-old democracy is that, even though major strides have been made in institutional strengthening – the best evidence of which is the democratic institutionalization of the military forces that was put to the test last February –, the political system, not unlike other Latin American democracies, has not yet been able to meet many of the social demands of Bolivians, nor has it opened up sufficient channels for participation by sectors of the society.  As a result, and despite the commitment to democracy of the vast majority of the population, there is continued discontent with the exercise of democracy in Bolivia.

After the episodes of February 2003, there was an uprising of indigenous people and members of labor unions and regional organizations, which also resulted in scores of deaths and disorder in much of the national territory.  This prompted Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada to consider it wise to resign to give the country some institutional relief.

In our chapter on democracy, we cited to the actions of our Permanent Council, which were diligent and timely.  The OAS came forward on that occasion at the request of the government, to try to mediate between the government authorities and the organizers of the protests, and we worked zealously, together with Brazil and Argentina, to prevent bloodshed and preserve the country’s constitution and political institutions.
It is important to recognize the enormous effort that President Carlos Mesa has been making to resolve the country’s substantive problems.  After steering a course through the country’s extremely fragile economic situation and addressing the huge social and representational demands of the various social sectors of the country, he deserves considerable support by all.  The situation in Bolivia calls for decisions on substantive issues, in which political groups must acknowledge the need for consensus to prevent an even greater crisis than the one that occurred.  Consensus building also implies a willingness to make deals to avoid polarizing the country, and the Bolivian Congress must be a natural source of understanding and cooperation with the Executive Branch.

The OAS is committed to its support for Bolivia and at the request of its Government has focused its work on holding the referendum on July 18, and on completing the Constituent Assembly process.  The future of Bolivian democracy depends to a large extent on the success of both processes.  We already have a team that is very experienced in constituent processes that has been working hand in hand with the government.  Also, through the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy (UPD), a program is being crafted on strengthening Bolivian political parties, on crop substitution projects, and on preparing the national anti-drug plan with CICAD, as well as a national human rights plan through the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR). 

What happened in Bolivia is a wake up call for all our countries.  As we warned in the mid-year report, the issue is fundamentally one of political participation, in this case for a population segment that has been marginalized from the development process, namely the indigenous communities.  They must feel that they are a part of the society and its development aspirations, and that they are taken into account and have a share in decision making.

Institutionalization of the dispute settlement area and conflicts in the OAS

With the adoption of the Inter-American Democratic Charter, the growing use of preventive democracy, and appeals by the countries to our willingness to learn about and seek mechanisms for handling disputes, we have made significant progress.

We have already described our actions in Peru and Venezuela, which could well be described as actions in defense of democracy, but which could also be considered peaceful settlement mechanisms.  In those cases, we played the role of arbitrators of the conflicts, working to help settle the disputes caused by internal problems that were aggravated by their extensiveness, degree of political polarization, and erosion of state institutions, in particular, the justice system.

We have also done important post-conflict work, especially in Central America.  The tasks of demining, as indicated in another section, are an international model in the field.  In Nicaragua as well, we are supporting cooperation programs to strengthen peace and reintegrate former combatants and to support human rights.  In Guatemala, we have worked on strengthening democratic values and on a culture of human rights through programs to build peace, provide legal support to the National Congress, and technical support to the Supreme Electoral Tribunal.  In Suriname, after the National Development and Reconciliation Agreement, we provided technical support to the legislature.

On the other hand, although the OAS has contributed significantly to the peaceful settlement of disputes, we must recognize that we have not bee able to build an administrative structure that accumulates our experience, keeps a record of the processes, and more systematically uses all the resources available to the Organization.  Virtually all the processes described have been conducted mainly with staff from my office and the office of the Assistant Secretary General, who by definition are trust position staff with a high turnover rate.

The experiences of the OAS in defense and consolidation of democracy were inputs in the process of deep reflection that preceded the issue of resolution 1080 in 1991 and then the Inter-American Democratic Charter.  The Unit for the Promotion of Democracy has retained much of the case information, although it should be noted that the brunt of the responsibility in the most important cases – Peru, Colombia, and Venezuela, for example – was borne by the General Secretariat, an issue we will not discuss in this chapter but in the one on democracy, therefore the same procedures available in the Charter for conflicts between states were followed.

In the area of hemispheric security, the Organization has been developing, in the Committee on Hemispheric Security, a Permanent Council body highly specialized in the issues on the security agenda.  In addition, the establishment of institutions specializing in the issues within the Secretariat facilitates the accumulation of experience and the conservation of information.  This is the case with CICAD in tackling the drug problem, with CICTE regarding terrorism, and with the Technical Secretariat for Legal Cooperation Mechanisms as regards the fight against corruption.

Perhaps the most important thing we hope to underscore is the way in which the OAS conducted a process of in-depth reflection on hemispheric security, with the holding of the Special Conference on Security in Mexico in 2003.  In our opinion, the time has come to replicate this example, though not at such a high level of the hierarchy.  A group of experts, OAS staff from the Inter-American Juridical Committee and the missions, could take the first steps towards understanding the issues and ultimately handling them institutionally.
IV.  HEMISPHERIC SECURITY


The international environment underwent a gradual change in the 1990s and the strategic paradigms on which past security policies were based are no longer appropriate for dealing with current realities.  The end of the Cold War brought about a change in the traditional approach to the concept of security.


Today, the main threats to the security of many nations in our Hemisphere include non-traditional and non-military risks.  Indeed, new phenomena have emerged that threaten the security of states and their citizens.  International terrorism, drug trafficking, transnational crime, deteriorating citizen security, arms trafficking and the illicit exploitation of national resources, among other phenomena, are today emerging as potential threats to peace and stability.  And these are compounded, as in the Caribbean, by natural phenomena that may also threaten the survival of countries.


The particularities of each subregion determine its own perception of the threats to its security and thus external factors that for some may represent a real danger may for others be seen as a lesser risk.  It is against this background that the early 1990s saw the beginning of a response to these challenges, which are spreading across the globe more quickly than other economic or political challenges. 


In my view, we have adopted a realistic approach to these challenges.  We could not approach them through theoretical musings or by merely acknowledging the security component of nearly every political, social or economic issue.  We must avoid the temptation of an overly broad definition of hemispheric security, which will only lead to confusion on a number of important issues, such as international cooperation or identification of the role of national military institutions.  Some of the phenomena that represent threats to the security of small island states pose no threats to continental states.


For example, an overly broad interpretation of the concept of security could be used to justify greater involvement by military institutions in matters that are within the purview of the civilian authorities or, in other instances, to subordinate decisions taken in the context of international cooperation to security considerations


This new environment created opportunities for promoting cooperation and confidence-building initiatives, which made it possible to approach in a frank and candid way issues that previously appeared to be off-limits.  The first example of this was the establishment of the Committee on Hemispheric Security of the OAS Permanent Council, a specialized forum for the exchange of ideas, negotiation and consensus-building on security-related issues in the Hemisphere.


One of the issues raised by the Committee from the outset was the need to share experiences and thereby create a common pool of measures for building confidence and enhancing security among states.  A meeting of experts on this topic was held in Buenos Aires in 1994.

A good indication of the work to be done in this decade is the region’s pioneering role in the field of arms control and prohibition.  The Treaty of Tlatelolco created in 1967 the world’s first nuclear-weapons-free zone.  In that treaty, the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean pledged never to develop or allow the presence of nuclear weapons in their countries.  The Treaty of Tlatelolco thus became the model to be followed and has been imitated by other regions.

Confidence- and security-building measures


In accordance with the mandate and Plan of Action of the Miami Summit, the First Regional Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures was held in Chile in 1995.  That conference marked the beginning of a dynamic process for the creation and implementation of strategies to improve security in the Hemisphere through instruments and measures to ensure predictability and transparency in the actions of states and their armies and military forces.


It very soon became apparent to all that hemispheric security can be achieved only through mutual trust, unswerving commitment to the peaceful settlement of disputes, and the renunciation of military offensive action in the region.


Our first meeting on confidence- and security-building measures was very significant, since it paved way for a new hemispheric concept of hemispheric security and recommended a series of bilateral, subregional and multilateral measures that needed to be adopted in order to create an environment of peace, mutual respect and trust.  The systematic and orderly pursuit of initiatives to promote trust, détente, cooperation and transparency in military procedures would give new impetus to the tradition of peaceful co-existence that has historically characterized the Americas.


The disappearance of communism as a threat; the reduced vulnerability and propensity to conflict as a result of a convergence of interests and values of countries; and the fact that countries, without exception, will face, as we have just mentioned, phenomena such as organized crime, international terrorism, drug trafficking, and arms proliferation have led to a new strategic thinking in the Hemisphere that favors cooperation in combating common enemies and in which national interests and democratic values converge in an ethic to which all of its members subscribe.


Measures such as prior notification of military exercises; compilation and exchange of information on defense doctrines; limitation of conventional weapons; invitations to observe military exercises; cooperation in cases of natural disasters; and smooth communications between civil and military authorities in neighboring countries were some of the strategies at the core of this new hemispheric policy.


These initial commitments in the field of hemispheric security were without doubt a restraining factor against a possible arms race that would be counter to the region’s interests.  Moreover, a policy like the one described above is more effective than unilateral measures regarding the sale of weapons taken by any producing country.  While these may be useful, they fail to address the root cause of the problem. 


Formulation of a new concept of hemispheric security should therefore be based on and flow from bilateral agreements, followed by agreements on the subregional and hemispheric levels.  Countries had previously been strengthening regional security frameworks.  The Framework Treaty on Democratic Security in Central America had been signed in 1995.  A treaty was later signed that paved the way for the creation of the Caribbean’s Regional Security System in 1996; an important military cooperation agreement was signed between Argentina and Brazil; also signed was the Declaration of the Presidents of Central America and the Dominican Republic and the Representative of the Prime Minister of Belize on the Non-participation in the Acquisition of Strategic High-Technology and High-Cost Weapons of Mass Destruction; subsequently, in 1999, the Political Declaration of MERCOSUR, Bolivia and Chile  was issued and, in 2002, the Lima Commitment of the Member States of the Andean Community.


These instruments all brought to the fore the local and subregional dimensions of security and a more unified approach was taken to the different realities and concerns about the various threats to security in the Hemisphere.  Defense white papers would be one of the fruits of this strategy as well as common methodologies to measure military expenditures. 


In 1998, the Committee on Hemispheric Security prepared the Second Regional Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures, held in San Salvador, in follow-up of the Santiago Conference.  The San Salvador meeting supplemented the 20 measures that promote predictability and transparency in military exercises, decisions and expenditures.  These measures, together with a marked reduction in military spending as a percentage of product to approximately 2% of GDP, place the region at the lowest ranking in global military and defense spending.


The San Salvador Conference also identified and defined the security problems of small island states, which include financial, economic and environmental aspects and take account of their vulnerability and level of development.  The meeting of experts held in Miami in 2003 enabled a good balance to be struck in the design, application and implementation of this hemispheric policy.


The measures to which we are referring may be classified as first, second and third generation.  In the context of hemispheric security, there is clearly still room for first-generation measures focused on the voluntary exchange of information and establishment of communication mechanisms.  This opportunity is much greater for second-generation measures that are binding and mandatory and which may include verification and measurement mechanisms.  This category includes, for example, the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions or some of the provisions of the Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials.  Lastly, third-generation measures include the prohibition of certain categories of weapons or certain types of military exercises.  We must move forward in the near future with some of the ideas embodied in the Consensus of Miami: limitation of conventional weapons, disarmament and nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  

Confidence- and security-building measures and the subregional approach as the foundation for security and peace


From the beginning of the process of design and implementation of confidence- and security-building measures, it was clear that Latin America and the Caribbean were mature enough to recognize that those subregions’ security and peace depended on a cooperative approach that emphasized the predictability and transparency of military exercises, decisions and expenditures, as well as the abandonment of intimidation and confrontation as methods of dealing with defense problems.


This policy should prevent the proliferation of conventional weapons, weapons of mass destruction and all types of offensive weapons.  It should also mark the beginning of an arms control and disarmament process, for which, in my view, Latin America or at least many countries in that subregion, seemed to be prepared and on which they should embark without reservation.  Our Assemblies have been calling upon states to begin a process of consultations towards this end.


But what I believe is essential in this debate is to analyze its potential implications for the definition of the new strategic thinking in the Americas, or, more concretely, for the new security paradigm of the continent and the Caribbean.  I therefore believe that this redefining of the concept of hemispheric security creates opportunities but also conceals dangers. 


Unlike in the past, the new concept is not shaped only by military considerations or by all the economic, social and political aspects.  Hemispheric security must have its sphere of analysis and action and its own institutions, such as the Conventions concluded in recent years.  Though of course difficult to achieve, this balance is necessary and in my view must first be achieved at the subregional level.

Let us look more closely at this aspect.  On our continent today, taken as a whole, some of the old threats from the Cold War period still exist alongside the new non-traditional threats to the security of nations.  Indeed, despite a growing trend towards the peaceful settlement of disputes and universal adoption of confidence-building measures and widespread recourse to preventive diplomacy, internal conflicts or border disputes still persist in some countries, while various manifestations of transnational crime have increased markedly in others.


The concept of hemispheric security must combine three processes:  first, the urgent need for nations to confront powerful common enemies that know no frontiers; second, the need to manage or reduce the military arsenals that some countries built up during the Cold War period; and, third, the duty of states to defend their territorial integrity and constitutional order.


In this context, subregional agreements will be the benchmarks of this process. Far from ignoring them, they should be encouraged as the focus of hemispheric debate. There is no reason why a series of subregional agreements on security-related issues cannot later be harmonized in a number of core regional consensuses.  I believe that on this basis we have moved towards a concept of hemispheric security that is accepted by all, in which there are no impositions or significant omissions.


There is no doubt that we have moved in recent years towards the elaboration of a hemispheric security agenda.  Indeed, only a decade and a half ago we were still a region in the grip and victim of the military ideological Cold War conflict.  We had not found a way to establish reliable and cooperative mechanisms that could help to reduce and resolve any tensions that might arise among us.  With the return of democracy and the fall of the iron curtain, as in other areas of the collective agenda and under the new premises of hemispheric cooperation, the region confronted the principal challenges that states face.


In this connection, the work of the Committee on Hemispheric Security has focused in recent years on strengthening the concept of the reality of a culturally and geographically diverse Hemisphere, facing different threats and with varying capacities to overcome them.  The intense debates and political will to achieve consensus gave rise to the concept of a multidimensional security that includes both traditional threats and the new threats, concerns and other challenges and which takes account of the priorities of each state and its right to define its own national security priorities.  This notion was put forward for the first time in our Barbados Assembly and was reinforced at our Special Conference on Security, held in Mexico City.

Security concerns of small island states


While I am aware that for many it may sound rather unorthodox to speak about issues of trade, tourism and natural disasters in a conference on security in the Caribbean region, this is no doubt a sign of the new times we live in.  How indeed can we deny a country or group of countries which a latent threat, whatever its nature, that has the potential to threaten the very survival of the country or the majority of its population, or which might lead to a collapse of its economy, the right to consider it a legitimate threat to its national security?  Evidently, for these nations, this type of threat is decisive to its very existence.


In the Caribbean, the creation of the Regional Security System is a concrete example of the type of agreements that can be reached.  The System brings together a group of 10 independent states and territories that have decided to promote cooperation in such areas as the prevention of illicit drug trafficking, pollution control, prevention of smuggling and the control of illegal immigration.  The System’s objectives in the context of this broader view of security problems include the protection of fisheries resources, cooperation in natural disaster response and protection of maritime installations in open seas and exclusive economic zones.  But the most important thing is that these Caribbean countries have demonstrated with this agreement their political will to address their security concerns within a framework of cooperation and mutual assistance.

At the initiative of Antigua and Barbuda and in fulfillment of the mandate of the Quebec Summit, a process was designed to modernize and reinforce OAS activities in the field of natural disasters.


The First High-Level Meeting on the Special Security Concerns of Small Island States was held in Washington, in October 1996.  Migration, drug trafficking and consumption, delinquency and crime, smuggling, illicit arms trafficking, environmental conservation, and natural disasters and phenomena were seen as major threats to the security of these island nations.


These are small countries that are highly dependent on foreign trade and tourism, especially vulnerable to natural disasters, exposed to environmental changes and whose economies are in many cases based on the production of one or two commodities, on which the majority of the country’s labor force depends.  A Second Meeting, held in St. Vincent and the Grenadines in January 2003, reinforced the multidimensional aspect of the concept of hemispheric security that was endorsed by all states at our Barbados General Assembly.  Further work was also done on a framework of analysis and a methodology for small island states to be able to respond to a terrorist attack or to any problems that might arise from the transportation of nuclear waste in the Caribbean Sea.

There are no doubt concrete reasons why Caribbean island states are more vulnerable than others to such phenomena as drug trafficking, transnational crime, illicit arms trafficking, natural disasters or ecological changes.  In this region, a change in the price of an export product or the suspension of a concessionary tariff may mean an economic imbalance of devastating magnitude.  Or, similarly, the passage of a hurricane, a volcanic or tidal wave may cause human and material losses that may affect a relatively larger proportion of the population or of the territory.


Since the Declaration of Santiago, the issue has assumed new importance.  The 1996 General Assembly convened a special meeting of the Committee on Hemispheric Security, to which recognized governmental experts in the field were invited.  A major effort was made at that meeting to identify and comprehensively define the security problems facing the Caribbean islands and to elaborate a plan of action to reduce the threat posed by certain phenomena or to mitigate their impact through preventive measures, as appropriate.

The meeting also underscored the multidimensional nature of the security concerns of Caribbean states and, based on that approach, the OAS has been placing greater emphasis on its work in the areas of trade, tourism, illegal drug trafficking, sustainable development, disaster prevention and confidence-building measures in the subregion.


Firstly, we recognize that illegal drug and arms trafficking and related criminal activities produce not only corruption in the society and the loss of democratic values and solidarity but also gravely affect tourism, which is one of the most lucrative industries in the region.  The Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission (CICAD) has been working in this field and its programs include activities such as communications assistance to national drug control agencies; strengthening of the Caribbean witness protection program; strengthening of national drug control commission; design of a common documentation system to control commercial shipments of firearms; and training of specialized personnel in the treatment of drug users.


For its part, the Tourism Unit has developed projects in which the issue of security is seen as a key element of sustainable tourism in the Caribbean islands.  We also welcome unreservedly the resolution adopted by the XVII Inter-American Travel Congress, which urged OAS member states to implement programs designed to provide security for tourists and their property, on which work has already been started.


Furthermore, there is the issue of the economic vulnerability of these states, which are characterized, as I have already mentioned, by economies that are largely dependent on the international trade in one or two basic commodities.  For example, in St. Lucia, bananas account for 80% of the exports, while in St. Vincent and the Grenadines, the banana industry employs 60% of the labor force.  Given this situation, it is easy to understand the full significance of the initiatives of the OAS Trade Unit, jointly with the World Trade Organization (WTO), Georgetown University, in Washington, and the University of the West Indies, to train negotiators. 


Together with the IDB and ECLAC, the Trade Unit has been the main supporter of the Advisory Group on small economies; various technical documents on opportunities and challenges for small economies have been prepared for this Group; and work has been done on capacity-building trade strategies for their economies. 


The third category of threats that deserves special attention because of their serious consequences are natural disasters, which, as we have already noted, may be devastating in this region.  However, these are not the only threats to the environment in the Caribbean islands.  Global warming, fragile ecosystems, and the storage or transportation of nuclear waste and other hazardous materials are also major concerns. 


Recognizing that most environmental problems require international cooperation for resolving them, the OAS Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment has embarked on three very important projects. 


The first is aimed at disaster mitigation in the Caribbean, through programs such as community preparation, the introduction of building codes, strengthening the security of shelters and the preparation of risk maps.  The second is known as the Caribbean Integrated Coastal Management program and is aimed at strengthening institutional capacity and enacting appropriate legislation for the protection of ecosystems; and, lastly, a plan for adapting to global climate changes, which consists in the installation of a network of sensors that captures data and permits its rapid dissemination and analysis, as well as consultations with member states on policies and planning processes that will guide the development of coastal zones and the management of ecosystems within them.


This Unit has also facilitated the establishment of the Inter-American Dialogue for Disaster Reduction and the convening of an inter-institutional meeting on the incorporation of this element into economic planning.

Natural disaster reduction has received special attention from member states and the General Secretariat and has become a matter of particular urgency following the devastating effects in Central America and the Caribbean of Hurricanes Marylyn and Luis in 1995, of Hurricane Mitch in 1998 that caused more than 10,000 deaths and several million dollars in damages, mudslides in Venezuela in 1999, and the effects of La Niña in South America.


Recognizing that the OAS lacked the necessary experience to prevent and deal with such situations, the Inter-American Committee for Natural Disaster Reduction was established in 1999, at the initiative of Antigua and Barbuda, with the aim of strengthening mechanisms for cooperation between the various organizations that comprise the inter-American system.  The Committee has developed into a forum for the discussion of disaster reduction policies and for the allocation of tasks and responsibilities among the different organizations in the fields of health, reconstruction and reduction of vulnerabilities.


2003 saw the finalization of the Inter-American Strategic Plan for Policy on Vulnerability Reduction, Risk Management and Disaster Response as a key tool for countries to design prevention policies and to prepare and train their emergency response workers.


Lastly, we cannot ignore the traditional aspects of security in the Caribbean.  This implies a connection between the aspects described above and the process of implementation of confidence- and security-building measures at the hemispheric level.  I wish to underscore the active participation of the countries of the Caribbean, both in the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms and in the United Nations Standardized International Reporting of Military Expenditures, as well as in the provision of information to update the comprehensive and integrated inventory of confidence-building measures maintained by the OAS.


It is a source of satisfaction to all to know that security activities are being undertaken in which not only members of the Regional Security System and other member countries of CARICOM, but also in the United States and the United Kingdom.  Such activity no doubt helps to promote confidence and cooperation between the armed forces of the countries involved and between the latter and countries that have been invited as observers.  Logistical support and rescue operations activities by the armed forces of a number of Caribbean countries also fulfill similar objectives.

On the other hand, I have no doubt that a declaration of the Caribbean as a zone of peace in the context of the United Nations proposal would capture the attention of the entire international community and help to promote awareness of the special concerns of the small island Caribbean states.  As we have already said, a first step in this direction is the ratification by all states of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which prohibits nuclear weapons from the region.  Indeed, following the ratification by Cuba of the Treaty on October 23, 2002, the Zone of Application established in conformity with the Treaty of Tlatelolco is fully in force, thereby consolidating the first nuclear-weapons-free zone in a densely populated region, as stated in the Havana Declaration of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (OPANAL) on November 6, 2003. 


A special effort because of its importance and the degree of technical complexity that it involved was our preparation and completion of a study on the risks of transporting nuclear waste through the Caribbean, a matter of great concern to Caribbean countries. 


Indeed, resolution AG/RES. 1886 (XXXII-O/02), adopted by the General Assembly in Barbados, reiterated that “the small island states are deeply concerned about the possible threats posed to their economies and maritime environment should a ship transporting toxic nuclear waste have an accident or be the target of a terrorist attack while transiting the Caribbean Sea and other sea-lanes of communication in the Hemisphere”, and instructed the Permanent Council of the OAS “to discuss the concerns of the small island states regarding the transshipment of nuclear waste through the Caribbean Sea; to evaluate the potential threat posed by such transshipment through the Caribbean Sea; and  to consider conducting a study, to be undertaken under the coordination of the Secretary General, on defense and security planning for small island states in order to adequately respond to an incident or a terrorist attack on nuclear waste-bearing ships crossing the Caribbean Sea.  For this purpose, the Secretary General shall invite the relevant regional, hemispheric and international organizations and institutions.”


In our study, we are aware, as we indicated in the study, that since 1992, the Heads of State of CARICOM countries have made known their opposition to such transshipments and have pointed to the threat posed to their economies and maritime environment.  The First High-Level Meeting on the Special Security Concerns of Small Island States, held in San Salvador, El Salvador, in 1998, reiterated this concern and recommended the formulation of a program of cooperation to address the problems posed by the transportation of nuclear waste and other hazardous waste through the Caribbean Sea and to adopt policies to preserve the natural environment of the Caribbean.

At the Second High-Level Meeting held in St. Vincent and the Grenadines in January 2003, the delegations of CARICOM countries stated unanimously that their concern was not about the level of risk posed by the transportation of such wastes, but rather the danger inherent in the shipments.  These countries made it clear that any spill, of whatever kind, would have a devastating impact on the marine and coastal environment.  They also recalled that their peoples and economies were largely dependent on this natural resource and related economic activities, such as fisheries and tourism.


The focus at the international level has been mainly to elaborate protection standards (as opposed to safety standards) for the transportation of radioactive materials and to assist states in implementing them.  Organizations such as the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) have the specific juridical function, within the United Nations system, to establish norms for the protection of human health against exposure to ionizing radiations. 


The OAS concluded that the study should be the basis for a general report on the issues involved in the transportation of nuclear waste, its risks and safety aspects, with all the necessary technical information to enable representatives of OAS member states to adopt the necessary political decisions. 


The study that we prepared therefore distinguishes between the technical and regulatory aspects of the transportation of these materials by sea (including risks and evaluation of associated risks) and the possible related political consequences, as the latter aspect is not part of the responsibility assigned to the OAS Secretary General and is within the ambit of the sovereign political decision-making of each country. 


International experts generally recognize that under normal circumstances the transportation of radioactive materials, including irradiated nuclear fuel (INF) and highly radioactive waste (HRW), poses very little danger, since highly stringent regulatory norms reflecting the major scientific advances have been and are being adopted to ensure that radioactive materials are adequately contained, isolated, and protected against critical reactions if they contain fissionable material, and that the possibility of contamination is insignificant.

It should also be noted, however, that any human undertaking carries with it a certain degree of risk.  No human activity is risk-free.  Therefore, independently of the fact that a society might consider that a certain level of risk may or may not be tolerable, the opportunity cost of that decision is predominately a political decision for a country or group of sovereign countries to make.  Nevertheless, such decisions must also take account of the juridical instruments in force and, in the case of the transportation of radioactive materials, of the rights and freedoms of maritime, river and aerial navigation, provided for in international law and set out in the relevant international instruments. 

The Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions


One reflection of the progress achieved in the development of confidence- and security-building measures was the adoption of the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions, originally proposed by Mexico and the United Sates and signed in 1991 in fulfillment of the mandate of the Summit of the Americas, held in Santiago. 


The United Nations established a Register of Conventional Arms and the countries of the Hemisphere acknowledged participation in the Register as one of the confidence- and security-building measures adopted at the 1995 Santiago Conference.


The sharing of information and expansion of its scope, timeliness and relevance have become pillars in establishing relationships of trust in the military and security fields. 


The countries of the Hemisphere decided to go yet further.  The United Nations Register is only voluntary and annual, while the Convention is an instrument that is binding on States Parties.  It makes annual reporting mandatory, even for states that neither imported nor acquired this type of arms.  Exports must also be reported.  This obligation significantly increases the reliability and accuracy of the information provided. 


In addition to annual reporting, the Convention provides for the reporting of any procurement operation – whether imports or national production – no later than 90 days after the equipment is added to military inventories.  This represents a significant advance in terms of timeliness and accuracy compared with the information that is available through the United Nations.

Lastly, the Convention provides for the modification, through Conferences of the States Parties, of the categories of arms to be covered by national reporting.  This means that as the Hemisphere continues to develop a new framework for regional security, it will be possible to include new types of weapons, especially small arms and light weapons.  This mechanism for review of the implementation and relevance of the provisions of the Convention to the development of hemispheric relations guarantees its future strength. 


The significant progress made in so many areas is without doubt one of the successes that is further evidence of the political will of the member states of the Organization today to construct a framework of security and peace based on transparency, confidence and cooperation throughout the Hemisphere.
The CIFTA Convention

After the positive experience of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, Mexico and the Rio Group took the initiative to promote the negotiation of the Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives and other Related Materials (CIFTA), which was discussed in the OAS and adopted in 1997 as a global pioneering effort in this field. 


As the first of its kind, it became a key reference for the Protocol on the same subject to the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, adopted in Palermo in 2000, as well as the Programme of Action of the 2001 United Nations Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects.


The CIFTA Convention is a valuable, relevant and innovative instrument.  Firstly, by virtue of its very existence, since it deals with a priority and urgent issue.  The production, flow and illicit use of firearms are not only linked to the major national and international criminal and terrorist organizations.  Their impact can also clearly be seen in the daily violence and crime in our cities and rural areas.

Secondly, by reason of its contribution to defining the concept of firearms whose illicit manufacture and trafficking it seeks to eradicate.  Indeed, the states for the first time reached agreement on a broad definition of the term.  Thanks to this, the Convention guarantees the maximum possible coverage, by permitting the broadest assistance and mutual cooperation among states. 


Thirdly, under CIFTA, States Parties are required to define the illicit manufacture and trafficking in firearms as crimes, where they have not yet done so.  The Convention also included such crimes in the list of extraditable offences between States Parties. These two legal provisions are of particular importance for mutual juridical and judicial cooperation and assistance in this field.

Fourthly, CIFTA contains provisions that are extremely important for ensuring that operations that started out as lawful are not diverted into illicit markets.  This is achieved through, inter alia, rules for the establishment of licensing systems for the importation, exportation or transit of any element covered by the Convention.  Of particular relevance is the obligation to deny the transit of arms without the authorization of the receiving state.  In this connection, States Parties have pledged to strengthen controls at points of export. 


The Convention has also established the requirement to adequately mark and identify both locally produced and imported firearms as well as firearms that are confiscated or forfeited and designated for official use.  As with definition in criminal codes, the establishment of common licensing, regulation and marking requirements are essential prerequisites for cooperation in this area. 


Fifthly, cooperation is precisely the key element of the Convention, which is consistent with the spirit that prevails today in the Hemisphere to adopt cooperative and multilateral approaches to dealing with problem that by definition affect more than one country.  The CIFTA includes mechanisms for cooperation in the areas of training and the exchange of experiences, technical and judicial assistance, where required, as well as the exchange of relevant information between competent authorities.  This exchange is broad and comprehensive, as it ranges from lists of legitimate producers and merchants to useful experiences and measures and the monitoring and tracking of arms.

Cooperation also covers operational aspects, such as controlled deliveries and the confiscation and forfeiture of illicitly manufactured or trafficked weapons, and the adoption of necessary measures to prevent such arms from falling into the hands of private individuals or traded in auctions, or by sales or other means.


Sixthly, and one of its most important and innovative aspects, the CIFTA established an Consultative Committee drawn from States Parties to the Convention to monitor the implementation of the measures provided for in the Convention and to strengthen cooperation between the States Parties.


The Consultative Committee of CIFTA began its work in March 2000, and has met periodically.  Since that time, it has made considerable progress in compiling information on the action taken by States Parties to implement the Convention and in diagnosing the problems or difficulties that that still exist in this field.  Progress has also been made in information exchange and in strengthening cooperation between States Parties and between the latter and states that are not parties, as well as with international and civil society organizations with related responsibilities.


In conformity with the provisions of the CIFTA Convention, the First Conference of States Parties was held in Bogotá, Colombia, in March 2004 to review the functioning and implementation of the Treaty.


The Declaration of Bogotá reaffirmed the resolute will of the States Parties to ensure the effective implementation and application of the measures provided for in the Convention.  Accordingly, it also provides for specific and concrete commitments to promote cooperation and the exchange of information and experiences; the implementation of laws; systems of export, import and transit authorizations or licenses; mutual legal and judicial assistance; security measures and cooperation in the identification and destruction of surpluses; training; cooperation with international organizations and agencies and with civil society organization; cooperation in dispute resolution; follow-up of measures adopted and the universal adoption of the Convention.


The elaboration and implementation of the agreements reached through the Declaration of Bogotá will be key to the effective implementation and application of the CIFTA convention and, consequently, to ensuring the achievement of its objectives. 

The Meetings of Ministers of Defense

The end of the Cold War and the need to reconsider the security paradigm also strengthened the conviction of Ministers of Defense throughout the continent to seek agreements on the principles and values of democracy, the rule of law and peace in the Hemisphere.  The Meetings of Ministers of Defense of the Americas became an extremely valuable forum for promoting dialogue and cooperation among officials with responsibility for these portfolios. 


The OAS, through the Committee on of Hemispheric Security, proposed to work closely with those meetings, taking advantage of the agreement reached on the priorities identified by our Organization and with a view to providing a coordinated response to the policy decisions and orientations of member states. 


Both the General Secretariat and the Committee on Hemispheric Security established working relationships with the Meetings of Ministers of Defense of the Americas. We began with a joint review of the way forward in reviewing a new concept of hemispheric security and in strengthening confidence- and security-building measures. 


The Meetings identified in particular the tasks of strengthening confidence- and security- building measures not as an end in itself but as a means to achieve the objective of strengthening peace and security.  Terrorism, drug trafficking, de-mining, the security of Caribbean states, promotion of human rights, development of relations between civilians and the military, cooperation in combating illicit trafficking in arms and transparency in arms acquisition, were key issues that we jointly considered. 


De-mining, promotion of the preparation of defense white papers and, in particular, the creation of common methodologies for the measurement of military expenditures, were all activities that linked our communications even more closely and complemented each other mutually.  It no doubt provided an opportunity to transform political/military relations in the Hemisphere, based on the elaboration of a common security agenda in the service of our own values and problems, reflecting all the countries and addressing all regional and subregional concerns.


We consider this an opportune time to strengthen these relationships even further. These are two processes that feed and complement each other and the task ahead is the institutionalization of this process.  We have suggested that the Committee on Hemispheric Security should serve as Technical Secretariat of the Meetings, under an arrangement similar to the way in which we have succeeded in integrating into the inter-American system the Meeting of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas. 


Moreover, the circumstance of a further deterioration in security, which was made clear at the Special Conference on Security, must be viewed as an opportunity to integrate the Meetings of Ministers of Defense into the new hemispheric agenda.  The numerous mandates that flowed from those Meetings cannot be implemented and developed without the participation of the Defense Ministers and without the political will of those responsible for this portfolio. 

De-mining


Central America is the region of the Hemisphere that has suffered most from the devastating consequences of one of the cruelest devices used in these wars.  Antipersonnel mines are an instrument of war that not only cause cruel maiming, physical trauma and psychological damage to combatants but also constitute a hidden and latent threat to civilian populations.  Each year these implements of death not only kill and incapacitate thousands of innocent people, among them hundreds of children, but also make vast agricultural and cattle farming areas unusable.


After the wars ended and with the need to resolve a problem that affected development in the region and the vulnerable sectors of its population, the Program of Integral Action Against Antipersonnel Mines (AICMA) was launched in the 1990s.  The Program implemented the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-personnel Mines and on Their Destruction, known as the Ottawa Convention.


The countries of Central America for the first time in 1991 expressed their desire for OAS assistance in the task of identifying, deactivating and destroying mines buried during the conflict in the region.  In 1996, the OAS General Assembly took the political decision to adopt as goals the complete eradication of anti-personnel landmines and the conversion of the Western Hemisphere into a landmine-free zone.


The Mine-Clearing Assistance Program in Central America was incorporated into the framework of AICMA as well as under the umbrella of OAS, which had been accumulating experience in Nicaragua since 1993 and in Honduras and Costa Rica since 1996.  Work also began on the coordination by the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy of the OAS, which focused its efforts on collecting and administering funds from the international community, providing diplomatic and political coordination, and arranging with the Inter-American Defense Board for the preparation of an international technical assistance team, training of troops in de-mining and certification of operations.  


AICMA became a leader in this field.  In Nicaragua, it was reported that as at December 2003, 74% of the national de-mining plan had been completed, which represents the removal of more than 100,000 of the 135,000 mines estimated to be remaining from the war.  In Costa Rica, after the de-mining of nearly 142 kilometers of frontier with Nicaragua, the operations were completed in December 2002.  The activities of the Honduras program are in their final stages, after having overcome the difficulties caused by Hurricane Mitch, which scattered and buried mines at depths that were nearly undetectable.  A total of over 2,279 mines and other explosive devices have been destroyed.


The Inter-American Defense Board is the agency responsible for coordinating the team of international de-mining experts provided by the OAS member countries.  They supervise each operation to prevent situations in which de-mining activities, through accidents, may end up creating a new humanitarian problem.  The affected countries make a significant contribution by offering the de-miners, who are the ones that risk their lives in the task of mine removal.  They also provide financial and material resources.


Any of the operational de-mining sites provides a good example of what multilateral work at its best means:  soldiers and civilians of many nationalities working together, at times speaking different languages, to rescue the land of an OAS member country from this terrible scourge.


A large number of mines remained on the Ecuador-Peru border, but assistance began to be provided to these two countries in 2001 and we have succeeded in removing the danger of antipersonnel mines and unexploded devices in the provinces of El Oro and Loja in Ecuador and in the departments of Tumbes and Piura in Peru.


The program also provides assistance in expert appraisal, mapping, location and clearing of minefields; prevention education for the civilian population; support for victims, including physical and psychological rehabilitation, as well as the socio-economic rehabilitation of de-mined areas; supervision and support for the destruction of stored mines; development of a mine action database; support for the total prohibition of the use, production, stockpiling, sale, transport or export of anti-personnel mines and promotion of the Ottawa Convention.


For their part, awareness-raising and prevention education programs, supported by the AICMA program, seek to reduce the risk of death or permanent injury.  It is important to underscore the participation of affected communities in these activities.  Members of the community not only learn about the danger of mines, but also, in specific cases where there are no inventories of mines, communities are the main source of information for identifying the location of mined areas and explosive devices.


The work of the Program has also been important in the definitive destruction of stocks of mines in military stockpiles.  Over the past two years, in fulfillment of the mandates of the Ottawa Convention, more than one million mines that had been stored in Argentina, Colombia, Chile, Ecuador, Honduras, Nicaragua and Peru have been destroyed.


Following the signing of the Ottawa Convention, OAS programs have been much more sensitive to the issues of rehabilitation, training and reinsertion of persons injured by mines.


The database of the Information Management System for Mine Action lists the victims of mines and has the capacity to maintain information on the areas in which prevention education campaigns are being conducted.


The progress made by AICMA is due to the invaluable support of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Peru, Venezuela and the United States, which have provided technical advisors and supervisors, and to the contributions of donors such as, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, the Russian Federation, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States, among others.  In 2002 and 2003 alone, these contributions amounted to approximately US $11.7 million.


The de-mining experiences leave concrete lessons; in the first place, de-mining is an eminently humanitarian task that goes beyond the military sphere as, in addition to the threat they pose to the lives and safety of our people, mines are also an obstacle to economic development.


Secondly, experience has shown that when the major actors responsible for social and economic development of a country are working together with military authorities and international organizations, projects have a much more profound and immediate impact in communities.

Thirdly, projects like these are effective mechanisms for promoting cooperation and ties between the armed forces of the Hemisphere, in an effort that promotes security and confidence among them.


Lastly, in countries in which de-mining projects have been carried out, a convergence of interests has been achieved for peace, in which military and civilians have worked shoulder to shoulder and have found that the reasons that unite them today are much stronger than those that divided them in the past.


In short, cooperation and exchange to fulfill the mandates of the Ottawa Convention; the optimization of the technical and financial resources donated by the international community; the measures to promote greater confidence between the armed forces of neighboring countries; the advantages of civilian – military cooperation, including demobilized combatants in de-mining activities; institutional and national capacity-building; technological training institutes; industries manufacturing prostheses; and international recognition of OAS regional mine action leadership are some of the reasons why the program serves as a model for other regions of the world.


Lastly, we can assert that the study and knowledge of the issue by the OAS has had an even broader and more lasting impact: the growing conviction of the inhumanity and barbarity of the utilization of this type of military device and the gradual acceptance by the different countries of the urgent need to prohibit their use.

Combating the problem of drugs


Over the course of the last 10 years, the OAS has significantly expanded its efforts to promote regional cooperation and coordination among member states in the field of drugs.  The Organization has launched new action programs to strengthen the capacity of its member states to prevent and treat drug abuse and to combat production and trafficking in illegal drugs.  The Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission (CICAD), distinguished by its essentially multilateral character, is today the appropriate forum for frank discussion of drug-related issues, objective evaluation of the progress made, and the improvement of the Hemisphere’s response to the problem of drugs in the region.


Despite the fact that the start of the 1990s marked a new era in political and security relations, characterized by greater peace and cooperation in the region, by the middle of the decade new challenges began to emerge that were rooted in the production, trafficking and consumption of narcotic drugs.  These included the illicit arms trade, terrorism and urban crime.  


The idea of porous borders between producing, transit and consuming countries was recognized in 1996, when the General Assembly of the OAS adopted its Anti-Drug Strategy in the Hemisphere, which for the first time incorporated the concept of shared responsibility for the control and combating of drugs.

The Anti-Drug Strategy was first and foremost a manifesto of unity and cooperation, with a more comprehensive, coordinated, and balanced global approach to the fight against all manifestations of the drug phenomenon.  Its central theme is cooperation between the states of the region.  Among its key elements are joint efforts at interdiction, strengthening of judicial and control systems, education and prevention of drug use, creation of economic alternatives for those involved in the cultivation of illicit crops, treatment and rehabilitation of drug users and cooperation at the regional and hemispheric level.


The Strategy was more than a declaration of solidarity, as it concerned an OAS policy to deal with an enormously complex issue, in which the social and public health consequences of both illicit and lawful substances such as alcohol and tobacco were combined with policies that reflect the realities of drug supply and demand in the countries.


Common strategies were sought to reduce demand, develop national and international anti-drug legislation, promote alternative development, strengthen information and intelligence-gathering systems as well as national drug control institutions, and to increase public confidence in the new Strategy’s possibilities for success.


We sought a way to begin to reduce frictions that arose from the process of certification by the United States, based on the principles of reciprocity, shared responsibility, comprehensiveness and balance in the treatment of the issue, and on consensus among states.  


Efforts were made to strengthen the hemispheric alliance in a way that would permit countries to be more rigorous in their analysis, to have parameters for evaluating the quality and relevance of policies, to strengthen and adjust these periodically, to compare the effectiveness of working methods, to more effectively exploit their successes and errors, and to benefit from more reliable information.  It was not a question of creating a supranational tribunal, nor was the imposition of sanctions envisaged.  The aim was to completely modify the pattern of political discussion that had existed for many years with respect to the fight that the nations of America are waging against drugs.

Multilateral Evaluation Mechanism (MEM)


Following the adoption of the Anti-Drug Strategy in the Hemisphere in 1996 and the Summit of the Americas in 1998, CICAD turned to the enormous challenge of establishing mechanisms and procedures for multilateral inter-governmental evaluation of the policies of countries to facilitate evaluation of individual and collective progress in dealing with the various manifestations of the drug problem, share the most successful practices and methods and promote the exchange of experiences between implementing authorities, all based on the principles that, as we already pointed out in the Strategy, are based on shared responsibility, reciprocity, comprehensiveness and balance in the treatment of the issues, consensus among states, and on respect for the sovereignty of each state.  


The MEM thus became an instrument that now has 85 indicators for adjusting, modifying and periodically strengthening policies to combat drugs in an environment in which each country participates and its individual characteristics are recognized.  The publication of final reports is also a guarantee of transparency and equity, as well as an unprecedented opening towards civil society, to which there is increasing accountability.  All of this encourages the participation of society as a whole in the design and implementation of policies and strategies to overcome a problem that can be conquered only with the active support of all and not exclusively by governments.


The MEM reflects the realities we face without distortions, but it also proposes concrete remedies, amendments and initiatives to move forward in tackling the problem.


We have also sought to reinforce the sentiment of national sovereignty and, most importantly, the responsibility of each country in drug-related matters.  These can now develop drug control policies with a strong sense of national ownership and relevance to the national reality.  For example, the OAS has acted systematically to assist member states in building, within their national anti-drug organizations, the necessary institutional capacity to coordinate national anti-drug programs, adopt policies and laws, and secure the operational budgets and trained personnel necessary to discharge these responsibilities.


Since 1998, 22 National Anti-Drug Programs have been designed with technical assistance from CICAD, all with minimum standards for prevention, application of the law, assistance and alternative development, and with a legal a budgetary framework for their functioning.  These plans were developed in accordance with the needs and priorities of each country and the assistance of CICAD ensures that all necessary programs are provided and take account of trends in drug use and trafficking.


CICAD is today a political forum for discussion and a very efficient technical tool for cooperation.  We have an instrument for monitoring and evaluation that enables us to know where we are and points out the direction to follow, such as the Inter-American Observatory on Drugs (OID), with a body of statistics, research and information on the problem.  We have succeeded in ensuring that it is not only Governments, but also public opinion, professional associations, civil society organizations, and academics that rise to the challenge of jointly developing effective policies as a result of their collective efforts.


By establishing an objective process for evaluating and improving anti-drug efforts, we have reversed a legacy of finger pointing and evasion of responsibilities, which, in turn, has removed many of the earlier tensions that characterized the discussions on certain sensitive aspects of the drug control problem.  CICAD therefore serves effectively by acting as a common forum for the consideration of important drug-related issues.

Training processes


Modern norms and regulations may have little impact on societies until a significant number of institutional officials and workers at the community level create a critical mass that permits the society to take ownership of a public policy.  For this reason, CICAD has placed great emphasis on developing the capacity to ensure that states develop the human resources for performing this sophisticated task.  Activities have been launched to train the personnel of member states in dealing with all problems, from customs control to social rehabilitation, thereby providing the range of skills necessary to tackle the chain of production, trafficking and consumption of drugs.


CICAD has equipped national drug control councils with decision-making skills. It has trained farmers in techniques for planting and marketing licit organic crops; coast guards and police officials in the coordination of maritime anti-drug measures; community workers in how to develop drug treatment programs for street children; customs and trade officials in the use of tools to prevent the diversion of chemicals; judges and prosecutors in court tactics for money-laundering cases; and nursing students in medical techniques for dealing with substance abuse.  


The national anti-drug councils must collaborate on an ongoing basis with nongovernmental organizations and civil society groups in coordinating the treatment of substance abuse, compiling data for the MEM, and in education and prevention programs.  Demand reduction activities have always been incorporated into the activities of national drug control agencies and community educators, universities, civil society and other government ministries in training sessions and in disseminating materials.

In addition, in response to the phenomenon of diversion of controlled licit drugs, the Group of Experts on Pharmaceutical Products was established in 2002 to identify best practices for the prevention of theft and falsification of prescriptions or other illegal forms of diversion.


In order to expand cooperation between member states in the control of substance abuse, the Group of Experts on Demand Reduction established in 1997 has promoted the integration of the various substance abuse services currently existing within health systems and has adopted a practical guide for the organization of a comprehensive system of treatment of drug dependence.  The Group of Experts in Chemical Substances developed the Model Regulations to control chemical substances used in the production of drugs and psychotropic substances, in 1999, and also prepared guidelines and reference tools for the control of chemicals.


The Group of Experts on Money Laundering Control, established in 1990, developed the Model Regulations concerning Laundering Offenses Connected to Illicit Drug Trafficking and Related Offenses, which are amended in keeping with the latest trends.


The Group of Experts on Firearms Control, established in 1994, developed the Model Regulations for the Control of the International Movement of Firearms, Their Parts and Components and Ammunition (1997), which establishes specific guidelines for the control of exports, imports and transit of arms, a substantive element of the Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives and other Related Materials (CIFTA).


We are also working on the strengthening of national health systems.  Since 1997, the OAS has been associated with a team of 15 universities in Central and South America to ensure that nursing and public health students are trained in psychotropic substance abuse as part of the university curriculum.  Similarly, distance education is at the core of the online Masters Degree Program in addiction studies, which permits a variety of professionals in the fields of health, law, and education, among others, who have Internet connection to obtain advanced professional training in the field of drugs and substance abuse from any part of the Hemisphere.

To measure the cost of the drug problem to our societies, we have designed together with the University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey a methodology to quantify the human, social and national economic cost of substance abuse.  This will permit governments to scientifically calculate the cost benefits of the different drug abuse control measures and thus be able to take more effective decisions as to where and when to allocate the limited resources available.  The results will be presented to the Heads of State and Governments at the next Summit of the Americas, to be held in 2005, so that our Hemisphere and the OAS are at the international vanguard of the research.

An integral approach to drugs


CICAD programs target every part of the drugs chain: growing, processing, transportation, storage and distribution, prevention, treatment, rehabilitation, money laundering and the repatriation of profits.  Furthermore, CICAD programs also address other drug-related offenses, such as illegal arms dealing, corruption, diversion of chemical precursors, and organized crime.


It must be stressed that CICAD takes an integral approach to the aspects listed, in the interests of governance and democracy.  This coordinated approach is essential, since if the defenses of just one country are too weak, then trafficking methods will inevitably be adapted to take advantage of this, leading to new situations of substance abuse, with all the illegality this entails, and of violence.  Ultimately, these threaten both individuals and society as a whole.


The objective of OAS where drugs are concerned is not only that the societies most affected by production should reduce the scale of illicit cultivation, but that communities should improve their productive capacity and infrastructure in the areas of education, health care and sanitary services.  CICAD is backing up this approach with technical and financial assistance for the development of economically competitive organic crops, the creation of organizational capabilities in communities so that they can compete with these products in the market, and the use of environmentally friendly techniques to meet nutritional needs.


This approach has also made it possible to diversify the basis of support for drug-related programs by attracting more and more donations from member states, observer countries and other partners from outside the Hemisphere.  In the last eight years, CICAD has raised over forty million dollars in external funding, and this has contributed to the creation of diverse and wide-ranging programs throughout the Hemisphere.


The reality of the fight against drugs has made it necessary to broaden the mandate of CICAD to include new areas such as synthetic and prescription drugs, money laundering, illegal arms dealing, maritime and port cooperation, youth gang violence and organized crime.  The real test for CICAD in future will be its capacity to respond to these new challenges and to adapt nimbly and quickly to the needs of states in their fight against drugs and related offenses.

Terrorism


This subject was put on the hemispheric agenda in the 1970s, when many of our countries were being shaken by an upsurge in terrorist violence.  Some of the large cities on our continent and in other regions became the scene of dramatic events that threatened thousands of defenseless citizens, involving methods of collective intimidation that made no distinction between authorities and citizens, and knew no frontiers.

Even events that occurred on other continents could have consequences for our own, so that no-one was safe from this menace.


Indiscriminate acts of terror, aircraft hijackings and threats against embassies were among the manifestations of this scourge, which disturbed the peace in almost every corner of the globe.


To combat this, states turned to international agreements and multilateral bodies that could provide them with instruments to supplement their own legislation: the European Convention against Terrorism; in the Americas, the Convention of Washington
; and globally, the conventions of New York, Montreal and Tokyo, among others.


Even then the view was held, for both legal and practical reasons, that there could be no political justifications for terrorism.  In the American context, however, it was not possible to progress as far as could be wished with a powerful demonstration of collective will in this area.


The large number of military dictatorships on the continent; the extensive use and abuse by these regimes of the term ‘terrorist’ for those engaging in legitimate opposition; the intransigence of ideological positions at a time of tense bipolar stand-off; and the partially justified misgivings in some countries about the openly authoritarian objectives of the military dictatorships, all made it difficult to achieve the consensus needed for basic definitions to be adopted.  Frankly, this created a degree of political latitude for actions of a terrorist nature.


Thus, early efforts to regulate this criminal behavior and find ways within international law of combating one of the worst forms of violence that history knows of were not sufficiently followed up in the Americas, where terrorist groups were often given both funding and sanctuary to put them beyond the reach of justice.


But the political circumstances of the Hemisphere have changed radically.  All the governments of the OAS member states are democratically elected.  All states have more and better tools to protect against any kind of arbitrary action by those in authority; there is more oversight and control of the work of our public officials; there is ever greater scope for civic participation in public affairs, and there can be no doubt at all that domestic and international mechanisms for protecting the freedoms and rights of our citizens are stronger.


The Heads of State and Government meeting at the Miami Summit agreed that national and international terrorism was a systematic and deliberate violation of individual rights and that the struggle against terrorism had a clear multilateral dimension, and charged OAS with identifying what forms of collective action were needed to deal with it.  By this pronouncement, the leaders and governments of the Americas made a clean break with a past where there was often an attitude of passivity toward efforts to find ways of combating terrorism under international law.


Unquestionably, as the whole of the American continent has rallied around the principles of democracy, freedom and respect for human rights, the nations have reconnected with these values that unite them and with the need to address collective challenges in this area.


As we have already mentioned, concerns about terrorism were not new at OAS. In 1971, the Convention to Prevent and Punish the Acts of Terrorism Taking the Form of Crimes against Persons and Related Extortion that are of International Significance
 was approved under OAS auspices with a view to protecting persons covered by international law such as diplomats, who at that time were the main target of terrorism.  This was called the Convention of Washington
, of 1971, and it covered kidnapping, murder and assault committed against persons especially protected by international law.  The Convention was limited in scope, however.  The First Specialized Conference on Terrorism
, held in Lima in 1996, which had its origins in the Miami Summit of the Americas and in a consultative meeting on anti-terrorism cooperation in Argentina, culminated in a commitment to amend domestic legislation by incorporating severe measures against this crime, which would be treated as a common offense, and the countries agreed to sign and ratify the international conventions against terrorism and to intensify the interchange of experience, the sharing of police and intelligence information, and legal cooperation of all kinds.


These and many other initiatives laid the groundwork for a process that made firm and far-reaching action possible after the terrible terrorist acts of September 11, 2001. These decisions sent a clear signal that the Hemisphere was of one mind, and would provide neither sanctuary nor financing opportunities to the perpetrators of terrorist acts.


I would also like to note that at OAS we have produced a good compilation of inter-American legislation since the issue came on to our agenda, comparing the domestic laws of the different countries and systematizing the measures adopted by them.  Since then, we have also moved ahead with the idea that the struggle against terrorism has to be accompanied by efforts to ensure that the administration of justice is accessible, effective, independent, dignified and sensitive to democratic values.


We were clear from the outset that only by strengthening democracy and equipping ourselves with institutions that were more representative and legitimate in the eyes of our citizens could we ensure a vigorous reaction not only by governments, but also by society, against terrorism in all its forms.  The germ of such terrorist actions in our societies has always been the old and damaging tradition, present among so many of our peoples, of justifying the use of violence to attain political objectives and taking a permissive and tolerant attitude, not to legitimate dissent, but to criminal and intimidatory acts.


It is also worth pointing out, however, that our collective reaction is due as well to an important change in the nature of terrorism.  In the past, at least in our region, terrorism was associated with domestic groups and causes, and its targets were also local individuals or institutions.  Violence and terror were exercised in a country for reasons that arose in that nation and against people who lived there.  Today, not only do we still have that in some countries, but any citizen, anywhere, can die on his or her own street corner because of a terrorist act whose origins lie on another continent and of whose motivations he or she may be completely unaware, or be deprived of liberty as a hostage for a cause that has nothing to do with his or her country.  This is what happened to the innocent victims of the brutal attack in Buenos Aires in 1994, and to the foreign nationals held prisoner at the Japanese Embassy in Lima in 1996.


The threat is one to which all citizens, bar none, are exposed.  Diplomats, business people, workers, students, the unemployed, children and the elderly are vulnerable alike, because terrorism does not pick its targets: it seeks to shock and to murder or kidnap indiscriminately, no matter where, because the communications media will see to it that the event reverberates immediately throughout the world.


Subsequently, in November 1998, the Second Specialized Conference was held in Mar del Plata.  This recommended the creation of the Inter-American Committee against Terrorism (CICTE) and established guidelines for inter-American cooperation.


Already at the Mar del Plata meeting, we could argue that we were in a position to prevent terrorists and terrorist organizations from obtaining support, financial assistance or sanctuary; we could use the full resources of the police and intelligence services to detect their ringleaders and collaborators, their bank accounts and their arms supply networks; we could fence them in legally with clear and powerful international regulations to ensure that they could be pursued wherever they might be and that no pardon would ever be forthcoming for their crimes; we could enact severe internal legislation to dissuade them from committing their acts of barbarism; we could improve coordination and information sharing systems among countries so that they would have nowhere to hide; we could, in short, take coordinated, imaginative action to improve, day by day, the ability of states and multilateral organizations to forestall, track or react to terrorist acts.


At that time, too, we were pointing out that the question was not how many lives had been lost in terrorist attacks, but how many we could save in future by enhancing our hemispheric alliance and creating a system of cooperation that would operate more and more usefully and effectively against the merchants of death.


At Mar del Plata we were aware that a momentous step had been taken in Lima in the struggle against terrorism in the Americas, but that the instruments and recommendations adopted required both follow-up and organized, methodical implementation if they were to attain their objectives as part of that renewed spirit of cooperation which then prevailed in our Hemisphere.


As already mentioned, one proposal at Mar del Plata was for the creation of CICTE, the Inter-American Committee against Terrorism, to achieve the objectives laid down in the Plan of Action of Lima.
  Terrorist acts of whatever kind were strongly condemned; the importance of sharing information about domestic anti-terrorism laws and regulations was pointed out; and the states committed themselves to sharing information among themselves to prevent and deal with any terrorism-related abuse; to respecting the privileges and immunities laid down by the Vienna Convention on diplomatic and consular relations; and to coordinating efforts and examining measures for strengthening cooperation to enhance the security of borders, transport and travel documents with a view to preventing acts of terrorism.


It was agreed that information from investigations into terrorist activities would be shared; that special treatment would be given to victims of terrorism; that consultation meetings would be held for various purposes; and that bilateral, subregional and multilateral cooperation initiatives would be increased and enhanced.


This list shows how determined and active OAS had been in dealing with the problem of terrorism, and why the Organization was able to react so vigorously to the appalling acts of September 11, 2001.


In 1999, the General Assembly accepted the Mar del Plata recommendations and set up CICTE with a view to promoting cooperation for the purpose of preventing, combating and eliminating terrorist acts and activities.  CICTE held its first regular meeting in October of that year and adopted a Statute
 and a Work Plan
.  OAS turned CICTE into an effective framework for cooperation, achieving a proper balance between security and freedom, and without impairing democratic principles.

The hemispheric response to the attacks of September 11, 2001


In 2001, the democracies of the Americas came under serious attack.  On September 11, as we met to approve our Democratic Charter in Lima, our ideals and way of life were subjected to an unprecedented assault in the form of a savage act of terrorism that claimed the lives of citizens of 30 of our 34 member states.  These attacks represented the greatest of challenges to our civilization, our values, human rights and civil liberties, and the principles of tolerance and pluralism that we hold in common. With one voice, our countries expressed to the United States, our sister nation, the anguish, outrage and sadness that we felt for the loss of thousands of innocent lives, and we prayed together for the victims and their families.


This perfidious attack on the democratic institutions of the United States of America roused us to act in accordance with the historic commitment pledged by our states as a reflection of the thoughts and feelings of our citizens: the attacks against the United States were an attack on all the American states, and since that time these have provided one another with mutual assistance, and have been determined to commit their collective defense to the struggle against terrorism.


The simultaneous meeting of foreign ministers held under the auspices of OAS and the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance put the terrorists and their accomplices on notice that we were not going to yield to their barbarism, they were not going to intimidate us with their terror. In the name of the United States of America, President George Bush stood up to tell the world that no-one was going to vanquish a country which enshrined the democratic values linking all us Americans in a common destiny.


Unhesitatingly, our governments pledged themselves to do everything necessary to help bring the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these acts to justice, and to punish them with all the force of the law.


We agreed that our decisions needed to be directed at removing terrorism from the face of the earth. We had and still have to act with unity, solidarity and effectiveness. We had and still have to work on all fronts: diplomatic, economic, financial, police and military.

Strengthening CICTE


As already mentioned, in Mar del Plata, Argentina, we created a permanent body for anti-terrorism coordination in the Hemisphere, CICTE, and this has been strengthened considerably since then to address this exceptional threat and provide the means to destroy the financing systems of terrorists; deny them logistical support and sanctuary; improve the sharing and analysis of intelligence information; prevent the forging of documents and strengthen frontier posts; enhance mutual legal assistance; strengthen juridical and judicial cooperation; and speed up extradition procedures. The governments of the Americas offered to take immediate, unified and concerted action.


The strengthened CICTE has been able to engage in policy-making and planning work.  Effective measures have been taken to deny terrorist groups the capacity to operate in our territories; to pursue, capture, prosecute and punish the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of terrorist acts; to enhance intelligence sharing and cooperation; and to improve collaboration at the regional and international levels.


Progress has also been made in modernizing identity and travel documents, and customs communication has been improved substantially.  CICTE is currently working together with the Group of Governmental Experts on Cyber-Crime
 of the Meetings of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA) and with the Inter-American Telecommunication Commission (CITEL) to develop an Inter-American Strategy to Combat Threats to Cybersecurity, on instructions from the OAS General Assembly.


A huge amount remains to be done in the field of juridical and judicial cooperation in respect of extradition, mutual assistance in criminal matters, letters rogatory, reception of evidence abroad, and compliance with precautionary measures or extraterritorial validity of judgments.  There is also work to be done on simplifying procedures and requirements for the extradition of transnational criminals, regulations to ensure the confiscation of assets obtained through crime, and other acts of mutual juridical assistance.  Progress has been made with all the above at the Meetings of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers and Attorneys General, 
as will be described further on.


Cooperation mechanisms have been created for the anti-terrorist work of court, police, intelligence and investigation officials, and of those responsible for setting public policy in this area. As regards financial controls, decisions taken include creating the offense of terrorist financing and lifting bank, foreign-exchange market and tax secrecy for this purpose; and all the countries have agreed to adopt in their entirety the 40 recommendations of the Financial Action Task Force on Money Laundering (FATF), all the anti-terrorism conventions of the United Nations, and Security Council resolution 1373.


There have also been ongoing measures to improve air, land and sea transport security, enhance mechanisms to control money laundering, and amend or draft laws and sign and ratify all inter-American anti-terrorist instruments.


As noted in the chapter dealing with REMJA, juridical and judicial anti-terrorism cooperation has been a central issue at the last two meetings of these authorities held in Trinidad and Tobago in March 2002 and Washington, D.C., United States, in April 2004.


The description in that chapter of the progress achieved as part of the REMJA process confirms that the decisions taken and the concrete, specific commitments accepted at the meetings of these high officials and the technical meetings of the central authorities for mutual judicial assistance in criminal matters, including those concerned with improving cooperation in relation to extradition and the developments that have taken place with the Hemispheric Information Exchange Network for Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters, are essential to ensure that our collective action against terrorism is effective, efficient and timely.

The Inter-American Convention against Terrorism


Special mention should be made of the Inter-American Convention against Terrorism
, which was approved in record time.  After the tragic events of September 11, the countries and OAS set themselves the task of systematizing anti-terrorism laws and commitments in inter-American legislation that would enshrine an unyielding commitment to combating terrorism whilst continuing to protect human rights and public freedoms.


The Inter-American Convention against Terrorism was approved less than a year later, at the regular session of the General Assembly held in Barbados in 2002.  This reaffirmed the commitment of the OAS member states to cooperate under international law.  The Convention has been followed by redoubled efforts to deal with money laundering and terrorist financing.  Border, port and airport controls have been greatly improved.  A highly involved discussion on the nature of terrorism, which made it difficult to define as an offense, has been put to one side.  It was accepted that any act of the type dealt with in the Conventions and the series of international protocols approved at the United Nations was an act of terrorism.


Provisions were likewise brought in to facilitate mutual legal assistance and to establish when cases would not qualify for exemption as political offenses and when individuals could be refused the status of refugee or asylum seeker, always within the strict framework of protection and defense of human rights and the principle of non-discrimination.

The Special Security Conference and the future role of OAS


The Special Conference on Security planned at the Quebec Summit was held in Mexico in 2003 and represented the culmination of a decade of discussions on new approaches and decisions concerning hemispheric security.


It resulted from the need to review the concept of hemispheric security, its content, its institutions and its scope, in the light of the formidable changes that had taken place in the world and in our Hemisphere over the last 15 years.


During that time, the bipolar confrontation that forced countries to line up in opposite camps came to an end.  Partly thanks to the end of the Cold War, the time of dictatorships and authoritarian regimes in the Americas also ended.  Representative democracy, with separation and autonomy of powers, became the rule accepted by all and the primordial value – the basis and objective – of continental solidarity.


The Conference reaffirmed that the hemispheric security architecture was the result of an open and cooperative democratic agreement whose aim was a peaceful, democratic destiny in which public freedoms and human rights were fully respected, and which followed the multidimensional approach approved in Barbados, recognizing that many of the new threats, concerns and other challenges to hemispheric security were transnational in nature and required international cooperation.


The Conference set out from the supposition that a renewed system of security needed guiding values and principles, an agenda, forums for debate and tools for action. These values are the ones that sustain the American identity: democracy and respect for the rule of law.  It is these that enable them to reconcile and harmonize the multidimensional and sometimes apparently divergent character of the security concerns of each of the region’s states.


The principles, for their part, are to be found in the OAS Charter: respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, the right to self-determination, the legal equality of states, non-interference in domestic affairs, the peaceful solution of disputes and rejection of the use or threat of force to resolve them.


The same priority needs to be given to reconciling respect for these principles with the defense of democracy and the protection of public freedoms and human rights. To these should be added the basis for our multilateral action, which is collective action based on cooperation.


As regards content, aspects linked to the military and strategic dimension of security continue to be the priority.  The objective must be the consolidation of a climate of trust and respect built upon credibility, transparency, prompt sharing of information and mutual understanding in respect of defense policies and of the size, make-up and equipment of armed forces.


For this, it is essential for further progress to be made with the consolidation and enhancement of the confidence- and security-building measures adopted in Santiago and San Salvador.  Over time, detailed efforts are needed to promote and extend the application of each of these.  The OAS Committee on Hemispheric Security needs to continue its work and become the main instrument for enforcing the decisions of states in relation to agreed measures, and for considering future developments.


Vigorous application of confidence- and security-building measures should facilitate the next logical step, namely the start of consultations on arms control and limitation, including disarmament, particularly where offensive weapons systems are concerned.  This is a process that it would be advisable to initiate at a subregional level.


Of course, a process like this cannot take place if it significantly undermines the troop preparedness and discipline that military forces require to keep up with modern standards, or the scope for periodic modernization and renewal of some equipment.  Some progress in this direction would undoubtedly free up further resources for the social development of the American peoples.


The issues on the agenda are not confined to the territorial integrity of the region as a whole in the face of external military threats.  Other risk factors for regional security are drug smuggling, terrorism, the illegal arms trade, organized crime, natural disasters, environmental damage and indeed problems such as poverty and the fragility of the smallest economies in the face of the challenges represented by globalization.


Given the specific circumstances of each country, it is clearly necessary, as I mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, to demonstrate the existence of each real threat to a nation’s security.  Otherwise we could end up with an overblown definition of what constituted hemispheric security.  OAS, as a forum for political discussion, should respond to all of these concerns.


As we have already said, the region should give increasing support and recognition to binational and subregional schemes and mechanisms and make the necessary adjustments to specific thematic instruments.  The political decisions expressed in the declaration of MERCOSUR, Chile, and Bolivia, the Framework Treaty on Democratic Security in Central America 
and the Regional Security System
 of the Eastern Caribbean States represent concurrent blocs that ought to converge, and that should both be supported by and themselves sustain the hemispheric system.

The Committee on Hemispheric Security is the right place for dialog, discussion and the negotiation of cooperation instruments.  It should be opened up to ideas and proposals put forward by different political and academic forums within and beyond the region.  More importantly still, it should be able to bring together and coordinate the work and contributions of the specialized forums in the Hemisphere, in particular the Meeting of Ministers of Defense
, which it may now be time to link up with the Summits of heads of state and government.


Much the same can be said of the Inter-American Defense Board. Its legal and institutional connection with the Organization should be clarified, since it is vital for the Board and all the other elements in the system to integrate and relate to one another under the political leadership of governments through the Organization in compliance with the desire of the Presidents and Prime Ministers to see a renewed and strengthened system of security.


The Hemisphere also needs to move toward the adoption of a common methodology for measuring defense expenditure.  I think that the limitation of military spending is now a real possibility in some of the subregions of our Hemisphere.  The Committee on Hemispheric Security is surely the right place to work on what the Consensus of Miami 
identified as measures of a military nature, as well as what have been termed general measures.


For some specific issues we need to carry on developing particular tools.  In the struggle against drug trafficking, CICAD has convincingly demonstrated its ability not only to generate cooperative, balanced policy proposals, but also to help member states with their national and subregional efforts.  It has also built up a body of singularly useful knowledge on subjects related to drug trafficking, such as money laundering and illegal arms dealing.  The Committee on Hemispheric Security has been building on this experience, and must continue to do so.


Regarding terrorism, the creation of CICTE is an important step, but I believe that this body needs and deserves greater support from member states, and I also believe that one of its functions should be to facilitate, prepare and assist the national authorities responsible for the issue, so that their participation yields the results it is capable of.


Natural disasters can also become threats, as has been recognized in the treatment given to threats to the security of small island states.  But the approach followed needs to take in all facets of this issue, from development schemes and measures to reduce vulnerability to emergency humanitarian assistance and subsequent reconstruction.  For this, the work of the Inter-American Committee for Natural Disaster Reduction needs to be intensified.


What I want to stress with these examples is that we need to have tools and mechanisms suited to every issue, and to recognize and capitalize upon the synergy that exists among them all.  The result should be fuller and more comprehensive treatment of the security agenda as a whole.


All these forums should not only be closely linked among themselves, but also and especially should respond in a coordinated way to the decisions and policy direction adopted by the highest representatives of member states.


In future it will be necessary to study concrete proposals for a direct and frank review of the juridical tools that the Hemisphere possesses in these areas.  I am thinking mainly of the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (Rio Treaty)
, and the American Treaty on Peaceful Settlement (Pact of Bogotá).  
These instruments clearly have a number of failings and shortcomings, the main one being perhaps their lack of universality.  Consequently, they need to be revised, updated or replaced in a way that can command the support of all the states in the region.


In Mexico, the Hemisphere agreed that traditional concepts of national security, some of which perished with the end of the Cold War, and which led us so often to sacrifice our democracies and the rights of our citizens, had become obsolete.  This approach was replaced by a conception of our societies that embraced economic, social and political aspects, happily enshrined in the Inter-American Democratic Charter, which sums up our effort to make the defense of democracy and the protection of human rights the wellspring of our existence as a regional organization.


The debate also showed that there was further scope in the Hemisphere for diplomatic action, for conflict prevention, and for cooperation to create the permanent synergies and resolutions which are indispensable for the preservation of peace and security.  This subject is detailed in the chapter on the peaceful settlement of disputes.


Earlier we also described how we as a Hemisphere had become a more peaceful place for the creation of legal and political institutions which had acted as an instrument of peaceful dispute settlement and often prevented disagreements from turning into international crises.  I am in no doubt that OAS has lived up to the injunction to preserve peace contained in Article 8 of the Charter of the United Nations
.

Strengthening the role of OAS in citizen security


With the “New Vision” we proposed that the organization should address itself to the study of citizen security issues, something that was only very partially achieved.  We met with resistance motivated by fears that involvement with these issues might mean creating potential for the use of non-peaceful means to resolve problems of this nature.  Nonetheless, the dizzying growth of transnational crime in these globalizing times has created an ever greater need to examine these issues in our societies, particularly the large cities.  Perhaps it is because these matters tend to be local in nature that national governments have not been willing to take a sufficient interest in them. It has become customary to engage foreign advisers at enormous expense when a promising avenue opens up in the multilateral arena.


There is plenty of evidence on the subject.  Academic studies, crime statistics, media investigations and opinion polls consistently show that people perceive the rise of common crime, violence and insecurity in general as one of the worst problems facing them.  Although this is not peculiar or exclusive to the Americas, it is more critical in this continent than in other regions, and while it has not affected all countries in the Hemisphere alike, it has spread to a growing number of them.


Reasonably reliable statistics show that violence has tended to increase across the board in recent years, both on the continent and in the Caribbean.  After remaining fairly stable for several decades, homicide rates in Latin America are rising dramatically.  The aggregate figures for the region as a whole in the 1990s are double those of the 1980s, with over 30 murders per 100,000 inhabitants per year.  The figure was 12.5 in 1960, 10 in 1979, 14 in 1980 and 16.9 in 1985.  World Health Organization (WHO) data put the homicide rate at 19.3 in 2000, and at 27.5 for the medium- and low-income countries among us.  This is the simplest indicator of violence: it is four times as high as in some other regions of the world, and double the world average.


There can be no doubt, then, that this is a problem which has a human, political and economic cost throughout the region; it affects the quality of life of large sections of the population; obstructs economic development and discourages investment; erodes the capabilities of government and the public credibility of institutions; has a negative effect on efforts to uphold human rights; affects the performance of the courts and the police; and perpetuates the cycle of illegal violence and thus prevents democratic principles from being fully realized.


A distinguished writer on these matters, Juan Luis Londoño (now deceased), tried to work out the cost of violence in human terms, and calculated that for each Latin American the pathology of violence represented a loss three times as great as that experienced in the rest of the world.  In strictly economic terms, the same author stated that the costs of violence as a proportion of GDP had doubled in the Americas over the previous 15 years, from 0.8% of GDP to 1.6% in the mid-1990s.  As we have already noted, CICAD is developing a methodology in this area through its drugs observatory.

A cross-section of citizen violence


I am going to discuss some academic evidence which I consider essential for an understanding of the problems of citizen security and the common character that these have for American citizens.


It should be noted that there are no simple explanations or acceptable generalizations to account for the rise of common crime, which is increasingly taking the form of violence.  The causes underlying abnormal criminal behavior in a society are varied and specialists in the subject, academics, sociologists and more recently epidemiologists have pointed to a wide range of possible causes.  The leading hypotheses can be ranged into four main groups, with some overlap among them.  In our studies at OAS, we have identified these sets of reasons as follows:


One school of thought deals with the relationship between demographic growth and the inability of businesses to absorb the population able to work.  This lack of labor absorption capacity means that certain sections of the population have difficulty in finding work and criminal activity becomes a survival option.  This is particularly acute among youth, especially those who have had no previous work experience.  Young people are undoubtedly accounting for a growing proportion of both the perpetrators and the victims of violence.


A second set of hypotheses relates crime to poverty and claims that when the latter increases, so does the level of criminality in society.  In relation to poverty as a cause, it must be said that the empirical evidence is contradictory.  For one thing, there is no consistency in the results of comparative research showing a conclusive regional correlation between indices of violence and the areas of greatest poverty.


In the United States these comparisons find a relationship among poverty, inequality and homicide rates, but in the Latin American countries they are inconclusive. What needs to be examined in this case is how far the relationship might actually be with factors of increasing inequality or the perception that this has worsened.  What is clear for Latin America is that the highest indices of delinquency are found in the large cities and that patterns of violence have followed those of urbanization, particularly the kind of segregated, disorganized and tremendously rapid urbanization found in our countries.


The third group of hypotheses emphasizes the importance of motivations of a social nature for individual behavior or a specific criminal action.  Causes are to be sought more in ethical factors present and accepted in different strata of society than in specific conditions of poverty, or in the inability of the economy to absorb the young.  This group of hypotheses points to certain factors of a cultural nature, such as the direct or indirect acceptance of violence implied by tolerance or approval of behavior such as unrestrained consumption of alcohol, permissive use of psychoactive drugs or the bearing of arms by civilians, which undoubtedly lead to greater violence.


A particular social ethic may distort the behavior of certain individuals and make them liable to engage in criminal behavior.  Impunity, state illegitimacy or indeed open injustice in the workings of the legal system and a failure to punish criminal behavior may encourage a degree of acceptance for delinquent behavior.


Widespread corruption at a high level may lead to a feeling among disadvantaged sections of society that the prevailing rules are illegitimate in the extreme, and scandals involving white-collar crime or corruption among high government officials are usually associated with an upsurge in common crime.  The feeling that those in positions of power and privilege commit crime and that impunity is rampant generally leads to a degree of social acceptance for crime among the poorer sectors.


Perhaps the clearest manifestations of the culture of violence arise, however, when guerrilla groups demobilize, or indeed when army forces are cut back, as those discharged often turn to crime or form into armed bands.


A fourth school of thought approaches the problem of insecurity from the political point of view, placing particular emphasis on temporal disparities in the political structure resulting from the transition to democracy.  Many Latin American countries have not been entirely successful in laying one of the cornerstones of democracy: legal control of violence.


In Latin America, the return of civilian governments brought hopes that the human rights called for by those who formed the political opposition under military regimes would be extended to all citizens, particularly the most disadvantaged and vulnerable groups.  While the most opprobrious violations of human rights by military regimes were brought to an end by civilian governments, the long-awaited democracies were not successful in their role as guardians of public order and protectors of citizens’ fundamental rights.  The process of bringing peace and security to societies by applying the law is not yet firmly entrenched in many countries.


At the OAS General Secretariat we attach great importance to the efforts and studies being conducted by official bodies and researchers to identify the causes and effects of violence and criminality and the outcome of the different measures taken to deal with them.  It would be good to be able to take a more methodical and collective approach to understanding these efforts, studies and analyses, which can provide us with a more accurate view of the problem and familiarize us with the different measures proposed or implemented.


Beyond the statistics, beyond these explanations and the exact proportions of the growth in crime and violence in each country, the consequences of this situation are reflected in the way people perceive the state.  There is a widespread feeling among citizens that institutions, which in general they respect and do not confront, are not protecting their lives, safeguarding their day-to-day activities or securing their property.


The cases cited above give us some idea of the complex array of factors and elements that can come into play when policies are being set and initiatives undertaken in this area.  We believe that there is still an important need to target the factors that are instrumental in generating or increasing violence and criminality.


The multiplicity and diversity of actions proposed are due, among other things, to the fact that conceptual understanding of the issue is still at an early stage, which has made it difficult to integrate the different initiatives and programs developed, and the results achieved, into a single whole.  This same lack of coordination has undoubtedly hindered the authorities and governments of the different countries from developing a system for sharing the knowledge built up and the results achieved, and for analyzing variations that might arise in relation to the different concepts.


What this means is that under no circumstances would it be advisable for activities undertaken in a particular region or country simply to be transferred to another one in the same or similar circumstances.  Instead of this, we believe that facilitating study and analysis of the different measures taken in each country may be the best way of assisting decision-making by the relevant authorities, in accordance with their own policies.


Some remarks are also needed about the procedure used to produce statistical information in this area, in particular data gathering and processing.  A rapid review of the statistics available leads us to conclude that not only are different criteria used for classifying the phenomena to be studied, but that information gathering sometimes involves different authorities and agencies that lack adequate coordination and orientation.  Differences have been found not only among countries, but within them as well.

A special citizen security program


A special security program should engage in four areas of work: prevention, criminal legislation, the structure of law enforcement, and the prison system.


Prevention policies can be divided into two classes: those intended to act on the general factors believed to be associated with crime, such as economic inequality, family instability and education or training to change individual attitudes and prevent antisocial conduct, and policies that concentrate on reducing the opportunities for crime.


Measures of a preventive nature have centered on civilian gun control; oversight of the police and private security systems; adoption of mechanisms to deal with conflicts arising in communities; rehabilitation and resocialization programs; and special treatment for the most vulnerable groups, particularly children and youth.


Measures have also been taken to strengthen education, uphold the family, protect human rights, improve social conditions, involve citizens more in policy-making and monitor activities undertaken.


Initiatives to bear down on crime often target the legal structure and in particular the strength of criminal laws, specifically the severity or otherwise of the penalties laid down for crimes, as a way of punishing and preventing criminal behavior.  Often, new offenses are created, criminal penalties are increased, more severe punishments are applied to particular forms of crime and new investigatory and penal procedures are laid down.  There is a need to have available and stimulate assessments of the effectiveness of particular penal structures, undertake comparative studies and encourage the sharing of experiences that can contribute to better decision-making in this area.


As regards the structure and application of the law, it should be pointed out that both the preventive and punitive powers of a society are vested in its systems of investigation and justice and in its police and security forces. Modernization, training and the comparison of internationally successful experiences with systems for applying the law are fertile ground for cooperation.


When issues affecting citizen security are considered, special attention should be paid to the police authorities responsible for implementing the formulae and measures decided upon.  As well as considering the preventive measures taken, the legislation passed to combat crime and criminality and the efforts made to reduce the opportunities for crime, we need to look at the quality, preparedness and suitability of those whose main function is to enforce the law and uphold civic rights and guarantees.


Without going into unnecessary generalizations, it is safe to say that the institutional development of the continent’s police forces has been unsatisfactory.  The authoritarian tendency that dominated the Latin American scene for decades resulted in the military being assigned the function of maintaining citizen security.  To some degree, this relegated police forces to the position of an appendix to the military, and in a considerable number of cases police functions were and are exercised directly by military authorities.


The new democratic reality of Latin America, now that armies have returned to their barracks and new military functions are being debated, is the right environment for analyzing the responsibilities and functions involved in the provision of citizen security services.  As we have already mentioned, whether a police force is civilian or military may not matter very much when it comes to assessing the quality of the work it performs.


Elsewhere in the world, and indeed here in the Americas, there are police forces organized along military lines that are respected and effective.  What can be vital for guaranteeing their suitability and independence is that they be organized under the control of civilian authorities and that both political and legal responsibility for their actions be clearly demarcated.


Prison and penitentiary policies are another crucial area in which hemispheric cooperation needs to be continued and enhanced on the basis of the progress already made in the form of the undertakings and decisions agreed to at the first meeting of the authorities responsible for these policies in the OAS member states, held in October 2003, and those that will follow it as part of the Meetings of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA).


This is an area where we all have problems, although they vary greatly in nature and extent.  Some of the difficulties here stem from structural aspects associated with budgetary constraints.  At a time of financial austerity, governments and congresses prefer to spend the very limited resources available on meeting the health, education or other basic infrastructure or service needs of the population in general.  Citizens would obviously rather see schools or hospitals built than jails.  This is a constraint for us all, in one way or another, but in some cases it has led to real crises in the prison and penitentiary service, with very grave and profound consequences.


Policies in this area deserve special attention, both for humanitarian reasons and because of considerations of effectiveness and efficiency in the fight against crime. Numerous studies attest to the level of reoffending and the growing prevalence of organized criminality inside prisons.  This is evidence in itself of failings in the mechanisms used to rehabilitate and resocialize inmates, and in those employed to supervise and control them.


Again, the resources that societies and states invest in fighting crime are expended partly on catching, trying and convicting criminals.  Failure to invest enough in this area can mean that the always scarce resources spent by societies on jailing criminals go to waste.


Structural problems in the system of justice are another difficulty in this area.  Prison and penitentiary policies are certainly a very important part of this, but they are only one component in a broader whole that is the system of justice.


This being so, prison and penitentiary systems have generally shared the fate of this system as a whole, which was for many years neglected and reduced to a sort of poor relation status among public institutions.  When this system has been reformed, prison and penitentiary systems have usually been one of its neglected links, so that they in turn have become the poor relation of justice.


These are some of the structural failings that affect prison and penitentiary systems.  Over and above these, however, there are all sorts of problems with the day-to-day administration and management of these systems.  The sharing of information and experiences among the authorities directly responsible can help to solve these.


The problems in our prisons are so numerous, so frequent and so far-reaching that there seems to be no sense in trying to cope with them in isolation and in ignorance of the solutions that others have found for similar difficulties; the warning signs to watch out for when they are initiated or executed; or the mistakes or failures that have arisen when others have applied formulae or options that are devised or considered at some point for dealing with particular problems.


This was confirmed at the first Meeting of Officials Responsible for the Penitentiary and Prison Policies of the OAS Member States
, which formulated specific recommendations for continuing and consolidating the process of cooperation among our states in this area. These recommendations were adopted in their entirety by the Fifth Meeting of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA-V) held in Washington, D.C., United States, in April 2004.

The Inter-American Coalition for the Prevention of Violence


Based on such considerations, I proposed that a group of experts be set up to carry out a diagnosis of the issue of crime statistics and draw up recommendations, and that a network of authorities be created to facilitate examination and analysis of experiences with a view to enhancing the instruments used to fight crime.  Similarly, I saw a need for a database that would include information of a constitutional, legal and organizational nature as well as the statistics, studies and analyses available, and for programs to improve respect for human rights among the authorities responsible for combating violence and criminality.  Systematic examination of these issues should also be on the agenda at some meetings of mayors of large cities.


I suggested that the multilateral system of institutions ought to assist in mobilizing horizontal cooperation resources to promote study of and familiarization with measures and policies adopted in other regions or countries.


As a result of our concerns, we held discussions with the World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), in which we considered how we could work together to address the challenges of urban crime, and undertook some academic initiatives.


In consequence, a first meeting of government experts was held in Medellín in 1999 to address the problems of crime.  Despite shortcomings in the collection and systematization of data, the information gathered showed, as already mentioned, that the homicide rate in the Hemisphere had doubled in just a decade and was now more than twice that of any other region in the world and six times higher than the world average.


We set ourselves to improve measurement instruments and began the construction of a policy bank for crime and violence with the creation, in June 2000, of the Inter-American Coalition for the Prevention of Violence, also involving IDB, the Pan-American Health Organization (PAHO), UNESCO and the World Bank.  Our aim was to improve the capabilities of public policies in the areas of prevention, criminal legislation, the structure of law enforcement and the penitentiary system.


Clearly, a complex array of factors can come into play when policies are decided on and initiatives undertaken in this field.  The multiplicity and diversity of possible actions are due to the fact that the subject is only just beginning to be systematized, so that it has not yet been possible to integrate the different initiatives and programs undertaken, and the results achieved, into a single whole.  Without a doubt, this same dispersion has prevented the authorities and governments of the different countries from producing a system and methodology that would enable them to share the knowledge they have accrued and the results they have obtained, and to undertake a comparative analysis of the variations that may arise for different reasons.


There is a need now for measuring instruments such as surveys to ascertain people’s actual experience of crime and thereby reduce the rate of under-reporting and shed more light on the circumstances in which crime occurs, with a view to setting priorities for action with greater precision.  An approach inspired by epidemiology that yielded clearer information about circumstances, occurrences and risk factors would be extremely helpful for the design of effective measures.


Various considerations are also called for in relation to the procedure used to compile statistics in this area and, in particular, to data collection and processing.  We have concluded that not only are different criteria used in classifying the phenomena to be studied, but that information gathering involves different authorities and agencies that lack adequate coordination and orientation.  Differences have been found not only among countries, but within them as well.


Measures have also been taken to strengthen education, uphold the family, protect human rights, improve social conditions, involve citizens more in policy-making and monitor activities undertaken.  Education, for example, is a key part of prevention, and I am not thinking now of the need to raise the general educational level of the population. I am thinking of specific education campaigns to prevent domestic violence and the abuse, including sexual abuse, of children.  It is essential for relationships of trust and respect to be built within society, and between society and the authorities, if security is to return to the homes, streets and parks of our cities.


Something that should encourage us is the success being achieved with crime reduction by the authorities of a number of countries in the Hemisphere.  National cases like that of the United States, and those of specific cities such as New York and Bogotá, with the former’s policy of zero tolerance and the latter’s civic education-led approach, show that it is possible, given the peculiarities of each case, to reduce crime levels continuously and systematically.

The tasks ahead


Some proposals that can feasibly be implemented in future are:

1. Collection systems for crime statistics.  The idea would be to move toward unification of the criteria used to collect statistics on the subject of crime.  To this end, a group of experts would be formed to study the problem and draw up recommendations for application by OAS and member countries.  A database could also be maintained for some hemispheric crime indicators and for new methods and techniques of measuring, recording and tracking indicators of violence.

2. Databases of policies to address crime and violence.  The idea is to collect information on a range of prevention programs and policies applied in different countries and cities of the Hemisphere and develop mechanisms for sharing these.  The medium-term objective would be to establish a hemispheric information system to disseminate knowledge of successful crime fighting and prevention measures.

3. Training in the fields of policing, criminology and criminal investigation.  The idea would be to enhance the sharing of training practices in all these areas, and in that of prevention, so that the body of knowledge developed and tested in one country could be shared with others.

4. Cooperation with other multilateral bodies, governments, private foundations and NGOs.  For some of the purposes described earlier it would be necessary to further enhance the support and coordination of bodies such as IDB, PAHO, UNESCO, the World Bank and the private foundations that are supporting academic research into these issues and are willing to act collectively to implement projects. We have been working with the coalition mentioned above to support national prevention events, but the issue needs to be given the importance it deserves in inter-American political organizations.


Much work remains to be done in examining different violence-related problems from a subregional viewpoint.  A system of professional police training needs to be established, and the experience and knowledge of establishments with a recognized track record need to be made available for this purpose.  It would be worth establishing a grants program and other similar mechanisms.


Few issues need a multidisciplinary approach so much as this one.  OAS needs to offer its assistance and support at the reflection and learning stage, in the task of gathering, classifying and storing information in way that is useful for all, and in the implementation of such measures as the countries may agree on.

V.  HUMAN RIGHTS


The history of the Americas has been one of struggles for freedom and the defense of human dignity and of the rights of each citizen.  The documents forming the basis for the work of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (“the Commission”) and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (“the Court”), particularly the Pact of San José and the Protocols thereto, are a veritable monument to the values we all share, and have been an effective bulwark against dictatorships, abuses and outbreaks of authoritarianism.  Chapter II of the Inter-American Democratic Charter addresses the close link between human rights and democracy.  It also points to the machinery of the Commission and Court, and reaffirms the intention of the member states to strengthen this.  Without question, the Court and Commission have shown themselves able to defend the fundamental rights and freedoms of all peoples of the Americas, in a climate of increased respect for democratic values.


But this does not mean that we should not continue to improve the system or build on its existing strengths.  Right from the start of my tenure, the measures taken to defend, protect and promote human rights were reshaped in the light of the new political reality in the region.  And while the institutions of OAS enjoyed a well-earned prestige in this area, the only way to maintain this was by making a sustained effort to strengthen the system.

Toward a new vision of human rights


To achieve these objectives we worked with member states, specialized civil society organizations and the agencies of the system itself, all of which put forward ideas and proposals in the search for ways of strengthening and, if necessary, reforming the inter-American system for the promotion and protection of human rights.


The main analytical contribution of the General Secretariat was presented in December 1996, and was entitled “Toward a New Vision of the Inter-American Human Rights System
”. While the study contained some recommendations for actions to be taken in respect of particular issues, its aim was always to act as a catalyst, by stimulating debate and opening up discussion for the consideration of solutions beyond the boundaries of the current system.  It set out from the basis that human rights issues could be understood by means of three fundamental concepts.


First, although the struggle against human rights abuses is always given absolute priority on our hemispheric agenda, the system is chronically underfunded.


Second, where human rights are concerned the lines of defense are making ever greater inroads into the domestic scene; national systems are taking on ever greater importance in protection work, and our regional instrument needs to be amended so that this tendency can be encouraged and enhanced.


Third, not all member states are part of the system.  It is no longer enough to exhort member states to subscribe to the American Convention on Human Rights.  We need to understand why it is that universal adoption of the system has not yet been achieved, and find a range of effective solutions to accomplish this.


Specifically, the study proposed changes in the handling of cases, including: clarifying the issue of admissibility, examining the concept of reviewing national court rulings, creating a more fluid relationship between the Court and the Commission, and modifying the role played by the Commission in the cases presented to the Court.


Apart from cases, a central premise of the structural changes set forth was the need to create special operational links to reconnect regional and national systems with national magistracies, public prosecutors and ombudsmen services.


Lastly, and most controversially, the study suggested that the opportunity should be taken for a thorough discussion and examination of the feasibility of making profound changes to the models used to promote and safeguard human rights in our region, even if this meant amending the current provisions of the American Convention on Human Rights.

What the strengthening process has achieved


A review of some of the proposals made in late 1996 reveals how much progress has been made with the system in just a few years, chiefly as a result of the decisions and actions of the Court and Commission.


Procedures for hearing cases, which were sharply criticized at one time, have improved greatly.  The rules used by the Commission to determine whether cases are admissible have been clarified significantly.  The Commission and Court are now dealing with a larger number of cases, involving the most varied issues and of the widest possible scope.  Adjustments to the Regulations of the Commission and Court have improved their efficiency and significantly increased the number of cases for which rulings and recommendations have been issued.  The jurisprudence of the system has, generally speaking, become more complete and more accessible through Internet technology. Relations between the Commission and Court are now more fluid.


The system is now more transparent and, from an administrative point of view, far more independent.  We have been moving toward giving the Court and Commission the greatest possible institutional autonomy, enabling them to manage their budgets and take administrative and staffing decisions without interference from the Secretariat.  Progress has been made in accepting the role to be played by civil society representatives.  Indeed, the human rights system has performed an educational and illustrative function in showing OAS what a successful and effective part civil society can play in the work of the Organization.


Particularly important, too, is the growing use of the friendly settlement procedure. In the 1996-1999 period, seven cases before the Court were resolved in this manner; between 2000 and 2003, the number increased to thirty-four.


The Summit process has had a great influence on these developments.  The Santiago Summit yielded a clear mandate to strengthen our human rights institutions; to enhance their financial, budgetary and operational independence; to deal with more cases and carry out more promotional work; to strengthen investigation mechanisms; to give greater support to and rely more on regional systems; and to extend the rights protected. The Summit arranged for work to be done on cooperation programs in the areas of information technology, the administration of justice, police and penitentiary training, the elimination of inhumane conditions in jails, and human rights education for judges and magistrates. It was proposed that every vestige of discrimination should be removed from national laws.


The Santiago Summit, and later the Quebec Summit, urged all countries that had not done so to ratify the American Convention and accept the jurisdiction of the Court.  We would like to stress here the effort member states have made to incorporate into their legislation the domestic provisions required by the inter-American human rights system and to contribute toward its universal adoption through ratification of the American Convention and acceptance of the jurisdiction of the Court.  This process is of great importance for the comprehensiveness and effectiveness of the protection afforded by the system to the inhabitants of the Hemisphere.  In the last ten years, Barbados, Brazil, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Haiti and Mexico have all accepted the jurisdiction of the Court.


The Plan of Action of the Quebec Summit also included efforts to find “concrete measures” for strengthening the system and to focus on “the universalization of the inter-American human rights system, increasing adherence to its founding instruments, complying with the decisions of the Inter-American Court and following up on the recommendations of the Commission, facilitating the access of persons to this protection mechanism and substantially increasing resources to maintain ongoing operations, including the encouragement of voluntary contributions, examining the possibility that the Court and the IACHR will function permanently …”


These provisions that came out of Quebec are, to some degree, becoming our road map for the near future: universal adoption of the system needs to remain a priority objective and a commitment for all. The same is true of the search for mechanisms to ensure compliance with the decisions of the Commission and implementation of the judgments of the Court. The future of the system, its cohesion, integrity and legitimacy, will depend on the enforcement of such decisions and judgments.


The extent and nature of access to Court proceedings for victims is a subject that has been receiving a great deal of attention.  The new Regulations of the Commission and of the Court give victims greater direct participation, but for the future support should be given to the ambitious initiative of Costa Rica for an optional protocol that would constitute a significant advance in this area.


The Court and Commission have been looking for ways of interacting on specialized subjects with national actors involved in the promotion and protection of human rights.  Undoubtedly much remains to be done here.


We need to do more to ensure that investigations are not duplicated in the Commission and Court and to strengthen the capacity to institute proceedings, enabling the Court to rule on more cases and making the work of both institutions more productive. We also need to move toward having the Court and Commission function more permanently.  I am convinced that the current system demands too much of Commissioners and judges.

Resources and the system


To turn to a closely related subject, it is vital to stress what my position has been on the crucial issue of resources: with every day that goes by it becomes more urgent for member states of the Organization to increase the human and financial resources available to the Commission and Court.  Despite the very adverse financial environment of the last years, when the Regular Fund has shrunk significantly in real terms and there have been drastic cuts in almost every area of the Organization, we have succeeded in providing the Commission and Court with more human and material resources.  But for the future, this issue requires further thought.


In April 2000, this Secretariat produced a document on funding the inter-American human rights system,” in which we pointed out that funding was becoming more and more inadequate. Specifically, we told the ministries of foreign affairs that had requested the report that what was needed were, first, more resources for the system and, second, a more rational and predictable source of funding to correct some of the difficulties that the system has to face.


Our conclusions were very clear.  The financial outlook of OAS had been difficult for years and was likely to get worse.  Likewise, we argued that rationalization of system funding sources was a critical aspect of the financial problem faced by the human rights organs.  This has resulted in both organizations in the system relying largely on the specific funds that have been and still are being used for basic mandate operations such as on-site visits, the defense of cases before the Court, court reporting work and publication of the annual report.  We noted that particular specific funds were tied to the individual interests expressed by member states and that, over the years, their use had brought distortions into the funding system, a problem that was particularly detrimental given the political nature of the human rights system and its particular relationship to member states.


It is noteworthy that the presidential Summit held the year after this document was published should have highlighted the issue of the system’s budget, exhorting OAS to “consider an adequate increase in resources for the activities of the Commission and Court in order to improve human rights mechanisms …
”.  The attention paid to the issue by the heads of state and government lends it an undeniable importance.  On the other hand, its persistence means the problem is far from resolved.  As we noted in late 1996 in the New Vision document referred to, there is still a gap between the priority given to the human rights system on our hemispheric agenda and the relative paucity of the funding that member states have felt able to make available for this work.


Even the inclusion of formal mandates in different resolutions and declarations to give budgetary priority to a specific area has not always yielded the results hoped for.  I believe that we need to restructure the priorities of the regular budget as part of a quite strict process, guided and agreed upon by the member states themselves.  The critical, indispensable outcome needs to be a decision based, for example, on a resolution, that sets out budgetary changes and priorities in detail.  In this way, we would start to find mechanisms to address the budgetary needs of the system in accordance with the position this occupies on our political agenda, so that it retains an effective and prominent place in our hemispheric architecture.

A new human rights agenda


One of the most important achievements in the area of human rights has undoubtedly been the extension of the agenda of the inter-American human rights system to a new generation of rights that are more relevant to the problems of continuing democratization and the changing needs of the continent and the Caribbean.  This new agenda includes the promotion and protection of the rights of the child, particularly as concerns children’s involvement in armed conflict, and those of migrant peoples and their families, and the link between respect for the environment and human rights.  It also seeks to improve the rights and treatment of people held under different sorts of imprisonment and confinement.  In the last two years, this agenda has also been giving increasing prominence to the issue of racism.


In this extension of the agenda, a number of issues, such as the rights of indigenous peoples, the rights of women and children, freedom of speech, and humanitarian law are coming to be seen as important examples of how the system can be tailored to trends in our societies.

The rights of indigenous peoples


The history of our Hemisphere has made subjects involving indigenous peoples controversial and sensitive, but whereas in many parts of the world tensions among ethnic groups have become explosive and aroused people’s worst instincts, in our Hemisphere there are reasons for optimism.


The Americas now have a multiethnic, multicultural and multilingual character; the Inter-American Indian Institute has identified an indigenous population of some 40 million people in the region, belonging to about 400 ethnic groups. Indigenous populations possess an extraordinary linguistic and ethnic diversity and numerous forms of communal development in different habitats such as forests, mountains, and rural and urban areas.  In all these environments, indigenous communities are characterized by their use of community decision-making mechanisms which constitute a very important part of their political and cultural tradition.


In the last fifteen years, we have witnessed new attitudes that have created an opportunity to redefine the relationship among indigenous peoples, states and civil society. Since the early 1980s, gradually but unmistakably, the societies of Latin America have been opening up. Citizens have gained larger spaces for political participation.  In this context, when our societies are beginning to leave the centralist authoritarian model behind them, and large sectors of society that are still marginalized are demanding spaces of their own, we believe it is necessary to redefine the relations of the state with all public sectors including, of course, indigenous peoples.


The inter-American system is helping to bring this about by developing important jurisprudence to advance the rights of indigenous peoples.  With its ruling on the Awas Tingni case in 2000, the Court began to flesh out what is a new vision of the land rights of indigenous communities.  Since 1990, the Commission has had a Rapporteur for the rights of indigenous peoples and has seen a rise in formal complaints concerning these rights as they relate to issues such as ancestral ownership, indigenous political rights, self-government and intellectual property.  More than sixty petitions and/or cases of this kind are currently being processed by the Commission.


Without a doubt, the issue that has most completely brought together the different strands of the indigenous issue at OAS in the ten years since 1994 has been the negotiation of the American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.  The production of the draft Declaration has been nothing less than a continental effort to create a legal framework of general principles and individual and societal guarantees for indigenous peoples, in harmony with universal human rights standards.


The negotiations were launched in March 1997, when the Commission submitted a draft Declaration for consideration by the Assembly.  The negotiations have been strongly backed by the Summits of the Americas, an irrefutable proof of their importance for our hemispheric agenda.  In March 1999, a working group was set up for the actual negotiations on the document, and representatives of indigenous peoples and organizations have been successively and increasingly involved in this, something that is now accepted as imperative to ensure the relevance and legitimacy of the text adopted.


It has become clear that there is a willingness to cooperate to produce a final version of a declaration that can be welcomed, defended and demanded by indigenous organizations, and that is based on aspirations and principles common to us all.  The Declaration will undoubtedly expand the framework of application of inter-American positive international law, and will also influence the negotiations under ay at the world level.

Freedom of expression


The second issue on the new human rights agenda that I wish to emphasize is freedom of expression.  The Inter-American Democratic Charter, which identified freedom of expression and the press as one of the fundamental components of democracy, stressed that the struggle to strengthen Latin American democracies necessarily had to encompass the search for better guarantees for freedom of expression and information.  Furthermore, the American Convention on Human Rights, a founding document of the human rights system, clearly emphasizes this right and creates a sphere of judicial protection that is even broader than that of the European Convention on Human Rights or the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.  Its peculiarity is that this right is related directly to the assertion that democracy is the only acceptable form of government.  In no other precept enshrined in our current human rights documents is this link particularly unquestionable.  The Inter-American Court has confirmed this reading by noting that this right is one of the fundamental components in the construction of a democracy.


It was specifically between 1994 and 2004 that the Commission and the Court most advanced its jurisprudence in these areas.  Some of the most important cases gave rise to the Commission report on the incompatibility of desacato (contempt) laws with the American Convention on Human Rights and the judgments of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights in the cases of Baruch Ivcher vs. Peru and Olmedo Bustos et al. vs. Chile (“The Last Temptation of Christ”).


It is important to stress too that, with the Chapultepec Declaration
, the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression, drawn up by the Commission in 2000 and supported by the Inter-American Press Association (IAPA), 
has become an enormously constructive instrument for evaluating the status of this right in member states. Mention should likewise be made of the Declaration of Santiago on Democracy and Public Trust, approved by the Ministers at the 2003 regular session of the OAS General Assembly, which recognizes that democracy is strengthened by full respect for freedom of expression and information and the free dissemination of ideas, and that all sections of society, including the media through the diverse information it provides to citizens, can contribute to a climate of tolerance for all opinions.


The Office of the Special Rapporteur for Freedom of Expression was created by the 1998 Santiago Summit and supported again by the Quebec Summit of 2001.  Through its promotion of the processing of cases, the Office of the Special Rapporteur has energized the jurisprudence relating to this right.  From 1965 to 1998, the Commission published 14 reports of which some part dealt with freedom of expression. From the time the Office of the Special Rapporteur began its work in 1998 until 2003, the Commission published eight reports on the merits and ten admissibility reports, and sent five individual cases to the Court.


The Office of the Special Rapporteur has also played a fundamental role in disseminating the tools of the inter-American system, as reflected in the more than 30 cautionary measures adopted from its creation until 2003, and in three provisional measures of the Court’s that have safeguarded the life, physical integrity and fundamental rights of those threatened owing to exercise of their freedom of expression.


Despite the positive steps taken, however, freedom of expression unquestionably continues to be flouted in the countries of the Americas.  The urgency of the situation may be appreciated, in fact, when it is realized that nowhere else in the world is it as dangerous to exercise this freedom as in the Americas. The IAPA reports that over 270 journalists have been murdered there since 1988.  Year after year, the Office of the Special Rapporteur compiles a distressing list of media members who have been murdered as a result of their work.  Furthermore, the region still retains laws that are a hangover from authoritarian regimes and are used to silence criticism and prevent citizen oversight of public officials.  In many countries, there is no freedom of information legislation covering public information held by the state.  In 2004, there remains a clear need to provide continuing political and economic backing for the work of the Office of the Special Rapporteur for Freedom of Expression and the Commission.

Women’s rights


Where women’s rights are concerned, it can be said that the decade 1994-2004 was marked by initiatives that led to significant progress toward gender equality, both in the inter-American sphere and worldwide.  In the inter-American sphere, my election as the new Secretary General coincided with the approval of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment, and Eradication of Violence against Women, the only such convention in the world so far, which has been ratified by almost all member states (31).


The OAS’ specialized organization for women, the Inter-American Commission of Women (CIM), has adopted a Strategic Plan of Action centering on the participation and contribution of women in member states to the political, legal, social and economic processes of their countries; on the status of their participation; and on the essential measures needed to ensure and consolidate their role.  A meeting of ministers of women’s affairs was held for the first time and approved the first OAS gender equality instrument and the Inter-American Program on the Promotion of Women’s Rights and Gender Equity and Equality (IAP), among the major components of which were the mainstreaming of women’s issues in the Plan of Action of the Third Summit and the idea of continuing to hold ministerial meetings every four years.


At the same time, the Organization sought to bolster its initiatives through complementary and cooperative work with the IDB, PAHO and United Nations specialized agencies.  The OAS has also strengthened its collaboration with different national women’s offices, ministries of justice and education, and human rights offices.


Following a proposal made by the OAS as part of the Summit process, the Organization has been helping countries to develop policies for women in areas such as equal educational opportunities for girls and women; political participation and access to decision-making positions; and, in general, respect for their rights, including the elimination of legal discrimination.  One of the strategies followed by the countries has been the adoption of quota laws, temporary positive discrimination measures that were approved from 1991 onward but on which greater emphasis was placed from 1996.


Increasing democratization in the Americas has taken place in parallel with greater participation by women in the workforce, the reduction of wage differentials and the elimination of some forms of discrimination at work.  We need to carry on strengthening the role of the OAS in promoting equality for women by helping to correct the cultural, economic and social factors that still hinder their advancement.

Integral protection for children


Over the past decade, the Inter-American Children’s Institute (IIN) has consolidated as the key theme of its action the new paradigm of integral protection for children on the basis of children’s rights.  It is in this way that the IIN is pursuing the mission for which it was created, that of acting as a central point of reference for children’s issues.  The development of information systems on the child, training of experts, the creation of technical tools and the production of legal models and policies for children’s issues have contributed to the professionalization of all activities concerned with children and adolescents and to the creation of genuine national children’s systems with government assistance and civil society involvement.  All this has been done without neglecting emerging threats to children in modern societies, such as sexual violence, child labor, drug abuse and the phenomenon of street children, among others.


Partly as a result of this work, the subject of childhood has moved up the agenda of governments and high-level regional forums.  At the same time, a new communications strategy using the Internet, videos for public interest campaigns, illustrated books and regional competitions has helped gain greater public support for children and their problems, while giving the Institute a degree of visibility and presence that it did not have up until a decade ago.


Together with other agencies of the inter-American system such as CIM, the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy, the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development, the Court, the Commission, IDB, PARLATINO, PARLACEN and ECLAC, and with other United Nations entities, such as the Committee on the Rights of the Child, UNICEF, ILO, Interpol, the Hague Conference
, and national and international nongovernmental organizations, the IIN has been coordinating measures to strengthen cooperation and the design of innovative strategies to address the dramatic reality of children in the region.


The decade we are referring to will end as far as the Institute is concerned when the Nineteenth Pan American Child Congress is held in Mexico.  It will have the status of an inter-American specialized conference and its central theme will be the family as guarantor of the rights of the child.  This Congress will undoubtedly be a landmark event that will guide the activities of IIN for the decade to come.

International humanitarian law


In recent years, legal cooperation processes have been developed and consolidated within the Organization in relation to the promotion and enforcement of international humanitarian law. Some of these processes have taken place directly within the political organs of the Organization, while others have concerned cooperation activities within states involving the participation of national authorities with responsibilities in this area.  A number of seminars and special meeting were held on humanitarian law area in 2002, 2003 and 2004, in all cases with joint technical support from the OAS General Secretariat and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC).  The latter has sponsored a resolution in the General Assembly each year condemning the persistent violations of international humanitarian law occurring around the world, affecting civilian populations in general and children and women in particular, and is urging member states and all parties in armed conflicts to comply with their obligations under international humanitarian law, particularly those relating to protection for the civilian population.


The inter-American system has never been more active than it is now. Unquestionably, we have greater consensus among member states, better regulations and greater admissibility, greater civil society participation, and wider and more effective use of rapporteur functions, particularly as regards freedom of expression.  We also have a Court and a Commission that enjoy the highest degree of institutional autonomy, which strengthens them both legally and politically.  I believe that the human rights system is now poised for a qualitative leap but that, for this to be possible, it needs to be better funded; to resolve the issue of universal adoption; to give citizens greater access to the system; and to determine whether our human rights organs can act on a more permanent basis. Through the Commission and the Court, our Organization has gained capabilities and experience unmatched by any other institution in our region, and it is these that will enable the next chapter in the history of human rights in the Americas to be written.

VI.  CORRUPTION

The pioneering work of OAS


Over the last decade, OAS has been at the forefront of international cooperation initiatives to combat corruption. It has played a pioneering role, opened up unexplored avenues and thus laid the groundwork for major advances in strengthening hemispheric measures against this problem and for progress in this area within other international organizations.


The most important step was the negotiation and adoption, for the first time in history, of a treaty whereby a group of states, the members of OAS, accepted commitments that obliged them politically and legally to address this scourge and give one another the fullest mutual assistance in achieving this objective.  The Inter-American Convention against Corruption, approved as part of the OAS Specialized Conference on the Draft Inter-American Convention against Corruption, held in Caracas, Venezuela, in 1996, was a milestone in this field.


At the time of its adoption, many still questioned whether international cooperation against corruption should be the subject of an international treaty.  There were still voices which argued that this was exclusively a domestic matter for each of the countries and that there was no scope for international action.  And indeed, as is well known, the United Nations and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) had previously failed in their efforts to negotiate treaties on this issue.


Adoption of the Inter-American Convention against Corruption demolished the arguments of those who refused to accept binding commitments, with international legal and political consequences in this area.  This facilitated the subsequent negotiation and adoption of treaties on the same subject under the auspices of OECD and the Council of Europe.  It was also a precedent and basis for negotiation of the United Nations Convention against Corruption, which was opened for signature by states at the High-Level Political Conference held in Mérida, Mexico, in December 2003.


The OAS did not confine itself to adopting the Convention. Right from the beginning, in fact, that instrument was regarded as a first step in a hemispheric process of cooperation.  Consequently, the Organization immediately set itself the task of progressing with a program of cooperation in this area, and this was adopted by the General Assembly in 1997.  In implementing the said program, the OAS General Secretariat initiated and executed a series of projects and activities to support the states in their efforts to ratify the Convention and implement it in legislation and in efforts to publicize, train, and share information to facilitate and strengthen cooperation within its framework.


The Inter-American Convention against Corruption has been among the fastest to be ratified by the states, and numerous legislative measures have been taken to implement it.  As of May 2004, 30 of the 34 OAS member states had ratified it, and procedures are under way in the others to accomplish that objective.


Subsequent to its adoption, the States Parties to the treaty decided to create a mechanism to strengthen cooperation by following up on the implementation of this international legal instrument. The OAS General Secretariat made the necessary institutional arrangements for the legal and technical support services needed to progress with all the developments that have taken place within the Organization in relation to the Convention, with cooperation programs and projects for ratification and implementation, and with the initiation and execution of activities as part of the follow-up mechanism for implementation of this treaty.

Reasons to combat corruption in the Americas


There are many reasons to include the issue of corruption on the international agenda: the end of the Cold War, the collapse of central planning systems, the emergence of new values and legitimacies, progress with technology and telecommunications, changes in the role of the state, and the growing role of representative civil society organizations in issues of common concern.


While all this is valid, there were three main motives for regarding the fight against corruption as a collective priority in the Organization.  The first has to do with an issue that is at the heart of the inter-American system: the preservation and strengthening of democracy.  This was stated by the Heads of State and Government at the three regular Summits of the Americas (Miami, United States; Santiago, Chile; and Quebec, Canada) and reiterated at the recent Special Summit of the Americas, held in Monterrey, Mexico, in January 2004.  It was also expressed by all the states in the Hemisphere in the Inter-American Democratic Charter, which states that transparency in government activities, probity, responsible public administration and freedom of expression and the press are fundamental components of democracy.


It is clear that corruption is an evil that undermines the legitimacy of institutions and the rule of law and that, in the Americas, much remains to be done in this field. Recent studies confirm that only a minority of Latin Americans are satisfied with democracy.  They also show that some 90% believe corruption to be increasing rather than diminishing or the situation remaining unchanged, and that many of them regard it as the most serious problem facing their country.


Fortunately, the same studies show that the vast majority of Latin Americans prefer democracy to any other alternative.  Nonetheless, these low levels of satisfaction with democracy and of trust in political institutions undoubtedly represent a challenge of the first order for the region.


The second reason for making the fight against corruption a hemispheric priority are the enormous social costs it entails.  This was reiterated by the leaders of the Americas at the Special Summit held in Mexico in January 2004, when they recognized that corruption and impunity distorted their economies and the allocation of resources for development.  Poverty has increased and the region has become that of greatest disparity in the world, while different studies have shown that the main victims of corruption are the poor.  The fact that the fight against corruption is a matter of social justice is another reason for OAS to treat it as a collective priority.


The third reason has to do with the effects of this problem on trade, growth and economic development.  Numerous studies have confirmed that the greater corruption is, the lower the level of investment and growth.  A World Bank survey showed that corruption was regarded as the greatest obstacle to doing business in one of the subregions of Latin America.  The region in turn had the worst index of any region in the world for corruption and policy stability.  We clearly need to address this evil if we are to grow and progress along the path of economic development.

The Convention: a collective road map


Progress has been made over the last decade in conceptualizing the problem of corruption and adopting effective measures to deal with it. The most important of these in the Hemisphere has been the Inter-American Convention.


Many of the mechanisms for dealing with the problem that the Convention enshrines, such as the definition of offenses, measures to ensure transparency in public administration, greater citizen oversight and the provisions intended to prevent banking secrecy and the right of asylum from hindering investigation and punishment go further than the cautious sanctions adopted by industrialized countries to prevent expenditure tainted by corruption from benefiting from tax deductions or exemptions.  The Symposium on Enhancing Probity in the Hemisphere, held in Santiago, Chile, in November 1998, also stressed modernization of the state and public administration.


Without a doubt, then, the Convention is a collective road map for the fight against corruption.  It expresses an integral conception of the way the problem should be dealt with.  This is made clear, first, by its two principal objectives, which are to promote and strengthen the development by each of the States Parties of the mechanisms needed to prevent, detect, punish and eradicate corruption; and to promote, facilitate and regulate cooperation among the States Parties to ensure the effectiveness of measures and actions to prevent, detect, punish and eradicate corruption in the performance of public functions and acts of corruption specifically related to such performance.


Second, the Convention acknowledges in its preamble and several of its articles that once this problem has arisen, it cannot be solved solely by suppression or punishment, but that preventive initiatives are required as well to modernize institutions and remove the actual causes of corruption or the conditions that facilitate or create the conditions for it.


Third, the Convention conceives of the fight against corruption as a process and not simply as the outcome of unconnected, uncoordinated and isolated one-off actions. What emerges from the text, rather, is that the effort is an ongoing one initiated by the countries, carried forward by the Convention and continuing, in a process of “progressive development”, with decisions that states need to take at the national level or that might be agreed upon at an inter-American level, in pursuit of the objectives referred to.


Fourth, the Convention, while it does not downplay the responsibility of states for eradicating corruption, stresses how important it is for all players to contribute.  In particular, it recognizes the need to enhance the participation of civil society in preventing and combating corruption and stipulates that states should give one another the fullest technical cooperation, share experience and pay special attention to methods and procedures for citizen participation.


It should be stressed, too, that the Convention is the most important inter-American legal instrument for the extradition of persons accused of corruption offenses; for cooperation and assistance among states for the purpose of obtaining evidence and taking other necessary action to facilitate investigation or trial for corruption; and for the identification, tracing, freezing, seizure and forfeiture of property or proceeds obtained, derived from or used in the commission of corruption offenses.


Concerning investigation or provision of information by banking or financial institutions, the Convention represents a major step forward in preventing banking secrecy from being used to conceal or protect those guilty of corruption.


Regarding the right of sanctuary, the Convention strikes a good balance between the values protected by this right and those involved in the struggle against corruption.  As was affirmed when the draft was being discussed, the purpose and essence of asylum cannot be infringed upon in any way, but nor can it be used to conceal those guilty of corruption or help them avoid prosecution.


Article 17 is very important in this respect, as it stipulates that the fact of property obtained through corruption being used for political purposes, or it being claimed that an act of corruption has been committed for political motives or purposes, shall not in itself suffice to qualify the act as a political offense or as an offense related to a political offense.


Lastly, another issue dealt with by the Convention and worth highlighting here is the practice of bribery in international commercial transactions.  Article 8 of the Convention not only represents a great step forward, but has placed the American Hemisphere in the vanguard in this area by including regulation of this illegal practice and a commitment to punish it in what is a legally binding instrument.  This certainly contrasts sharply with the timidity of the measures that had been taken up to that time by organizations such as OECD, the Council of Europe and the United Nations.  At that time, it may be noted, the developed countries had been steadfast in their refusal to negotiate a legal instrument committing them to combating corruption under the auspices of OECD.

Cooperation programs subsequent to approval of the Convention

Once the Inter-American Convention against Corruption had been approved, the states became convinced that this treaty was not an ending but rather a first great step toward a collective approach to the problem.  Consequently, in 1997 the OAS General Assembly adopted the Inter-American Program of Cooperation to Fight Corruption, and at the 1998 Santiago Summit, the Heads of State and Government undertook to work within OAS for appropriate follow-up of progress made with this Convention.


In fulfillment of these mandates, the OAS continued its work in this area.  As part of the follow-up, an initial questionnaire was prepared to determine the extent to which national legislation was compatible with the Convention, and the responses provided information on the areas where greater progress was needed if the Convention was to be fully implemented.


In fulfillment of the mandates of both the Summits of the Americas and the OAS General Assembly, the General Secretariat of the Organization continued to support the Convention ratification process and the implementation of decisions contained in or relating to the Convention.


To this end, it organized a first pilot phase involving technical cooperation seminars to promote diffusion and implementation of the Convention in three states of the Hemisphere: Venezuela, Costa Rica and Colombia.


Following this pilot stage, and as part of the same process of technical assistance to states, the OAS General Secretariat, with financial support from the IDB, prepared and implemented a technical cooperation project whereby twelve states in the Hemisphere were given assistance in determining what measures they needed to take to adapt their criminal legislation to the provisions of the Convention.  The states benefiting from this initiative were: Argentina, Chile, Ecuador, Honduras, Panama, Peru, Bolivia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Paraguay and the Dominican Republic.


Subsequently, with support from United States cooperation funding, the OAS General Secretariat executed a second phase of this project for countries in the Caribbean region (the OAS Member states involved being Barbados, Belize and Suriname) and the states of the Eastern Caribbean (Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines).


A similar initiative was undertaken in Brazil, where the national seminar to consider the relevant study was held in May 2003.


To the same end, and with support from United States cooperation resources, the OAS General Secretariat implemented a technical cooperation pilot project to help the states of Central America adapt their legislation to five of the preventive measures to which Article 3 of the Convention refers.


As part of these technical cooperation activities, an Internet-based network for sharing information on hemispheric developments in this field was also created and has continued to be maintained.


In fulfillment of mandates of the OAS General Assembly, the General Secretariat has also organized cooperation activities with other international bodies and participated in conferences, forums, seminars and national and international meetings to present anti-corruption developments that have occurred within the OAS framework. Mention should be made, for example, of the cooperation work undertaken together with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and with this and the IDB, in pursuit of which the Forum on Ensuring Accountability and Transparency in the Public Sector and the forum on conflicts of interest in the public sector in Latin America and the Caribbean were held in Brazil in December 2001 and May 2004, respectively.


Likewise, the General Secretariat has participated in discussions on the subject at the Inter-Parliamentary Forum of the Americas and has been giving technical support to the initiative for an Information Exchange Network for Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters which came out of the Meetings of Ministers of Justice and Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA).

The Follow-up Mechanism for Implementation of the Inter-American Convention against Corruption (MESICIC)


Perhaps the main observation or criticism formulated in relation to the Inter-American Convention concerned the fact that it made no provision for a mechanism for the States Parties to follow up on its implementation.


The issue was never raised during the negotiations over this treaty and only came up in subsequent discussions. This was due, among other things, to the fact that the OECD Convention and the Group of States against corruption (GRECO)
 of the Council of Europe subsequently created mutual evaluation mechanisms to follow up the commitments accepted by states under these agreements.


However, it was not long before the States Parties to the Inter-American Convention turned their attention to this matter.  Thus it was that, following negotiations and the impetus provided by the Summit of the Americas held in Quebec, Canada, in April 2001, within the framework of the General Assembly meeting held in Costa Rica in June that same year, the States Parties issued a declaration in which they adopted the Buenos Aires document on the Follow-up Mechanism for Implementation of the Inter-American Convention against Corruption (MESICIC).


Among its provisions we should point, first, to the objectives set for the Mechanism, which strike a good balance between the need to follow up the progress made by states and the ultimate aim of facilitating cooperation among them.


Second, the provision that the Mechanism will operate in accordance with the aims and principles laid down in the OAS Charter, particularly as regards sovereignty, non-intervention and the legal equality of states.


Third, the characteristics defined for the Mechanism are particularly appropriate: impartiality and objectivity in its operation and in the conclusions it reaches, and the absence of sanctions. Its objective is not to characterize and classify states but to enhance cooperation among them.


Fourth, a good balance has been struck between confidentiality and transparency in its activities.


Fifth, while the Mechanism has an intergovernmental character, appropriate participation by civil society has been allowed for since the outset.


Lastly, both the Buenos Aires document and different General Assembly resolutions have requested that the OAS General Secretariat serve as Technical Secretariat for the Mechanism.


The first two years of operation have confirmed the importance and usefulness of the Follow-up Mechanism for strengthening cooperation among States Parties in the fight against corruption, under the Convention.  This is shown by the full and thorough report drafted by its Committee of Experts.


Among the advances made during this period, it should be mentioned, first, that the Mechanism has been consolidated as a hemispheric instrument enabling government experts and authorities with direct responsibilities in public policy areas concerned with the fight against corruption to get to know one another, exchange information and cooperate together.


Second, the regulations, the methodology, the questionnaire, the uniform structure of reports and the impartial procedures for the analysis of countries and integration of the respective subgroups have created a very firm and lasting basis for the organization and operations of this Mechanism and for the initiation of the first round of analysis, in accordance with the principles agreed upon in the Buenos Aires Document.


Third, the reports adopted as of early 2004 in relation to Argentina, Paraguay, Colombia, Nicaragua, Uruguay, Panama, Ecuador and Chile have shown the high quality, soundness and objectivity of the analyses carried out and of the recommendations made to the states, not to mention their enormous utility for the states concerned as a result of the reciprocal cooperation effort made.


Fourth, we should emphasize how open the analysis process has been to contributions from civil society.  This has allowed civil society organizations not only to submit information to the Committee, but to be given a hearing by it in informal meetings.


Fifth, it is worth stressing that, as part of this commitment to openness and transparency, States Parties have been voluntarily authorizing the publication on the Web page of their responses to the questionnaire and the reports adopted by the Committee in relation to them.


Lastly, we should mention the progress made by the Committee in considering so-called “topics of collective interest,” such as those related to transparency in public-sector recruitment and programs and projects for technical cooperation against corruption, executed with the support of international organizations or funding or cooperation agencies.

Implementing the mandates of the Declaration of Nuevo León

At the recent Special Summit of the Americas, held in Mexico in January 2004, the Heads of State and Government committed themselves, in the Declaration of Nuevo León, to increasing cooperation under the Inter-American Convention against Corruption, chiefly by strengthening the Follow-up Mechanism for this instrument.  To that end, they asked the Conference of States Parties to the Mechanism to decide on “concrete measures” to strengthen it.


As in the past, the States Parties and their representatives acted quickly in response to the mandates given to them in this area by the Heads of State and Government.  Barely three weeks on from the Summit, the Committee of Experts of the Mechanism gave special consideration to the request of the Hemisphere’s leaders and formulated specific recommendations for consideration by the States Parties.


At the First Meeting of the Conference of States Parties, held in April 2004, the States Parties accordingly adopted a number of conclusions and recommendations for concrete measures to strengthen the Mechanism.  These were the outcome of a major, realistic effort to reconcile the resources available, which are always limited, with the determination of the states to strengthen this hemispheric cooperation Mechanism.


Implementation of these recommendations will be an important step in the process of strengthening the Mechanism and, ultimately, a proof of the intent and determination of the states to consolidate mutual cooperation in the struggle against a problem that is crucial for the democratic governance, economic growth and social development of our states.


The process of strengthening hemispheric cooperation against corruption goes on.  Thus, it was one of the issues addressed by the Ministers of Justice and Attorneys General of the Americas at their fifth meeting (REMJA-V), held at OAS headquarters in April 2004, who adopted conclusions and specific recommendations in this area.


Likewise, the central theme of the Dialogue of Heads of Delegation in the framework of the regular session of the OAS General Assembly held in Quito, Ecuador in June 2004, was “social development, democracy, and the impact of corruption.”


Lastly, in fulfillment of the mandates of the Declaration of Nuevo León, it has been agreed that a meeting of the States Parties to the Inter-American Convention against Corruption will be held in Managua, Nicaragua, in July 2004, and to consider additional concrete measures to increase transparency and combat corruption.
VII.  TRADE

A decade of economic reforms and trade liberalization

The decade 1994-2004 has been a demanding one, owing to the multitude of challenges we have had to face as a result of globalization.  It has also been a time when major economic reforms initiated have been further advanced and, above all, in which trade has become a fundamental element of our economic policies.  World trade expanded dramatically during this period, owing to trade liberalization and the many integration processes now under way.


The decade has been full of trade milestones, some of them in fact dating from 1994: on January 1, 1994, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) entered into force, with the Mexican “tequila” crisis occurring at the end of that year; April 15 was the date of the Marrakech meeting that concluded the Uruguay Round and marked the beginning of a new stage in the multilateral trade system with the establishment of the World Trade Organization (WTO).  In December, the Summit of the Americas was held in Miami, where the countries agreed to establish the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) and asked OAS, IDB and ECLAC for technical, logistical and financial support. This was certainly the most momentous of the decisions taken by the Miami Summit.  The FTAA is the most ambitious project that the American republics have set for themselves since independence.


At the First Summit of the Americas, we still felt the widespread optimism of the first years of the decade, which stemmed from the new direction that Latin American and hemispheric affairs had taken, and the Summit reflected this.  In our introduction, we touched upon the changes taking place in that period.


Already at the Summit, the creation of FTAA was being seen not merely as an economic exercise but as the most ambitious political project ever to have united the continent and the Caribbean.  From the decisions taken in Miami and the broad vision of hemispheric relations they enshrine, it might be gathered that it would be pointless for us to move forward on trade issues if all around us corruption-riddled democracies were collapsing, or the masses were rising up against free enterprise because they wrongly held it responsible for the inability of governments to implement social policies capable of really transforming the living conditions of the neediest.


In the 1994-2004 period, we have gained a better understanding of our vulnerabilities and uncertainties.  Early in the 1990s, the tendency was to think that, because we all shared fundamental economic values, then globalization, prosperity, progress and economic reform were unstoppable trends, and the political and social obstacles on the road to rapid and lasting prosperity did not loom large.  Very soon it became clear that, while citizens appreciated their economic and political freedoms, they also wanted to know how equality and social justice, new rights, democracy and citizen participation and oversight were to be secured.  We also found a great many economic stumbling blocks on our way, beginning with the Mexican crisis, just when it was hoped that NAFTA had smoothed the way.


As we prepared for the Summit of the Americas to be held in Santiago in April 1998, some concerns were clear.  Concerning domestic economic reforms, some academics and international agencies were already beginning to point out that, important though these reforms were, social indicators had not improved and a great deal still remained to be done.  It was possible to say, then, that the reforms were the starting point and not the destination.  Furthermore, it was beginning to become apparent that the paths and results of economic reforms had diverged, and that in some countries the reforms had been bogged down by a lack of continuity and political will.


As 1998 began, then, the signals were mixed.  In Santiago, the leaders took the historic decision to commence formal negotiations for the creation of FTAA, which sent a clear signal about the direction of policy in the medium and long term.  Nonetheless, by the end of 1998, the Asian crisis, whose impact had seemed manageable at the start of the year, had turned into one of the most serious financial and economic upheavals of recent times.


At the beginning of 2001, Latin America and the Caribbean were at a crossroads. The crisis of 1998 and 1999 had increased the cumulative costs of a decade of adjustments.  After twenty years of reform, the outcome in terms of growth and equality was not altogether favorable.  Average growth rates in Latin America had not risen as fast as expected; in almost all cases, the benefits had not reached most of the poor; the middle classes were worse off in a number of cases; and in some cases, economic inequality had not diminished, but rather increased.  Large sectors of the Latin American public were disappointed and frustrated.


Compounding the crisis of capital volatility and perceptions of imbalance in the results of the Uruguay Round were a kind of global unease with globalization and its consequences. These fears about globalization converged in November 1999 in Seattle, where legitimate concerns were voiced alongside mistaken beliefs about the impact of globalization and the role of WTO and other international organizations.


That meeting revealed the large differences that still subsist between groups of developed and developing countries concerning the advisability of expanding the negotiating agenda to include investment, services, intellectual property, competition policy or public-sector procurement.  Even in the United States, the debate over whether and how labor and environmental issues should be included in the “fast track” authority had created a trade policy impasse since the adoption of the NAFTA, and this would not be resolved until Trade Promotion Authority was granted in August 2002.


Economic reform and trade liberalization are often blamed for the unsatisfactory results achieved in terms of growth, poverty reduction or equity.  But it is important to emphasize and acknowledge that without the reforms the situation would have been worse still.  It is clear that we now need a much broader policy framework emphasizing equity and poverty reduction; improvements in the capacity of the state to provide public services, and in its oversight and control functions; but also implementation of programs to promote productive development, growth and competitiveness.  The quality and effectiveness of social policies also need to be improved, as does the political system.


Within this broad spectrum of challenges for economic reform, the FTAA should be seen as a fundamental component of national strategies to promote growth. Nonetheless, trade liberalization, be it under the WTO, FTAA or subregional agreements, is not the only development challenge, and should not be seen as a substitute for a national development strategy.


Thus, as we find ourselves now at the most difficult stage of the process, at a time, furthermore, when a number of countries are negotiating free trade agreements with the United States and with MERCOSUR as well, it is important for us to take stock and gauge how important FTAA is and what its potential benefits are.  It is the right time to raise and answer these questions, because only if we understand the role of FTAA in the broader context of economic and social policies will we be able to continue to head up this process, educate people about its importance, and take it to a successful conclusion. Furthermore, only by understanding its nature can we also appreciate that the FTAA and free trade, while important, are no panacea, and that they will not in themselves resolve for us the powerful challenges of development.

FTAA and the inception of the Trade Unit

Early in 1995 we created the Trade Unit and OAS began a new stage in its trade and integration work by supporting the FTAA negotiations, as well as other regional integration processes, and by offering increasing amounts of technical assistance and training to the countries, especially the small economies. It was not an easy process, as some countries were not convinced that the issue should have priority in OAS and did not fully accept the mandates of the Summit or the instructions received from the Ministers of Trade.


What was more, the Trade Unit began to require growing resources, and these had to come from adjustments in other areas.  Thanks to the quality of the work done by the Unit and the dynamic of integration, however, the initial resistance was overcome and we began to work in a new way, in accordance with the mandates of the Ministers of Trade. Particularly important, in our view, was the adoption by the Miami Summit of the proposal to assign authority to the OAS/IDB/ECLAC Tripartite Committee to work on the technical side of the issues involved in the creation of the Free Trade Area of the Americas.


From the outset, the Trade Unit carried out its work in coordination with the IDB and ECLAC within the so-called Tripartite Committee, in an atmosphere of cooperation and creativity, ensuring that the work was technically sound and that the strengths of each institution were built upon.  This experience of coordination and teamwork in the Tripartite Committee in support of the FTAA is the best model of inter-institutional cooperation in the inter-American system.


It also meant that our opinions had a degree of neutrality and that we played a technical and non-political role.  For a long period, close on ten years, we refrained from putting forward arguments in favor of any negotiating position, except on matters of a technical nature.


Right from the start, it was clear that our Trade Unit was doing a careful and thorough job of technical analysis and information gathering to assist the deliberations of the preparatory groups.  It helped these groups to forge a common language and a consistent technical description of the main issues on the agreed agenda.  For this purpose we constructed databases and systematic comparisons of the issues to be resolved, and statistics, regulations and legislation were compiled.  In short, we created the foundations needed to begin a political negotiating process based on reliable information that was shared, accepted and verified by all.


The Trade Unit made fundamental contributions to one of the most complex and sensitive of issues, the problem of how to deal with the differences in size and development level among the economies in the FTAA.  At the request of the countries, the OAS prepared diagnoses of the asymmetries among future participants in the FTAA and of the mechanisms that could be used to deal with differences in size and development level. This work was crucial for the small economies, improved the quality of the debate among the countries and helped raise awareness of the need to create, within the FTAA negotiating structure, the Advisory Group on the smaller economies
, which the OAS has continued to support right up to the present.


OAS also strengthened the Foreign Trade Information System (SICE).  SICE increased the quantity and quality of information on the countries’ trade situation and negotiations by means of statistical and legislative databases at the www.sice.org Web site.  It also continued making its contribution to transparency by placing all the trade agreements negotiated by each of the Hemisphere’s countries on a single web site.  It likewise played a central role in the creation, administration and maintenance of the official FTAA page and of the secure site used to distribute negotiating documents.


Another important contribution of the Trade Unit were the different investigations it conducted to strengthen awareness of the benefits of an integrated Hemisphere and of the alternative routes toward hemispheric free trade.  At the General Secretariat, however, we have always promoted the FTAA and emphasized the advantages of the multilateral route as opposed to the bilateral one.


One of the most important tasks at the preparatory stage was that of comparing existing free trade and integration agreements in the Americas, assessing their consistency with the GATT and contributing to the debate about the coexistence of subregional agreements with the FTAA.  The OAS also made a significant contribution to this work with a number of studies and an Analytical Compendium of Trade Agreements in the Hemisphere
.


At the Trade Ministerial 
held in Cartagena in March 1996, the report was presented on the work carried out by the Tripartite Committee in support of the working groups established at the Denver Meeting.  Then at the San José Meeting in 1998, three years after the Miami Summit, it was possible to report on major progress over that period, as activities had included four trade ministerials, four Business Forums of the Americas
, 13 meetings of Vice-Ministers and some 75 meetings of hemispheric working groups.

The formal launch of FTAA negotiations: from San José and Santiago (April 1998) to Quito (November 2002)

As the date of the Santiago Summit of the Americas approached, certain countries harbored doubts about the advisability of beginning formal negotiations over FTAA when “fast track” authority had not yet been granted in the United States, which was interpreted as an indication of a lack of bipartisan support for this project.  The United States was also locked in a debate as to whether or not labor and environmental provisions should be included in the treaties. Chile had been knocking fruitlessly on the door of NAFTA from its inception.  There were also serious concerns among the Latin American countries about the implications of the FTAA for subregional agreements and the coexistence of these agreements.  The small economies insisted on the need to recognize differences in the size and development level of future FTAA members.


Despite these doubts, the Ministerial Meeting of San José, Costa Rica, reached consensus over the objectives, principles, scope, structure, location and administrative procedures for taking forward the negotiations.  The principles included the need for the agreement to be balanced, comprehensive and consistent with WTO provisions, and for it to be a single agreement.  It was also to take account of the needs and conditions of small economies.  The negotiations were to be transparent and based on consensus decision-making.  The FTAA could coexist with bilateral and subregional agreements insofar as the rights and obligations created by such agreements were not covered by or exceeded the rights and obligations of the FTAA.  A commitment was also made to conclude the negotiations by 2005 at the latest, and to recommend to the Heads of State that they take the decision to begin FTAA negotiations at the Second Summit of the Americas to be held in Santiago, Chile, in April.


The start of negotiations began a new formal stage in the hemispheric trade dialogue.  Initially, the process was chaired by Canada, from the Santiago Summit until the Trade Ministerial 
held in Toronto eighteen months later, in November 1999; then by Argentina, up until the Trade Ministerial in Buenos Aires in April 2001; and then by Ecuador, until the Trade Ministerial held in Quito in November 2002.  Then began a fourth and final stage of negotiations under the United States and Brazil, co-chairs of the process.


At all these stages, as we have already mentioned, the OAS, as part of the Tripartite Committee, gradually extended its technical and logistical support in trade-related areas for the negotiating process and its training and cooperation activities with the countries.  We have also seen how the OAS Trade Unit has been providing support to the FTAA negotiating groups, the Special Committees, the chairs
 of the Trade Negotiations Committee and the trade ministerial.  Innumerable analytical studies have been prepared and work has been done with the negotiating groups to improve the draft texts of the agreement.  In 1999 the Trade Unit-SICE launched the secure site for FTAA document distribution, which began with fewer than 500 negotiating documents and now has over 27,000.  Furthermore, the coverage of the official FTAA site has been expanded and its quality improved.


Concerning cooperation, since 1998 more than 350 trade negotiators have been trained at the advanced course for trade negotiators offered each year by OAS in partnership with WTO and Georgetown University.  Training activities have also been provided for over 1,000 public- and private-sector negotiators.  Five books have been published with contributions from world experts on important trade negotiation issues, three of them in partnership with the Brookings Institution.  In 2001, furthermore, an initiative was launched to involve academic communities from all countries conducting research on trade and integration into a hemispheric network that we have called NetAmericas
. This has opened up new opportunities for bringing the dialog about globalization, free trade and economic development to civil society.


We have also worked closely with the countries’ business communities, not only to support the Business Forums of the Americas, but on a whole host of initiatives and events dealing with technical issues and trade policies.  We have also worked hard in these areas with NGOs and different sections of civil society.


The new stage involved us supporting the Negotiating Groups 
that were formed, contributing financially to the maintenance of the Administrative Secretariat 
and giving small economies technical advice on negotiator training, information access and institutional strengthening measures.


In this stage, we have carried on working hard on trade-related capacity building and technical assistance, aspects that are of particular importance for many countries, including those in the Caribbean.  We have been working closely with the Regional Negotiating Mechanism in this area and through the Advisory Group on small economies.


At the Ministerial Meeting of Buenos Aires, in April 2001, the Ministers agreed for the first time to publish the draft text of the FTAA agreement.  Its dissemination on this occasion and at subsequent ministerial meetings was a signal of transparency and a stimulus for the necessary debate and consideration by all.


In late 2001 the President of the United States was granted a new Trade Promotion Authority (TPA)
 by the country’s Congress.  This removed one of the main procedural obstacles to conducting and concluding the FTAA negotiations.


In November 2002, the Seventh Meeting of Ministers of Trade of the Hemisphere 
was held in Quito.  This meeting reached fundamental agreements on negotiating methods and modalities in the areas of market access for agricultural and non-agricultural products, services, investment and public-sector procurement; a timetable was agreed for submitting offers and requests
; and it was agreed that tariffs would be negotiated based on levels actually imposed, meaning that tariff reductions would have immediate effects on trade flows.  In addition, principles and guidelines were laid down for giving concrete expression to the needs and peculiarities of the smallest and least developed economies. Lastly, a cooperation pillar was constructed alongside the negotiating exercise with the approval of the Hemispheric Cooperation Program
, discussed below.


The market access negotiations begun in Quito in January 2003 marked a new stage that was complex and intense, both politically and technically.  Now that the time had come to prepare specific market access offers, governments had to enter into political discussions and accept the enormous responsibility of explaining to citizens the benefits that FTAA would entail for the nationals of each country, showing them the virtues of their negotiating policy, and indicating which sectors would mainly benefit and how they planned to support those that would find it harder to adjust.

Trade and development in unison: the Hemispheric Cooperation Program

The Quito Ministerial Meeting was held at a time when, despite passing difficulties, the inter-American system was in a position, as we have just detailed, to answer many of the concerns that the citizens of the Americas had about globalization and the creation of FTAA.  These concerns originated in the enormous difficulty of making good the promises of prosperity, growth and stability with which the last decade began.


Although the FTAA and WTO negotiations point in the same direction, and the Doha Round specifically recognized the need to contribute more to the development of our nations, FTAA, being part of the inter-American system, will have far more compensation provisions and will be capable of deploying far more mechanisms to counteract the imbalances and inequities that can be identified in the global economy.


I think it is important to reiterate that the path toward integration in the global economy chosen by Latin America and the Caribbean a decade or so ago is not the wrong path, but it is far longer and more complex than any of us foresaw.  Macroeconomic reform was at best the starting point, and not the destination.  Institutional and microeconomic factors are also acknowledged to play a crucial role in economic growth. Those countries that have managed to weather the storm and achieve growth in adverse circumstances are the ones that have integrated furthest into the world and regional economies and implemented sound economic policies.


To make greater integration into the global and regional economy viable, and to ensure that the benefits are spread widely, it will undoubtedly be necessary to protect the most vulnerable, particularly the least skilled workers and other groups such as indigenous peoples and women heads of household, by means of social compensation networks and training programs to enable them to participate productively in the globalized economy whilst offsetting the costs of progress toward free trade.


This being so, it was an important achievement of the Quito Ministerial Meeting to have approved a Hemispheric Cooperation Program (HCP) aimed at strengthening the countries’ capacity to participate in the negotiations, comply with trade commitments, make the transition to free trade and enhance their competitiveness to maximize the benefits of the FTAA agreement.  Working within the Tripartite Committee, OAS supplied some ideas and contributions to the design of the Program.


The Hemispheric Cooperation Program created a number of instruments.  The basic mechanisms for articulating needs are the national or regional strategies for strengthening trade capacity.  These strategies are documents that define, prioritize and articulate countries’ trade needs.  Prepared under the coordination of the minister responsible for trade and in consultation with different public- and private-sector institutions, and with the technical support of the Tripartite Committee, these strategies distinguish among three main areas of action: preparing for negotiations, implementing and administering the agreement, and making the transition to free trade and competitiveness.  The mechanisms for interacting with donors are the rounds of meetings and the fine-tuning of project profiles.


During 2003, countries benefiting from the Program prepared 26 national strategies and one subregional strategy with the support of the Tripartite Committee and other institutions.  In particular, the OAS Trade Unit collaborated with The Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, El Salvador, the six countries of the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States
, and Uruguay.  The strategies were formally submitted to potential donors at a meeting held in Washington, D.C., in October 2003.  Now, in 2004, rounds of meetings are being held with donors in the different subregions of the Hemisphere.  The thinking at present is that the HCP should continue until the negotiations are complete and even once the FTAA agreement has been concluded.


Conceptually, the HCP reflects a recognition that the best way of optimizing the benefits of the FTAA and speeding up the convergence of the smallest and least developed economies toward the income and development levels of the most advanced is through a combination of economic integration and cooperation. The Program will be a landmark that will provide a model for the WTO and for other regions in the world. It is important, however, that sufficient financial resources be mobilized for the expectations and benefits of the HCP to become a reality.


OAS has had a great deal of experience in forging partnerships and inter-institutional cooperation, not only with the organizations in the Tripartite Committee but also with bilateral bodies such as the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), the World Bank, WTO and UNCTAD, to optimize our resources and design programs that meet the needs of the countries. Under the HCP, concrete steps have been taken to enhance yet further this coordination with other donor and cooperation bodies.


Internally, we have set in train a process of coordination, administered by the Trade Unit, with other units of the General Secretariat such as Sustainable Development, Science and Technology, the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development (IACD) and the Trust for the Americas, with a view to formulating an integrated response to the needs identified by the countries in their strategies.  In this response, the areas of cooperation have been extended to the issues of competitiveness and the transition to free trade.  In the case of Central America, for example, the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development has initiated a project, executed through the Trade Unit, to spread best practice in small and medium-sized enterprises among the intermediate bodies responsible for this policy area.


The response capacity of the units referred to above includes different forms of support such as project preparation, consultancy, information and training.  The Office of Science and Technology has adopted a program of science and technology activities for hemispheric cooperation
, which seeks to generate policies and strategies in this area to improve the competitiveness of the countries of the Americas.  This work will help to fill what is something of a gap in institutional strategies and mechanisms to promote competitiveness in the productive economy, which is one of the areas of priority need during the stage of transition to free trade.


The Hemispheric Cooperation Program allows the small economies of Latin America and the Caribbean not only to play a significant role in the trade negotiations but also to meet their commitments and capitalize on the benefits of trade liberalization, and to implement policies for the transition and adjustment to free trade and for the promotion of competitiveness.  For this objective to be achieved, it is essential that the issue of trade be incorporated into the national development strategies of each country.


Given the extraordinary scale of needs and the constraints on non-refundable resources, the success of the HCP will largely depend on what can be mobilized in the way of new resources.  It will also depend on coordination within each country to determine which needs can be met out of non-refundable resources and which can be covered by lines of credit.  It will be necessary to reach a national judgment on financing priorities that is supported at the highest levels of government.


The HCP thus represents a great opportunity, but also a major new task for ministries responsible for trade and other ministries and agencies.  Ministries responsible for trade will only be able to take the fullest advantage of this opportunity if they make human and financial resources available to coordinate this initiative internally and with donors.  Of particular importance is internal dialog with finance ministers and other public- and private-sector bodies to involve them in this exercise.


The commencement of the Program sent a message to our peoples that the FTAA process involves a commitment to the smallest economies, to the creation of opportunities for small and medium-sized enterprises and for the poorest, and to job creation and improvement of working and environmental conditions.  Hemispheric integration through the creation of FTAA, strengthened and complemented by the HCP pillar, can largely make the difference between growth or stagnation, poverty or prosperity.


In addition to cooperation in the context of the FTAA Hemispheric Cooperation Program, OAS has been actively involved in cooperation with Central America, as part of the process of negotiating that subregion’s bilateral agreement with the United States. The Trade Unit is also preparing to carry out similar work in support of the bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Andean countries.


OAS has always provided a high level of support and cooperation to the Caribbean countries, and this has been increasing with the approval of the HCP and the allocation of funds from bilateral sources in Canada and the United States for this purpose.  In 2003, working in partnership with the Cave Hill Campus of the University of the West Indies in Barbados, the OAS and the WTO launched a Caribbean version of the Advanced Course for Government Officials long taught at Georgetown University,
 with a view to responding more directly to the needs of the region.  The intention is to carry on offering this course over the coming years and to strengthen the relationship with the University of the West Indies, including the creation of a program for a master’s degree in international trade.


We know that the needs are endless and go far beyond the training of public-sector officials.  There is also the challenge of helping the countries inform their citizens about the opportunities and demands of the trade agreements, so that they can become participants in the process.  The Trade Unit is beginning work with the Democracy Unit and the Humane Society to support citizen participation initiatives and promote greater transparency in the trade negotiation process in Central America.  In Guatemala, furthermore, the OAS Trust for the Americas
, in alliance with USAID and the Trade Unit, has executed a project for citizen participation in the CAFTA negotiating process. We believe that these initiatives can serve as a model for similar support in other countries.

Changes in the political conditions of the countries


Political conditions have changed both in Latin America and the Caribbean and in the United States.  Trade liberalization or free trade has lost the firm support of many Latin American and Caribbean citizens over recent years.  It is not obvious that economic reforms have been beneficial, and they have forfeited much of the optimism and confidence that surrounded them a decade or so ago, with many people now feeling some disenchantment as regards the results expected in the form of growth, employment and better living standards.


In the United States, the Trade Promotion Authority granted laid down stricter parameters for agricultural, labor and environmental negotiations and for antidumping measures.


Furthermore, the optimistic outlook that inspired the Summit of the Americas vision is being threatened by new challenges.  As we saw in the chapter dealing with the Democratic Charter, the consolidation of democracy is being affected by more subtle but potentially no less devastating dangers such as corruption, a weakening in the principle of balance and independence in the state authorities, impunity and the undermining of the legal system, violations of basic freedoms and human rights, and polarization within society that in many countries makes it difficult to achieve even a minimum of consensus on basic policies.  There are also the problems of drug trafficking, crime, terrorism, marginalization and poverty.


Having seen their political room for maneuver restricted in this way, it is not surprising that in the last few months a number of countries have been carrying out a pragmatic review of the scope of the FTAA agreement.  Nonetheless, it would be regrettable if the agreement were to become much less ambitious, and thus forfeit many of its potential benefits.


Many citizens also feel concerns about the consequences of economic globalization, varying widely from irrational fears and mistaken notions to legitimate doubts.  Finding a way to respond to these worries about globalization is one of the greatest political challenges facing governments and international institutions in their work with the FTAA negotiations.


There has been a loss of confidence in the prospects for closing the large gaps and disparities between poor and rich countries and regions through greater economic integration in the Hemisphere.  This is a serious and legitimate concern that merits a well thought out and effective policy response, and that requires a considerable effort to be made to include equity and development on the trade policy agenda and in the national development strategies of the countries.

A number of distinguished academics and NGOs have taken this line of thinking further, considering that for “economic convergence” to speed up under FTAA there will have to be explicit transfers from richer countries and regions to poorer ones so that gaps in infrastructure, education and other areas can be closed.


One feature of the international situation has changed, with major implications for the FTAA negotiations.  When the FTAA process began, there were no multilateral negotiations active.  With the launch of the Doha Development Agenda
, links were established between the two negotiations on certain matters.  Since the Doha Round suffered a severe setback in Cancún, new obstacles have arisen for the FTAA negotiations in some disciplines, particularly agriculture.  Progress in the Doha Round would also facilitate progress with FTAA.


For the FTAA to be concluded successfully, negotiators will have to be very realistic in these closing stages.  It is urgent for a consensus to be reached as to which aspects are going to be negotiated in the multilateral Doha round and which are to be reserved for FTAA.

Why the creation of FTAA is important

In today’s less favorable circumstances, it is especially vital to reiterate the importance of concluding an FTAA Agreement that is beneficial to all.  I will now try to show that there are two types of reasons for attaching importance to the creation of FTAA: economic ones, and political and strategic ones.  I am not going to go into the more specific types of reasons for each country or subregion.


In my view, the economic benefits are of five types: 1) greater and more secure access to large markets; 2) establishment of objective, reliable systems for dispute resolution; 3) improved climate for investment, and thus better growth prospects; 4) improved competitiveness in service sectors, and thence in the overall competitiveness of economies; 5) benefits from consolidation and continuation of economic reform.


Regarding the issue of access, it is important to remember that the United States market accounts for 85% of the gross domestic product of the entire Hemisphere.  This fact alone shows how important it is for the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean to obtain greater and more secure access to that market.


The economies of Central America and the Caribbean and of the Andean Community send between 40% and 50% of their total exports to the United States and Canada, and they have fairly good access under the Generalized System of Preferences, the Caribbean Basin Initiative and the Andean Trade Preference Act. 
 Nonetheless, these are unilateral preferences and thus more uncertain than a reciprocal arrangement, and they do not have dispute resolution mechanisms.  Again, there are major products for which these countries are competitive, but which are excluded from the preferences.


In the case of MERCOSUR, 20% of the bloc’s total exports go to the United States and Canada, 26% to the European Union, 31% to the rest of Latin America and the Caribbean and 16% to the rest of the world.  While it is true that MERCOSUR sends a larger proportion of its total exports to the European Union, it is also the case that over 50% of its exports go to other countries in the western Hemisphere.  This means that the FTAA project is potentially very important for the economic dynamic of MERCOSUR.


The benefit is not just greater access to the United States or Canadian market, but greater and more secure reciprocal access among the markets of the Latin American countries themselves.  In the period from 1990 to 2003, for every subregion of Latin America and the Caribbean, it was exports to other countries in the Hemisphere that grew at the highest rates, by comparison with growth in exports to other regions of the world. The creation of FTAA would intensify this trend and make it sustainable.


Over recent years, the use of trade relief provisions such as safeguards, countervailing duties and antidumping measures has been constraining export growth for a number of Latin American and Caribbean countries.  This means that establishing disciplines in these areas is an issue of great interest for the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean and a potential source of major benefits from the negotiation of FTAA. Large benefits are also associated with appropriate mechanisms for settling trade disputes quickly and fairly, an aspect that is becoming more and more vital owing to the growth in intra-hemispheric trade flows just referred to.


A third potential benefit of FTAA will be to improve the conditions for growth in foreign direct investment (FDI).  One of the most basic phenomena of globalization is the relocation of investments to developing countries with a view to capitalizing upon all sorts of comparative advantages.  Participation by the countries in international trade regulation facilitates and stimulates this process, with all the benefits that go with it: not only capital accumulation, modernization and job creation, but learning, technology transfer and the acquisition of managerial and workforce skills.


Experience shows that there is a “virtuous circle” between trade agreements and investment.  Over the last twenty years, FDI flows in the world economy have grown more quickly than trade flows.  Having received between 10 and 15 billion dollars of FDI a year in the early 1990s, Latin America and the Caribbean received between 60 and 70 billion dollars in each of 1998, 1999 and 2000.


A fourth source of FTAA-related economic benefits is the effect this trade agreement will have on service sectors.  Quality and competitiveness in services are essential for economic growth and development.  From banking and financial services to telecommunications and transport, and from tourism to professional services, it is increasingly recognized that these activities are critical to the economic dynamism of every economy in the Americas.  Services account, on average, for 60% of gross domestic product in the Hemisphere.  In trade terms they are even more important than this for the small economies of the Caribbean and Central America, for many of which services exports are the main source of international currency and employment.


Various studies have also shown that, on average, 60% of the added value 
of manufactured products comprises service inputs, which means that competitiveness in industrial products is heavily dependent on the competitiveness of services.  All this means that the FTAA services negotiations, and the liberalization and competitiveness that these are intended to encourage, are among the main benefits of the FTAA for all the countries in the Hemisphere.


Of course, not only Latin America and the Caribbean will benefit from the FTAA. There will also be very substantial benefits for the United States and Canada.


It is a basic postulate of the Summit of the Americas that there is a positive and mutually reinforcing relationship between democracy and markets. Market-oriented policies promote transparency, competition and rule-based behavior and help reduce the scope for discretionary and arbitrary action, thereby contributing to democratic development.  Insofar as stronger markets generate growth that allows social conditions to be improved, this too contributes to democratic development.  A stable democracy is a valuable asset for a country’s investment climate, for the stability of its ground rules, and for the development of respect for the rule of law.


It is also important to note other examples of strategic linkage between trade and other aspects of hemispheric relations including, in particular, improvements to labor and environmental standards.  The countries of Latin America and the Caribbean are committed to cooperation and teamwork over a broad range of labor and environmental initiatives as part of the Summit of the Americas process.  These cooperation programs have some financing problems, but the political will is there and an ambitious agenda is being drawn up.  Strengthening these hemispheric initiatives should be seen as a way of attending to the social and environmental aspects of hemispheric integration.


The FTAA is the only proposed free trade agreement to have been conceived as part of a broader vision of economic, political, social and security objectives, integrated into a unified whole within the inter-American system.  It is essential that we keep this wider vision on the inter-American agenda and continue to work on it.


The bilateral approach to hemispheric integration should not be followed at the expense of FTAA.


During 2003 and 2004, the focus of hemispheric integration seems to have shifted toward bilateral agreements.  While bilateral free trade treaties can be seen as “building blocks” for hemispheric integration, they should not be regarded as a substitute for FTAA.


For one thing, there are costs involved in abandoning the multilateral approach to integration in favor of a multiplicity of bilateral free trade agreements, because this method would involve the risk of the Hemisphere fragmenting into different integration agreements that favored their members, but left behind those countries which were not part of them.


Second, this approach would also mean forfeiting the potential benefits of increased trade and investment among the Latin American countries themselves, i.e., South-South trade.


Furthermore, trade diversion and competition among rules-of-origin systems would risk complicating trade relations further and making it more expensive to do business in the Hemisphere.


Delay or failure with the FTAA would also have costs of other kinds. It would be a serious blow for the credibility of our inter-American commitments, both in the eyes of the international community and as regards the expectations of the peoples of the Americas.

Globalization and development


Everyone is aware that, in addition to the more complex technical negotiations, 2004 and 2005 will see a political debate about the broader implications of the Free Trade Area of the Americas.  That debate will not be limited to trade: it will also have to address the globalization concerns that are creating such challenges and misgivings in our region.


In addition, mechanisms will have to be found for linking the inter-American system to issues that lie beyond the FTAA.  In contrast to the WTO, the inter-American system can help member states to address many of the problems that are not directly related to trade but that could constitute an obstacle for the FTAA.  Perhaps the clearest example here is the potential for cooperation within the Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor.


In this new century, China and India have burst upon the international scene as the new Asian giants-in-the-making: China as a manufacturing power, and India as a force to reckon with in computer services and high technology.  Those two economies are just beginning to make their competitive weight felt, but it is already clear that this is one of the challenges that Latin American countries will have to come to terms with in the coming years.


As we noted earlier, Latin America and the Caribbean are today at a crossroads.  This is a time of contradictions and paradoxes, and what we need now more than ever is clarity of purpose and hemispheric cooperation for resolving our collective problems and challenges. The situation today is not all that positive.  On average, Latin America has not grown at the expected rates; in nearly all cases, the benefits have not trickled down to the majority of the poor; economic inequality has not diminished and indeed has increased in some cases, generating growing frustration among broad sectors of the population.


Trade liberalization, integration into the world economy, and the FTAA, then, must be seen as fundamental components of national strategies for promoting growth.  Yet opening up our economies, whether in the context of the WTO, the FTAA, or subregional agreements, is not a panacea, and will not by itself resolve the challenge of development, nor should it be seen as a substitute for a national development strategy.  This is the basic thinking about globalization, trade, and development that has guided the efforts of the General Secretariat, and this is what the Trade Unit has been promoting with countless studies, publications, and forums involving broad sectors in all countries.

The Miami Ministerial Meeting of November 2003 and the "new vision" of hemispheric free trade


At the international level, the launching of the Doha Round and the position taken by certain countries to the effect that issues of interest for Latin America such as domestic agricultural subsidies can only be negotiated and resolved in multilateral negotiations, while understandable, have been creating tensions in the FTAA negotiations since 2002.  The market access negotiations in the FTAA began in early 2003, but their dynamics were affected by differing views over what could be negotiated in the FTAA and what would have to be handled at the multilateral level. In the United States, a turning point came, as noted earlier, with the approval in August 2002 of the fast-track Trade Promotion Authority, and the readiness of the Administration to negotiate bilateral agreements marked a return to leadership in trade matters.  Yet there were concerns over the stricter parameters established in the Trade Promotion Authority for negotiations on agriculture, labor, and environmental issues, and with respect to antidumping measures.  Although the United States responded to this skepticism in 2002 and 2003 by taking proactive stances in several negotiating forums, the collapse of the WTO Ministerial Conference in Cancún in September 2003 complicated the picture, on the eve of the November 2003 FTAA Ministerial Meeting.


Faced with such realities, some governments, notably Brazil and Argentina, have sought to redefine the FTAA idea and make it less ambitious and more balanced, in line with their perception of their national interests.  The Miami Ministerial Meeting accordingly redefined the project, and from it a new vision emerged, whereby the FTAA will proceed at two speeds or in two tiers.  The first tier will consist of a common and balanced set of rights and obligations applicable to all countries.  A new notion of flexibility has been introduced for negotiating commitments at different levels, in particular additional commitments through plurilateral agreements where countries may opt in or out.  These plurilateral deals would constitute a second tier, involving greater commitment.  Only in the course of negotiations during 2004 will it become clear whether this new vision will facilitate completion of negotiations by the target date of January 2005.

The FTAA and its contributions to hemispheric stability and prosperity


Within the OAS General Secretariat, we feel it is more important than ever to move forward with the FTAA and conclude the negotiations on time, if we are to promote growth, attract investment, increase employment, and reduce poverty.  Naturally, the fundamental interest here is not to adhere to the wrap-up deadline at all costs, but to reach an agreement that will produce the benefits so earnestly desired by all participants.


At this point in 2004, we are well aware that, after all the technical and negotiating progress we have achieved, the FTAA is nearly within our grasp. Everything now depends on political will and on the capacity of participating countries to show leadership. It is important to conclude the FTAA as part of the joint vision for the inter-American agenda and the Summits process, so that we can move toward a Hemisphere that is increasingly integrated, prosperous, and democratic.  This is a vision that has captured the imagination and inspired the hopes of millions of people.


From the General Secretariat we have been promoting the importance of the FTAA, as well as the complementary agreements and policies that will be needed to secure maximum economic, political, and strategic benefits.


For Latin America and the Caribbean, the FTAA promises many potential benefits.  Some of those will apply in much the same way to all countries, while in other cases there will be some differentiation between the larger economies and the smaller ones.  We have discussed and analyzed five types of economic benefits: greater and more secure access to major markets; objective and reliable systems of dispute settlement; improving the investment climate and thus promoting growth; greater competitiveness in services and thus for our economies; and the consolidation and deepening of the economic reform process.


The FTAA, as a negotiating process, has in fact already generated some collateral benefits such as the strategic direction it has given to economic reform; positive signals for investors; more thorough compliance with WTO obligations; boosting efforts at subregional integration; positive impacts in terms of performance, competitive strategies and networking in the private sector; greater understanding and mutual trust among negotiators; and increased technical assistance with trade policies and systems.


We have also insisted that economic integration in the Western Hemisphere has a rationale that is not only economic but that is also political and strategic, and that relates to collective security.  The attention that was once devoted to the Cold War has now been refocused on a new policy agenda for consolidating democracy, respect for human rights, sustainable development, integration, and cooperation within a globalized, interdependent, and interconnected system.  A close link has been established between promoting democratic political systems and open economies.


From this perspective, the signing of trade agreements with clear, stable, transparent, and binding rules, together with negotiated mechanisms of dispute settlement, can be seen as a major component of the new concepts of democracy and hemispheric security, based on the rule of law and membership in an international society that respects legality.  Moreover, the future members of the FTAA are already adherents to a set of existing principles, standards, and legal and diplomatic instruments in the inter-American system, and these have been further strengthened during the past decade.


Yet as I mentioned earlier, we in the General Secretariat have also been insisting that the FTAA and free trade, important as they are, are no panacea, and cannot take the place of a domestic development agenda that must include many other economic, political, institutional, and social variables.  Countries must implement domestic policies and redouble their efforts in many fields if they are to benefit from these new forms of international integration.


Effective measures are needed in the economic, social, and trade fields, and strong institutions are required to guide and regulate the market economy and to mitigate the negative aspects of globalization.  Preparing an agenda for growth – one that takes action on education and competitiveness – is of fundamental importance.


At this critical point in the negotiations, we must take action on various fronts to secure the political will of our governments and our parliaments and to enlist the support of public opinion.  We must also persuade our workers and other sectors of civil society to join in the cause of inter-American integration.


Creation of the FTAA must help us reinforce solidarity among our countries, our governments, and our citizens.  We will have to create millions of jobs and opportunities the length and breadth of the Hemisphere.  The WTO Ministerial Conference in Cancún and the FTAA disagreements that have surfaced in 2003 and 2004 show how difficult it can be today to reconcile differences among the various players on the world stage.  This experience should inspire us to take advantage of the instruments that we have within the Hemisphere to implement a manifestly fair and transparent process with all the balances, counterweights, and trade-offs necessary to ensure that each country will derive benefit from integration, with the conviction that more open but rules-based trade will be a source of strength, and that we can construct agreements that allow our governments, our businesses, and our workers to participate ever more actively in asserting governance over the process of globalization.

VIII. THE DEVELOPMENT OF LAW AND LEGAL COOPERATION

The OAS: a unique institution for the development of inter-American law


The OAS is the natural setting for the development of international law in the Hemisphere.  There is no other institution that fulfills or could fulfill this function.  It is in this field more than anywhere else that the singularity of the Organization makes itself felt.  This is the element that gives the OAS its importance, and that defines to a large extent its raison d'être, that justifies it, and that makes it unique and irreplaceable in the inter-American institutional context.


It is here that we find its greatest comparative advantage: it is the only forum in which all states of the Hemisphere, big or small, developed or developing, can meet on an equal footing to engage in dialogue, to seek solutions to their common problems, and to reinforce their solidarity.


The OAS has become the principal political and technical body in which states, acting on the basis of equality, set the rules, both public and private, that govern international relations in the Hemisphere.  Thus, whenever it has been deemed necessary or advisable to regulate some matter of importance for relations among American states or between their citizens or businesses, or other subjects of international law, the Organization has had the capacity to respond to those demands.


Our Hemisphere's contribution to the development of international law is fully recognized by the world community, and by students of international law and relations.  This assertion can be substantiated by the many and diverse juridical products that inter-Americanism has yielded since its inception and throughout the various stages of its historical evolution, and that were consolidated in 1948 with the adoption of the Charter of the Organization of American States.  From the outset, inter-American law has paid attention to the most diverse aspects of international relations.  In this way our region has been endowed with a rich juridical heritage reflecting the needs and aspirations of our countries in their continuing search to improve the welfare of their citizens within a framework of peace and cooperation.


This juridical evolution has found expression in public international law, private international law, and the establishment of a regional institutional system that has not only had effects in this Hemisphere but has also generated significant contributions to the development of international law as a whole.

A decade of juridical developments


During the last decade we have become convinced that, as never before in our history, we are living at a time when collective action by the states of the Hemisphere is not only desirable but absolutely indispensable.  A number of factors have contributed to creating these new conditions.


Among them we may cite the end of the Cold War and of the East-West confrontation; the resurgence of democracy; the growth of international trade and international financial flows; the need to preserve our common environment and to foster sustainable development; the progress of telecommunications and of science and technology; massive migration; the search for greater security and hemispheric peace; the struggle against the spread and internationalization of organized crime and of phenomena such as terrorism, drug trafficking, corruption, illicit arms trading, and the illegal exploitation of natural resources that undermine the legitimacy of democratic systems and in many cases threaten our citizens with injury or loss of life.


To deal with these and other events and problems and to build a prosperous future for the Americas, individual efforts are clearly not enough.  It is no longer conceivable that a single state acting in isolation can guarantee its own development and the security of its citizens.


On one hand, external conditions are exerting growing and decisive influence on governments and on citizens’ daily lives, while on the other hand domestic affairs often have international ramifications.  We are becoming increasingly interdependent, our paths are crossing with ever greater frequency, and we must therefore coordinate our intentions, policies, and actions more effectively.


Greater interdependence, the acceleration of economic integration, the intensification of relations of all kinds, and the common threats and problems they face have created the necessary conditions for greater and more solid cooperation among our countries, but they have also created new areas of divergence, and have sown the seeds of potential disputes and conflicts.


The course of international relations in recent years has provoked substantial changes in the development of international law in general, and of course in inter-American law.  On one hand, there have been changes to its content and its scope: from a restrictive interpretation of law as governing a few specific relationships between states we have moved to a concept of international law that shares with domestic law the regulation of much of our societies’ activities.  This phenomenon demands real complementarity with domestic laws and regulations, and effective enforcement both domestically and internationally.  On the other hand, there have been changes in the way international rules are prepared and applied.  "Classic" international law, the result of sporadic agreements among a few states, is being replaced by an international law that demands broad and continuous participation by the international community, the pooling of efforts by all interested states, and joint oversight and monitoring of agreements.  When it comes to our Hemisphere, this situation has highlighted the need to adapt or create juridical instruments to address the new issues on the inter-American agenda, and to deepen and develop law in the Americas.  My tenure at the OAS over the last few years has convinced me of the uniqueness and of the exceptional features and potential of the OAS for developing law and strengthening hemispheric juridical cooperation.


Throughout this report I have referred to a number of very important juridical developments over the last decade, relating to various items on the inter-American agenda. For that reason I will not now go into great detail on those developments.  I would like to refer briefly, however, to the scope of some of the legal instruments developed in recent years within the OAS, and the progress that has been made in particular with respect to juridical cooperation and the fundamental role that our political and technical bodies have played in achieving those results

The scope of the new instruments


During the last decade we have seen juridical progress of many kinds and of varying scope, reflecting changes in the international setting and, in particular, in inter-American relations.  That progress has been expressed not only in international treaties, but also in other legal instruments such as resolutions of the General Assembly, as well as in declarations, model legislation, and other expressions that some practitioners refer to as "soft law" or quasi-obligatory law.


Among the instruments of the first kind, I should point out that during the time I have headed the General Secretariat we have seen the approval within the OAS of instruments including the Inter-American Convention against Corruption, in 1996; the Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials (CIFTA), in 1997; the Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions, in 1999; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Persons with Disabilities, in 1999, and the Convention against Terrorism, in 2002. I have gone into all of these conventions in detail in other sections of this report.  During this time we have also adopted inter-American instruments of indisputable importance for hemispheric relations that have not been expressed in treaties. An example is the Inter-American Democratic Charter, which was adopted by resolution of the General Assembly on September 11, 2001.  Another example, of a different nature and scope, is the Declaration on Security in the Americas, adopted at the Special Conference on Security, held in Mexico in October 2003.


Another type of instrument to which we have had recourse in recent years relates to the preparation of model legislation on various issues of the regional agenda.  Examples include the model laws relating to five of the preventive measures referred to in the Inter-American Convention against Corruption, and the model regulations prepared by CICAD; and on another front, the model law on secured transactions prepared by CIDIP-VI.


The Declaration of Bogotá, adopted by the states parties to the CIFTA Convention at their first conference in March 2004, called upon the Consultative Committee to move forward with the preparation of model legislation to facilitate legislative implementation of that treaty.  This shows that states have found instruments of this kind useful for promoting or consolidating specific juridical developments.


Finally, I should mention other developments that have taken place recently and that could also be considered as part of what some call "soft law."


Among these are the recommendations and declarations adopted in the context of legal cooperation mechanisms that have been created or strengthened in recent years, such as the conclusions and recommendations of the Meetings of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA); the Declaration adopted by the Conference of the States Party to the CIFTA Convention; or the conclusions and recommendations of the meeting of the Conference of the States Parties within the framework of the Mechanism for Follow-up of Implementation of the Inter-American Convention against Corruption (MESICIC). The declarations or recommendations adopted in other ministerial meetings could also be considered as part of this category.

Strengthening legal cooperation


In recent years I have witnessed much strengthening of our legal and judicial cooperation in the Hemisphere.  During my tenure as head of the Secretariat I have consistently tried to help consolidate cooperation of this kind because I think it constitutes one of the essential niches in which our Organization has undoubted comparative advantages and can provide very useful and important services to all our member states.


Shortly after my arrival at the General Secretariat, I submitted a document titled "The Law in a New Inter-American Order," in which I set out some ideas on developing law in the Hemisphere and, in particular, within the framework of our Organization.  Those ideas served as the basis for a very fruitful dialogue among member states, and within various organs of the OAS, which facilitated subsequent approval by the General Assembly of the "Declaration of Panama on the Inter-American Contribution to the Development and Codification of International Law" at its regular session in 1996, and the "Inter-American Program for the Development of International Law" at its 1997 session.


As a result of this process, and with the support of all member states, the Secretariat for Legal Affairs was reorganized with two purposes in mind.  The first was that it should devote itself exclusively to work relating to the development of international law and to legal and judicial cooperation, and that the Department of Legal Services should be transferred to the Office of the Secretary General to deal with internal legal matters of the Organization. The results have shown that this was the right decision.  The Secretariat for Legal Affairs has been able to focus on its essential task without being distracted by internal administrative issues, while the Department of Legal Services now performs its work more quickly, without extra bureaucratic and supervisory layers.


The second purpose was to establish an office to provide legal and technical support in the area of juridical and judicial cooperation.  The developments in this field and the demand for services, particularly as a result of the legal and judicial cooperation mechanisms created or consolidated by mandate of the Summits of the Americas and of the General Assembly, have been such that this office had to be reorganized so that it could concentrate its limited financial and human resources on legal cooperation areas deemed priorities by Heads of State and of Government and by the OAS General Assembly.


Developments in the area of legal and judicial cooperation have involved establishing and consolidating mutual cooperation mechanisms among member states, something that did not exist before, as well as programs, projects, and activities of dissemination, training, and technical cooperation.


Those mechanisms have proven very useful and important for improving legal and judicial cooperation among states of the Hemisphere.  One of their key advantages has been to make such cooperation an ongoing and permanent process that is no longer simply a series of isolated, ad hoc, or unrelated actions.


On the contrary, the processes now underway in this area are being consolidated through their institutionalization as real mechanisms for legal and judicial cooperation that can be used to monitor progress achieved and to ensure continuity and progress in building new accords and fostering cooperative action.


Among the mechanisms for legal and judicial cooperation that have been created and developed in the last decade I might mention, first, the Meetings of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA) and the meetings, programs, institutions, and cooperation activities that have been pursued in the context of those meetings, relating to the administration of justice; mutual legal and judicial assistance in combating transnational organized crime and terrorism, including the establishment of specialized hemispheric networks for the exchange of information; and combating specific forms of international crime, such as cyber-crime. I have gone further into the developments in REMJA in another chapter of this report.


In the second place, I must note the mechanisms created for follow-up on the implementation of inter-American treaties and for strengthening hemispheric cooperation regarding them.


There is no doubt that these are innovative developments in the inter-American sphere, and that in the time since they were implemented they have proven to be very useful and important for pursuing the purposes of those treaties.  One of these is the Mechanism for Follow-up of Implementation of the Inter-American Convention against Corruption (MESICIC), to which I refer in another chapter of this report.  Another mechanism of this kind is the Consultative Committee and the Conference of the States Party to the Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials (CIFTA), with which I have dealt in another part of this paper.


In the third place, there are the activities and processes for exchanging information and legal cooperation that have been pursued in recent years, both within the OAS and in coordination with the International Committee of the Red Cross, relating to international humanitarian law.


I would also like to stress the very important progress we have made during this time in terms of dissemination, training, and technical cooperation with respect to the legal developments that have taken place within the Organization.


When it comes to dissemination, I would point to the progress represented by the OAS Web page and the information exchange networks using the Internet, covering various areas of the inter-American agenda for legal cooperation, and also the various publications that we have produced in this field.  The "Workshops on International Law," the annual course organized by the Inter-American Juridical Committee and the Secretariat for Legal Affairs, and the courses and conferences that have been conducted on OAS legal activities have been particularly useful for publicizing developments in this field within our Organization.


One innovative development in this field, the usefulness of which has been recognized by the recipient states themselves, is the technical cooperation activities that are helping countries to develop the legislative tools needed for implementing inter-American treaties, with the required training, such as those relating to the Inter-American Convention against Corruption, to which I have referred in the chapter dealing with that issue.

The contribution of OAS organs to the development of inter-American law


In several chapters of this report I have referred to the key role that various organs of the OAS and in particular the General Assembly and the Permanent Council have played in this field.  At this point I would simply like to make some specific references, not in any particular order of importance, to the work of the Committee on Juridical and Political Affairs (CAJP) of the Permanent Council, the Inter-American Juridical Committee, the Specialized Conferences on Private International Law, and the work of the General Secretariat through the Secretariat for Legal Affairs.  Over the last 10 years, the CAJP has been responsible for examining the most important issues on the legal and political agenda of the Organization, flowing from the mandates of the Summits of the Americas and of the General Assembly.


There are many topics where the work of the Commission has constituted a significant advance in international law.  To cite a few examples, I would mention human rights, the battle against terrorism and corruption, the administration of justice, and the progressive development and codification of public and private international law.  The CAJP has also played an essential role in receiving reports from the Inter-American Juridical Committee and from the Inter-American Court of Human Rights and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, preparing reports with its observations and recommendations, and submitting these to the Permanent Council, together with the respective draft resolutions.


The Inter-American Juridical Committee, as the Organization's advisory body, has also been heavily involved during these years in preparing important inter-American conventions, in the fields of both public and private international law.


I would highlight its contributions to the Inter-American Convention against Corruption, of 1996; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Persons with Disabilities, of 1999; and the Convention against Terrorism, of 2002.  I would also mention its contributions to preparation of the Inter-American Democratic Charter as well as the draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, which is now being negotiated.  In terms of the studies by the Juridical Committee, I would mention those referring to the administration of justice; the defense of democracy; the right to information and access to and protection of personal information and data; the legal dimension of integration and of international law; the future of private international law; the extraterritorial repression of sexual crimes against children; cartels and competition law in the Americas; and the legal aspects of domestic compliance with the decisions of international courts or tribunals and other international organs with jurisdictional functions. In terms of its handling of the consultations put to it, I would mention its preparation of a draft inter-American convention against racism and all forms of discrimination and intolerance, and the opinion it rendered on the Helms-Burton Act at the request of the General Assembly in 1996.


As I mentioned earlier, the Inter-American Juridical Committee also does important work in disseminating inter-American law through its annual course, conducted jointly with the Secretariat for Legal Affairs of the OAS General Secretariat.  With respect to the Inter-American Specialized Conferences on Private International Law (CIDIP), during my tenure at the General Secretariat the sixth such conference was held (CIDIP-VI, 2002), which made significant progress on the issue of standardized commercial documentation for international transportation, with special reference to the 1989 Inter-American Convention on Contracts for the International Carriage of Goods by Road, and the possible incorporation of an additional protocol on bills of lading; international loan contracts of a private nature, in particular, the uniformity and harmonization of secured transactions law; conflict of laws on extracontractual liability, with an emphasis on competency of jurisdiction, and applicable law with respect to civil international liability for transboundary pollution.


As I mentioned in another section, the conference for the first time approved an instrument different from that in international treaties: the model law on secured transactions. There is no doubt that the work of the CIDIP, while it may not have the political impact of other international conventions, is of enormous practical importance for individual, family, and commercial relationships in the Hemisphere.


Finally, I would like to point out that, as backup to all the work that the OAS has been doing in the development of international law and in strengthening and consolidating legal and judicial cooperation, the General Secretariat, and in particular the Secretariat for Legal Affairs, has provided the required legal and technical support in an effective, efficient, and timely manner.

IX.  MINISTERS OF JUSTICE

A hemispheric forum on justice and on legal and judicial cooperation


The Santiago Summit of the Americas adopted a proposal first put forward in 1996 to create a hemispheric forum for dealing with issues relating to justice and to legal and judicial cooperation, through the meeting of Ministers of Justice and Attorneys General of the Hemisphere.  The lack of a forum of this kind constituted a great and costly void, because if states' efforts and activities in these areas are to be effective they must be taken jointly and coordinated properly.  At its regular session in 1997, the General Assembly agreed to convene the First Meeting of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA).  At the invitation of Argentina, this first meeting was held in Buenos Aires at the end of 1997.  That forum received additional backing and mandates from the Summits of Santiago, Quebec City, and Monterrey.  Subsequent meetings were held in Lima, Peru; San José, Costa Rica; Trinidad and Tobago; and Washington, D.C.

Justice reform


With good reason, one of the central topics for these meetings from the outset has been the modernization and strengthening of the administration of justice.  Impunity and the perceived ineffectiveness of justice are among the principal factors that discredit the democratic system.  Because of these shortcomings, people do not see the state as an effective body for settling conflicts and disputes, and as a result democracy and the investment climate suffer.


In terms of judicial reforms of a structural kind, very little has as yet been done in many countries.  Efforts to improve the system have focused first on modernization and making the administration of justice more efficient, a field in which the IDB has played a pioneering role.  When it comes to substantive reform of the sector and its fundamental concepts, these are more appropriately dealt with through the exchange of information and experience in political bodies such as the OAS.


The REMJA has become a very important forum for dealing with justice issues in the Hemisphere.  One of the chief concerns of these meetings has been to find ways to make the justice system independent and to give all our people access to this public service.


In its consideration of these issues, the REMJA has revealed the progress that states have been making in this field.  That progress has included the establishment of magistrates' councils; the creation of schools or programs for training the judiciary; reforms to substantive and procedural codes; improved working conditions and pay for judges and judicial staff; an increase in the number of courts and tribunals; the use of new computer systems and technologies; and the earmarking of fixed budgetary allocations for the judiciary's operations.


Yet the treatment of these issues in those meetings has highlighted the importance of evaluating justice reforms, of exchanging information, and of learning lessons from the positive or negative experiences of other countries with some of these reforms.  To facilitate this process, the OAS General Secretariat, together with the Corporación Excelencia en la Justicia of Colombia, and with the support of the Tinker Foundation, the World Bank, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), and the IDB, organized an international conference to analyze the results of judicial reforms in Latin America, which was held in Bogotá in 1998.


At its first meeting in 1997, REMJA recommended creating a center for human resource development and the exchange of information on justice reform in the Hemisphere.  The idea of such a center was endorsed by the Santiago Summit of the Americas in April 1998.  The Lima meeting in 1999 considered all aspects of creating the Justice Studies Center of the Americas (JSCA), defined its objectives, and established a group of governmental experts to prepare its draft statutes and work plan and other aspects necessary to launch the institution.  The objectives defined for the Center are to facilitate the training of justice sector personnel, the exchange of information, technical cooperation, and support for modernizing justice systems in the region.


Another item on the REMJA agenda relating to modernization of justice systems has to do with improving prison and penitentiary systems.  As a result of its work, a process of mutual cooperation has begun among national authorities directly responsible for penitentiary and prison policies, through regular meetings under OAS auspices, and through a network that has been created for exchanging information and experience via the Internet.


Ministers of justice and attorneys general have also been working on alternative means of dispute settlement, as part of the issue of promoting access to justice.  There is broad consensus on the importance of doing more to create legal mechanisms whereby people can resolve their disputes, whenever possible, without having to resort to the courts, and to reserve the courts for cases that because of their social and legal importance require such intervention.


Consistent with REMJA recommendations, actions have been taking in two directions.  The first has to do with creating a hemispheric registry of alternative dispute resolution centers, managed by the JSCA.  The second has involved a series of training workshops on international arbitration, organized by the OAS General Secretariat together with the chambers of commerce of the region.

Legal and judicial cooperation in criminal matters


Another issue that has received considerable attention has to do with improving hemispheric legal and judicial cooperation in the criminal field.  This was the central issue of the meetings in Trinidad and Tobago in 2002 and in Washington in 2004.  Those two meetings made progress in the comprehensive and systematic treatment of legal and judicial cooperation for combating the various forms of transnational organized crime and terrorism, as well as in strengthening mutual legal assistance in specific areas of international crimes such as cyber-crime, corruption, and trafficking in persons, especially women and children.


There can be no doubt of the wisdom of the decision to launch a process for strengthening legal and judicial cooperation for combating the various manifestations of transnational organized crime and terrorism, adopted by REMJA in Trinidad and Tobago in March 2002, and reaffirmed at the recent meeting in Washington in April of this year.


This issue is one of the responsibilities of ministers of justice and attorneys general, as well as one of the priorities indicated by the Heads of State and Government, and an issue in which the OAS constitutes the natural and appropriate forum for strengthening hemispheric cooperation.


It is also highly appropriate to consider the issue of legal and judicial cooperation with respect to transnational organized crime and terrorism.  In the first place, because the various manifestations of transnational organized crime are often interrelated or complementary.  The same is true in many cases with terrorism, corruption, drug trafficking, money laundering, and illicit arms trafficking, to mention only a few of the forms that transnational organized crime can take.  In the second place, because transnational organized crime does not respect national boundaries.  On the contrary, it takes advantage of them to evade justice or to enjoy impunity.  These forms of crime seek to take advantage of our freedoms, our political system, our rule of law and, I must add, our institutional limitations and weaknesses.


Finally, because instruments relating to extradition, seizure of assets, exchange of evidence, and many others covered by mutual legal and judicial assistance are useful as well for combating the various forms of transnational organized crime and terrorism.  In the OAS, we have negotiated 25 treaties dealing with mutual legal and judicial cooperation.  This is surely our main achievement and contribution to strengthening and consolidating legal and judicial cooperation in the Hemisphere.  Those treaties refer to essential issues such as extradition, mutual assistance in criminal matters, letters rogatory, the taking of evidence abroad, execution of preventive measures, and serving criminal sentences abroad.


Some of these treaties contain significant provisions on legal and judicial cooperation for combating various forms of transnational organized crime such as terrorism, corruption, or the illicit manufacturing of and trafficking in firearms.


To strengthen cooperation against some of these forms of transnational organized crime, we have created bodies or mechanisms for cooperation and follow-up, such as the Consultative Committee for the Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials (CIFTA), or the Mechanism for Follow-up of Implementation of the Inter-American Convention against Corruption.


The most recent terrorist acts and the inroads of transnational organized crime highlight the need to step up the pace in strengthening and consolidating international cooperation to combat them more effectively and efficiently. We must move quickly to prevent international criminals from taking advantage of our borders to evade justice.  We must attack and eliminate the impunity that surrounds many abhorrent crimes, and to do so we must have more effective instruments of mutual legal and judicial assistance in criminal matters.  Within the REMJA, we are taking solid steps in this direction.  The results of the meeting of central authorities and other experts on mutual legal assistance in criminal matters, held in Ottawa in 2003, constitute an important contribution toward this objective. The recommendations formulated at Ottawa, and adopted in their entirety by the Fifth Meeting of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA-V) in April 2004, have the virtue of being practical, realistic and concrete, and once they are fully implemented they will surely represent a tremendous qualitative step forward in ensuring that mutual legal assistance in criminal matters is effective, efficient, and expeditious.


Also of great use and importance for achieving this objective is the Hemispheric Information Exchange Network for Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters, created by mandate of the REMJA, and expressly endorsed by the Quebec City Summit of 2001, and by our General Assembly.  Today that network is a hemispheric reality, and is constantly being improved.  I want to pay special tribute to the group that has spearheaded this initiative, consisting of Canada, Argentina, the Bahamas and El Salvador, as well as the OAS Technical Secretariat for Legal Cooperation Mechanisms.


One of the great advantages of the steps taken to date in this field in REMJA is that they have not been conceived as isolated or unrelated moves.  On the contrary, from the outset they were all seen as part of a comprehensive and permanent process that must be continued through supplementary efforts to strengthen legal and judicial cooperation among our member states.  This is confirmed in the recommendations adopted by REMJA-V in April 2004, which decided to build on progress achieved to date and to continue strengthening legal and judicial cooperation in areas such as extradition.  Combating cyber-crime is another of the issues in which great progress has been made within REMJA.  New technologies and advances in telecommunications now provide possibilities that until recently were unimaginable.  Yet the new technologies can also be used or targeted by criminals.  Experience has shown that just as the computer keyboard can be a very useful tool for human progress, it is also a powerful weapon that can cause enormous economic damage to the service infrastructure of a government or a company, and can even threaten human life and personal integrity.


Experience has also shown that these new technological advances have been used by various forms of transnational organized crime: the exploitation of children is one of the most glaring examples.  Information systems are also being put to increasing use in other forms of international crime such as those associated with drug trafficking and terrorism.


Cyber-crime represents a singular and unsuspected form of criminality that poses new and challenging problems.  When crimes of this type are committed, national borders, customs regulations, and control points are of no importance. No passports or visas are needed.  In fact the perpetrators of such crimes do not even have to be in the country where they are committed.  What we are faced with is a new generation of crimes, the product of the information and technology age.  In many respects, they cannot be treated like conventional crimes.  They are quintessential international crimes that pose great legal and technical challenges and call for specialized training, assistance, and intergovernmental cooperation.


Because they are international, mutual legal cooperation and assistance are essential for preventing, prosecuting, and punishing these crimes.  Isolated acts by individual governments are not enough.  In fact, one state's vulnerability can end up affecting any other state that is connected to it.  For this reason, collective action by all is indispensable.  Without risk of exaggeration, I would say that these new forms of crime constitute one of the greatest challenges facing international legal cooperation.


Thanks to the initiative of the United States Department of Justice, REMJA has been making progress in strengthening hemispheric cooperation against cyber-crime. The Group of Governmental Experts created by REMJA has conducted a thorough analysis of progress to date and of steps remaining to be taken in this field.  As a result of its work, we now have concrete, practical, and effective recommendations that are already being implemented through activities such as training workshops.  Those recommendations provide a sound guide for collective action to confront these new criminal manifestations and to prevent major technological advances from being exploited by criminals.


At its April 2004 meeting, REMJA also launched concrete efforts to strengthen hemispheric cooperation against trafficking in persons, especially women and children.  As ministers said at that time, this is a serious offense that must be criminalized, prevented, and combated, recognizing that its victims are in a state of vulnerability that requires comprehensive attention and proper assistance and protection for their human rights.  All states will have to cooperate fully to achieve these goals.  The REMJA recommendations seek this objective, and we must hope that the planned technical meeting will result in concrete collective action in this direction. 


Within just a short time, the REMJA meetings have demonstrated the usefulness of dialogue and mutual cooperation in the pursuit of common causes.  They have confirmed that promoting justice and legal and judicial cooperation in combating transnational organized crime is one of those common causes in the Americas, and that by pooling our efforts we will achieve greater and better results more promptly and effectively.
X.  ECONOMIC GROWTH, CAPITAL VOLATILITY, 
REFORM OF THE STATE, AND THE FIGHT AGAINST POVERTY
I.
Economic growth and the volatility of capital


Economic performance over the past decade has been disappointing.  What happened?  Essentially, we have been marking time: if we look at growth rates in Latin America since the middle of the last decade, we find that they are weak, unsatisfactory, and incapable of resolving our social problems and improving our public services and infrastructure.


We have decided to incorporate some aspects into this report that are not the responsibility of the OAS, because if we have learned anything over the course of the years it is that economic, social, and political issues are highly interdependent.  No country, however sound its economic policy, can maintain it if problems of political or institutional stability arise.  The converse proposition is also true: there is no political system that can withstand several years of poor growth.  It is also clear that no political system is immune to the growing inequalities that globalization sometimes brings with it, or to setbacks in the struggle against poverty.


It is also very clear that some aspects have great influence over others, and that we cannot hope to comprehend the reality that surrounds us if we do not thoroughly understand this complex world of interconnections with its circles both virtuous and perverse.  If there is political stability and a successful social policy, the economy will be sound.  And only if the economy is sound can there be political stability and successful social policies.


In the late 1980s and early 1990s Latin America emerged from its debt crisis with great optimism, based on consolidation of democratic systems in the region and the commitment to carry out an agenda of economic reforms that many people, in academic circles and in multilateral agencies, believed were the only determinants of development. We began the decade of the 1990s under the influence of the Anglo-Saxon world’s thesis that we were witnessing the end of history.  The idea was that if we did the right things in our economic policies, we would enjoy limitless, steady and continuous progress.


There was a belief that prosperity for all was just around the corner and that the capitalist system could offer all the possibilities that we had been denied by the type of capitalism practiced prior to the 1990s, which involved much greater state intervention, more protectionism, and less competition.  These were times of exaggerated euphoria. We discovered however that neither unbridled optimism nor facile pessimism was much of a guide to our peoples in pursuing their social goals.  We lived for years under the illusion that, with the end of the Cold War and the emergence of a new international order, sound economic management was all we needed to guarantee prosperity, peace, and democracy.  Over the course of the decade, we moved toward a world that was increasingly complex, where the recipes contained in the so-called Washington Consensus were no longer adequate to ensure growth: political and social problems soon emerged that put an end to that triumphalist attitude.  We realized that some of the policies we had applied during the 1990s and that had led to prosperity were not the final destination but only the point of departure, a precondition, as Moisés Naim wrote in an article in "Foreign Policy" magazine.  What were hailed as the grand objectives for the 1990s came to be seen as simply prerequisites and they no longer retained their glamour, their novelty, or their air of infallibility. 


What we need is to strike a better balance between the results of the previous model and the achievements and limitations of the new one.  This is essential, but it will not be enough to overcome our underlying problems.  In fact we are just beginning to address those problems, and in doing so we will have to apply the lessons we have learned.


As we noted earlier, we were confronted with some disagreeable surprises and some hard realities.  Over the course of the decade, we moved toward a world that was increasingly complex and where existing economic recipes were inadequate.  We realized that we were once again the victims of a longstanding Latin American vice, that of oversimplification.  We saw that the complex reality of Latin America and the Caribbean required more effort to analyze the problems and to design solutions.  We Latin Americans in particular had to abandon our habit of oversimplification.  Traditionally, when one of these single-variable models ran out of steam, we simply moved on to the next: statism and protectionism, or markets, free trade, openness, and globalization.  Such formulas or recipes have never explained our major problems, our fleeting successes, or our frequent failures.  We have always believed that there was a simple formula that would lead us to growth and prosperity.  At times that formula was state intervention and, more recently, it was to open our economies and markets.  It became clear that there are no shortcuts and no easy or simple formulas for achieving sound growth rates, and much less for securing social objectives.


We soon discovered that we had not paid enough attention to increasing domestic savings rates, without which growth could not be sustained and our region would be sure to run into new economic crises, as indeed happened later.  We learned some lessons, but others eluded us.  At that point we did take some major corrective measures, but nothing was done to increase domestic savings rates, apart from very few cases, or to break with the tendency to finance investment solely through debt, and to finance current expenditure and debt service with still more borrowing.  All of these factors made many of our economies even more vulnerable.


We learned many things from the debt crisis: in particular we realized that without sound policies on many fronts there can be no sustained prosperity, that indebtedness cannot be used to pay for consumption or financing costs, that public investment must be reserved for projects of high quality and social return, and that we must give no quarter to corruption.


Yet beyond these ups and downs, which were to a large measure of our own making, we have encountered new challenges throughout the last decade that are in a sense beyond our control.  The profound transformations that globalization has brought with it have greatly exacerbated episodes of capital flight, the most undesirable of its characteristics.  Those episodes had a permanent effect on our growth rates, and have often produced situations where our per capita output has declined.  They have also caused severe damage to our political systems and have accentuated our problems of inequity and poverty.


We may say unequivocally, then, that the main bottleneck that we have faced over the last decade was the volatility of capital.  We have been through three grave crises that extended throughout those years and that have meant extremely low growth rates and even recessions in some countries, while placing great pressure on our political system and enormously complicating the task of governing.


One of the great problems with globalization and capital volatility is that they often require us to apply policies more strictly.  Markets are not content to wait for years, or even months.  They are impatient, and they want to see structural economic issues resolved within days.  And sometimes it is too much to hope that even a very sound economic policy will be enough to stem capital flight, because of other factors of a political and social nature that can also generate instability and volatility,


There is no doubt that at times of downturn, or when sentiment turns more conservative or there is less liquidity, markets will be much more demanding than even the orthodox International Monetary Fund or the World Bank, and this does very little to facilitate the sound policy decisions that our governments must take, or the task of the Fund or the Bank, which are at a loss to explain or justify this disproportionate market reaction.


The issue with the Washington Consensus is not that we should abandon it, but that we should give it the lower ranking it deserves in our public debate.  In other words, we need a consensus among political parties to set aside arguments over whether high fiscal deficits are a good idea, because the fact is that economic reality makes it impossible to stray far from a reasonable degree of orthodoxy.  We Latin Americans commit a serious error when we think that this should be the focal point of economic policy debate: it is simply not true that this is our greatest problem, for it is obvious that we must have a sound and healthy economic policy.  We should be more concerned about the way these financial difficulties, while chronically and permanently undermining our economies, are also hamstringing our political systems and the proper functioning of government. 


I have no doubt that, with greater economic growth, our governments could reform public institutions so that they would not be so difficult and costly to manage in social and political terms, and that we could find the resources for the social programs that are so urgently needed and that have been so often postponed essentially because of fiscal problems.  The impact of high unemployment rates alone makes this exercise much more difficult.


In the process of drawing up the Inter-American Democratic Charter a couple of years ago, we found that many of the most severe challenges facing democracy have to do with  problems in our political systems and with shortcomings in the state's fulfillment of its social functions.  Yet as I see it, the most important bottleneck for dealing with many problems lies in Latin America’s low rates of growth over the last decade.


These low rates have many explanations, and they have to do with structural problems in our economies, with low savings rates, and with inadequate economic policies, as well as with the poor performance of public institutions and the decline in our political systems, which undermines confidence, social peace, and the rule of law.


To this we must add the uncertainties with which governments, parliaments, and private sectors establish their priorities; the gradual exhaustion of the import substitution model; unfair rules in world trade; the creation of public and private monopolies; politicization and poor administration of public utilities; and the rampant inflation that has enriched a few while impoverishing the majority.


Yet in my opinion the main reason for these low growth rates (which have actually been negative in some years and in some countries) is capital volatility.  We have all witnessed the devastating impact that capital flight has on our growth, and the immense economic, political, and social damage that it wreaks.  The contagion effect, the speed with which market panic spreads and with which capital bails out of countries before they can adjust their fiscal or exchange variables, constitutes a grave threat to what through sacrifice, courage, and decisiveness we have been able to achieve.  There are countless examples of such situations.  The impressive financial flows of the last decade and a half have meant that the support that the Bretton Woods or the regional multilateral institutions such as the IDB or the CAF can offer will at most offset only a portion of the funds that can flee our countries within a few weeks.


As soon as the alarm bells start ringing, there are severe exchange-rate consequences that induce an almost immediate devaluation.  Any attempt to bolster the currency will trigger interest rate increases and will virtually paralyze productive investment, and even the functioning of the economic system itself, as occurred in the Andean region in 1998 and 1999.  This represents an enormous dissaving that is sure to reduce growth, and can even cause the economy to shrink significantly.


It is true that we have emerged from each of these crises for the most part stronger, better prepared, with sounder instruments, and with more solid institutions.  We may also say that in most cases our authorities have reacted promptly and firmly, and that they have put all their political capital on the table to defend hard-won price stability and macroeconomic balances, setting aside outdated debates and returning the country to the path to stability – but not to growth. 


At this time, as I see it, we are facing a serious problem of divergent options for dealing with these issues, and we have some major bottlenecks in a number of countries that are blocking the implementation of economic policies that would restore macroeconomic health and leave room for greater social investment.


And naturally, given the magnitude of these challenges, we hear proposals that will make it difficult to extract ourselves from our problems, or that would imply backsliding and a tendency to return to the past, where we will never find appropriate answers to the problems of the present.  These events have certainly brought significant changes in the role of institutions such as the IMF, and that of the more industrialized countries on the IMF Board of Executive Directors.  Let us look now at the significance of those changes.


When capital volatility struck with its full force during the Mexican crisis in early 1995, it seemed a passing phenomenon.  The solution adopted by the Mexican authorities, by multilateral institutions, and by the United States government was very successful and beneficial for the region, because it greatly reduced the economic and social fallout from the crisis.  It was particularly important to recognize that crisis as a problem of liquidity and not of solvency.  With the Mexican situation, we discovered that there was something called capital volatility, and that it had caused a great crisis in that country.


The Mexican authorities performed exceptionally well, and succeeded in meeting their commitments with respect to economic policies and indicators, as well as their financial obligations to the U.S. Treasury, ahead of schedule.  In this process it was clear that markets would in the future demand more timely and reliable information, that the maturity profile of debt is very important, and that exchange-rate flexibility is a sound mechanism for restoring macroeconomic balance.  As to Latin America, the contagion effect during 1995 and part of 1996 had its main impact on Argentina, which lacked this flexibility. Yet we must note that it had a more pronounced effect on the growth rate than on exchange stability.


Growing doubts, questions, concerns, and proposals were accompanied by mutual recriminations.  Markets saw as unacceptable the lack of information and transparency, and the slow and gradual approach to adjustment.  It was as if all the market’s pent-up impatience had been suddenly triggered.  At the same time, all the players accused governments of needlessly sacrificing growth, of raising interest rates disproportionately, of destroying the safety net for the poor and most vulnerable groups, and of protecting bankers and bondholders at the expense of the weakest members of society.  Some of those who lacked sound judgment when it came time to take decisions and who were given to alternating bouts of exaggerated optimism and sudden panic would say simply that the soundness of our economic fundamentals was put to the test, that there was a lack of information or transparency, or that adjustments came too gradually and too late.  As for the markets, we find excessive and systematic reactions that failed to distinguish, in moments of panic, between good policies and bad policies, between temporary and structural maladjustments, between sound companies and weak ones.


We believe, on the other and, that our economic institutions are sometimes sounder than those who pretend to judge them with such severity.  Nevertheless, we must recognize that most of the problems have been encountered in countries with the greatest imbalances.


Mexico was able to move from under the storm clouds that threatened its economic stability, and to recover its productive capacity as well as to undertake far-reaching political reforms.  Yet despite the success of this process, the impact was such that growth rates declined to very low levels, which were totally inadequate to support the broad agenda of the branches of government and those of Mexican civil society.


The next crisis of volatility, which originated in Russia and then in several Asian countries, generated contagion that spread to many emerging economies, including Brazil, which had to abandon its fixed exchange-rate policy.  The Brazilian economy showed a great capacity for adjustment, and the country’s output fell only slightly, if at all, as a result of the measures adopted.  The contagion effect, which was felt throughout Latin America, was particularly severe in the Andean countries, which suffered recessions in 1999, notably in Venezuela, Colombia, and Ecuador.  The Brazilian measures placed great pressure on the Argentine economy, where the currency was fully hitched to the dollar and the central bank had been stripped of its legal capacity to issue paper money.  The downward adjustment in prices was very difficult and Argentina ran into roadblocks in restoring its competitiveness and coping with the new conditions on regional markets.  In that crisis, the limitations of excessive central bank intervention in the exchange rate again became apparent, and it was clear that it must be left to the market to determine the freer exchange rate.


It was clear that Argentina did not follow a fiscal policy as strict as that demanded by its convertibility model, adopted at the beginning of the decade.  After this crisis, Argentina never recovered its capacity for growth, and the vulnerabilities of its economic management model and the demands that model implied in terms of the quality of economic policy became apparent.  As noted earlier, Latin America emerged from the Mexican crisis, and from the Russian and Asian disruptions, better prepared, with better instruments, and with more solid institutions.  Of this crisis we may say that, despite the financial tempests, no country reversed course: all kept their trading channels open, they deepened reforms, and they opened the way to political change and stronger democracy. This does not mean that the road has been easy or that there have not been some major setbacks.  There are countries that have had to deal with serious political crises, and governance has clearly deteriorated.  This is clear, for example, in the Andean region.


We may say that in the end, virtually without exception, all the economically more important countries succeeded in meeting their financial commitments.  And we can perhaps claim that, as a further lesson from this second crisis of volatility, there is no longer any room for gradualist policies.  The authorities have only days or weeks to correct things that might have been addressed previously over months or even years.  In fact when panic strikes, markets demand the instant adoption of sound policies and an immediate return to macroeconomic balance.  This is a consequence that is not easy to accept, because in practice it means, as we noted earlier, not only that the so-called Washington Consensus rules remain in force, but also that markets are much more demanding as to the outcomes.


During this second crisis, the IMF was criticized for not demanding stricter economic policies of governments, for its defense of central bank intervention to sustain exchange-rate bands, for placing excessive emphasis on the interests of the financial and banking system, for acting in countries where there was no democracy, for encouraging contractionary policies to emerge from crises, and for its excessive secrecy in its dealings with governments.  Yet many of these criticisms are exaggerated and contradictory.  Most of them have to do with the limited resources at the IMF's disposal, while others are related to excessive involvement in political matters.  A strong current of opinion has also emerged in the media and among a group of important public figures, demanding that the IMF, the World Bank, and all multilateral economic institutions be made accountable and that they discuss their policies publicly and openly.  Here, the most severe judgments are voiced not by leftist intellectuals or "Third World" leaders, but by highly distinguished economists, which might give all of us the idea that economic and financial orthodoxy has suddenly disappeared.


These contrary opinions are not ones that can be silenced with simple arguments ex cathedra.  Personally, I do not share their views, but we cannot deny that they have caused us to do some rethinking and to entertain some doubts, that their statements demand very careful responses, and that their assertions will have to be tested against developments in the coming years to see whether some of them are right, and under what circumstances their conclusions may be valid.  Nevertheless, the IMF is today a less secretive and more transparent institution, and it is generally much more responsive to governments, as well as to the public and the media.  But it has lost some of its autonomy, and today it acts more cautiously, with a close ear to the governments of countries that are its major shareholders.  We are very skeptical about the prospects of creating an international bankruptcy court or a global banking regulator, but there is no doubt that we need more regulatory instruments of an international nature.  Perhaps what we need is not less IMF but more IMF, one with a stronger mandate and a larger number of skilled staff, much greater resources, and policies that are discussed more openly.  Some of the Fund's old "recipes," as economists like to call them, are still valid.  People who denounce IMF programs without explicitly admitting that better ones are likely to be more and not less costly are guilty of bad faith.  And it is clear that capital mobility is incompatible with weak financial systems.


We hope that, with our cooperation, the industrialized world will move toward an international financial system of this type, one that is better regulated and one where decisions of the IMF Board are not based on purely private interests at the expense of countries seeking resources from the Fund.  It is supremely important for the countries in Latin America that the Fund should be endowed with greater resources, that it be given more regulatory powers, and that the action of industrialized countries on its Board should not be confined to defending private interests or to serving the political considerations of the moment.  That approach would be damaging not only to Latin American countries but to the entire world economy.


In the United States, political circles and the media have made much of the argument that the IMF and World Bank should not do "bailouts" or rescue operations, and that they should be more careful to protect the resources of the U.S. taxpayer.  This view may be very valid when it comes to Treasury operations, but it makes no sense when applied to operations of the multilateral system of institutions that, after all, have never incurred losses from their transactions with countries of the Americas.


That argument might conceivably be used against the support operation for Mexico in 1995, which in fact represented a risk to the U.S. taxpayer.  But when it is used to describe operations of the IMF, or those of the World Bank or the IDB, it becomes absurd and very dangerous for our countries, which from time to time must resort to this facility or to IMF credit.  To apply the "bailout" argument not only to Treasury resources but to every multilateral lending institution would lead to paralysis and would be very damaging to our growth prospects.  The multilateral system of institutions is there precisely to mitigate exchange rate cycles.


I mention this background in order to illustrate how the phenomenon of capital volatility has become something more permanent, and how the intellectual climate itself can have a major impact on the type of support that our countries can hope for in crisis situations.


To cite a very obvious example, while recognizing that the Argentine authorities were responsible for most of the economic policy mistakes that were made, the talk in the industrialized world and in the major financial centers was in large part quite unsettling. This can be seen in the fact that in the midst of the Argentine crisis, and before the new government of President Kirchner took office, there were all kinds of outlandish and fallacious arguments about the kind of support that it might receive from institutions of the world financial system.  It was said, without being vigorously contradicted, that Argentina could not expect support because it was not a strategic ally of the United States.  This was a false assertion and an insult to all peoples of the Hemisphere, not to mention the many arguments that were used to show that Argentina had to pay the price of its mistakes.  It is noteworthy that arguments of this kind came from many of those who today want to see Argentina settle promptly with the financial community.


We also heard many arguments that there would be no contagion.  The big financial support packages that were needed for several Latin American countries proved the contrary.


Even Argentina, which had to cope with a systemic crisis, has avoided the worst predictions about its consequences, and today it has a government and an economic policy that enjoy tremendous legitimacy.  Argentina abandoned its fixed exchange rate model, it has been dealing with many of its fiscal problems, it has changed much of the hostile legislation that was initially adopted against its financial system, and it is now well down the road to economic recovery.  It has also benefited from rising prices for its products on the world market.  Apparently there are still problems to be resolved in the areas of fiscal soundness and monetary policy, and in restoring the financial system.  The country has met the targets of its IMF program and is now negotiating an agreement with its private foreign creditors.  A successful solution to this problem will benefit not only those directly involved, the Argentine people, and their creditors, but all Latin America. Yet a poorly conceived and disorderly solution to the Argentine crisis could represent a considerable setback to the efforts that our countries have been making to integrate themselves into the world economy.


Mexico is beginning to extract itself from this Latin American and South American situation; it is performing better and has been less affected by those crises.  But in South America there is still a very serious problem.  For example, we are today in a position where bondholders are far more numerous and much less sophisticated than the traditional commercial banks, and this poses many problems.  To conclude this portion of my analysis, I would like to repeat my call for attention to the matter of capital volatility which, as I have said, is an undesirable feature of globalization.  To leave ourselves at its mercy would represent not only a mistake in economic policy but a failure of hemispheric solidarity at the time when it is most needed.  We cannot accept that this should be viewed simply as a feature of globalization, without seeking a remedy for its frequent and devastating consequences.  Capital volatility poses a serious threat to the goals that our governments have set themselves for integration, growth with equity, combating poverty, and promoting social development.

II.
Reform of the state


At the beginning of this chapter we focused on economic growth and capital volatility as fundamental aspects of the capacity of our countries and our societies to ensure their well-being, and as essential elements in eliminating poverty and inequality.  Yet it is becoming evident that the economic agenda of the early 1990s was inadequate for addressing political and social reality.


At some point we realized that there was a significant problem in keeping to an agenda focused on questions of economic discipline, not because that was unnecessary – indeed it is indispensable – but because, beyond such discipline, our societies need public institutions that can fulfill their basic functions. And that is absolutely essential both for growth and for achieving results in the area of social policy.


That effort is all the more significant when we recognize that many governments have had the fortitude and the vision to take difficult decisions in recent years.  Deregulation, privatization of public assets, redimensioning of the state, sharp tariff cuts, and greater openness to international competition, to mention only a few examples, are issues that have generated strong resistance in many countries, where governments have been able to impose them for the benefit of their peoples only through the steadfast demonstration of sustained political will.  This is not to suggest that there have not been errors or mistaken judgments, as with any reform process.  This has been the case in particular with the privatization of public utilities, and the lack of sound government regulation.


On the other hand, I would also say that, with the passage of time, many countries have discovered that institutional aspects, social peace, political stability, the rule of law, and the stability of rules for doing business can in the end have more influence on economic growth than do their foreign trade, taxation, or exchange rate systems.  It is only natural, then, that the citizens of the Americas should be showing some fatigue with economic adjustment agendas such as those constantly under way in our countries.  We must accept that in many Latin American countries, people are becoming tired of seeing public debate focused almost exclusively on economic issues, when there are so many other pressing problems.


Felipe González pointed out quite correctly in a recent article on "the crisis of politics" that Latin American presidents tend to be elected with a development program, but that once they are in power they devote themselves to an economic adjustment program.  He sees this as a major source of disruption for democracies because it undermines their legitimacy.


What has happened in recent years in some of our countries, where the people have been pressing for changes in the highest political positions, represents a movement that we will ignore at our peril.  The countries of Latin America in particular have borne austerity plans and adjustment programs with admirable stoicism.  And it is very likely that such policies are, today as then, inescapable.  But we must be capable of moving on to political and social issues as our core concerns.


Thus we told the Windsor General Assembly that, in our view, the great failings of the state in fulfilling its social obligations were digging a credibility gap for Latin America’s democratic institutions.  As we noted when looking at the problems of volatility, the rules of the Washington Consensus, while they are relevant and must be urgently applied, constitute a very partial agenda in light of the tasks required for reforming the state, for strengthening democracy, and for improving governance.  We have spent much time, perhaps too much, in thinking about how to rationalize our economies, and this has weakened the state and has meant a sharp decline in its institutional and financial capacity to conduct social policy.  It is paradoxical but true that the ideal of good government must be the rationale for policy.  In many of our countries, the ideal of a sound economy has become the rationale for policy, or at least that is the way the public sees it, and this will have to change.  We must return, I repeat, to the idea that the state should be the central concern of the political agenda in our countries.  I am not talking about the size of the state but about its effectiveness, about its capacity to provide services to the public and to exercise its functions of regulation, supervision, and control.  In Latin America, only a strong, effective, prestigious state can guarantee the defense of our democracies.  We need a democratic state that respects and enforces the rights of everyone, and that protects the most vulnerable.


And this is true regardless of the quality of economic policy.  Even when the state is successful in economic policy terms, ensuring that it fulfills its basic functions properly is the main issue that we must address throughout the Americas.  In a sense, this issue converges with those of democracy, governance, transparency, legitimacy, and all the others that are the stuff of academic, journalistic, and political debate.  It is increasingly these issues that are dominating public life.


It will now be essential to avoid the juxtaposition of modern and backward sectors within the same state.  For years, multilateral bank lending was devoted primarily to infrastructure projects.  The priorities of our states were for many decades focused on big infrastructure works and the development of basic or strategic industries.  The result was to give our countries economic development bureaucracies that were more modern and efficient than those responsible for social development or other public services, although this trend has been corrected to some extent over the last two decades, primarily through privatization.


Throughout this report, and especially in the chapter on democracy, we have spoken of the importance of the political system, of its main components, and of the tremendous pressures that globalization has placed on it.  We have referred to elections, the separation of powers, transparency, decentralization, the financing of political campaigns, political parties, citizen participation, and the role of civil society.


We have also referred in this report to the question of how political systems can be transformed.  Some of the most pressing issues today have to do with making government more effective and efficient on many fronts, ensuring that political systems function properly and are more legitimate and representative, combating poverty and social exclusion, achieving greater growth through government action, making sure that government takes the right decisions for achieving international competitiveness.  And in the chapter on hemispheric security we have mentioned the great challenges facing our states in this area, challenges that have been aggravated by globalization and the rise of transnational organized crime.  We have also pointed to the growing role of hemispheric human rights institutions and the emergence of a new constellation of rights for the most vulnerable groups, indigenous people, women, children and adolescents, people with disabilities, and migrant workers.


In today's circumstances, I believe that debate about government and its institutions must be the central issue of public discussion.  And it is only with great perseverance, steadiness of purpose, hard work, and unshakable political will that we will be able to plot a sure path for our societies and countries.


Transforming government institutions and intervention policies will therefore involve some major corrections.  Some people have thought that today's economic problems could be resolved simply by reducing the role of the state, privatizing the production of some goods, or enlisting private capital in the provision of certain services.  It is now clear that the challenges of government are formidable.  To cite one example, the goal of an education system that can address the problems of our most vulnerable groups seems ever further from our grasp as we strive to prepare ourselves for the challenges of globalization.


To go back to the problems underlying low growth rates, capital volatility, and economic reform, the disenchantment evident today throughout the Americas is understandable.  In many countries it has expressed itself not in any mass movement against change but rather in a collective skepticism that at times has distilled into populist politics and public protests.  This skepticism also extends to the responsibilities of government and the benefits of democracy.  Many people in our Hemisphere are coming to identify democracy with the evils that beset it: terrorism, drug trafficking, corruption, insecurity, or poverty.


The risks we face have to do not so much with losing our formal democracy as with sliding into major economic recessions, of which we have some clear examples, and with explosions of authoritarianism or populism, the collapse of democratic values and of the controls on which the balance of public powers is based.


Consequently, a new agenda for reform is emerging in the Americas, one with broader and more diffuse objectives that must be pursued from a broader political and social base.  We must put behind us the closed, authoritarian procedures of the first generation of reforms, which were focused on more competition and more confidence in market mechanisms, macroeconomic balance, and setting limits on the scope of government action.


The new agenda is more complex, and more difficult to identify and to quantify in its progress and its results, which in many cases will be measurable only after many years.  I surely do not exaggerate in saying that the task of designing and implementing an economic policy that will prepare us for international competition is much less difficult than the task of building a political system that can deal with the fallout from globalization and that can embrace new participants and stakeholders.


It is this effort that must replace the priority focus of the Washington Consensus, which in fact has some undesirable features.  That agenda was too elitist, too closed and authoritarian, too jealously guarded, and too wedded to a dogma that could scarcely be debated in public.  Moreover, its tenets have been completely overtaken by the events of recent years, not in terms of denying their urgency or relevance, but in terms of the need to shift the public agenda toward aspects of a more institutional, social, or political nature.


We need to replace that accepted wisdom, that "recipe," by something broader and more political, with a more solid social base that will involve many more layers and sectors of society, one that is more understanding of the modern phenomena of the media, of new technologies, and of the force of civil society; and one that recognizes greater interdependence, not only economic but political and social as well.  There is a rising demand for a state that is more efficient, with greater regulatory power, better justice systems, sounder education systems, and a more secure social safety net.  In the 1980s and 1990s, the new agenda of the time placed its confidence in market mechanisms.  The next agenda will have to do more with the old and the new responsibilities of government.


In reforming the state, we must move on with a second generation of reforms that will enhance the regulatory capacity of public entities, bring flexibility to labor legislation, and strengthen our political and social institutions.  We may have wondered in recent years, with all their mistakes, frustrations, and setbacks, whether what our countries really wanted was to backtrack, and whether that was possible or not.  Yet despite all these upheavals, I have yet to see a single country where people want to return to the past.  That is not what they are asking.  We should not be surprised if our people are weary of talk of privatization, fiscal rectitude, trade policies, the level of international reserves, or growth in the money supply.  But weariness is not rejection.


We must not disparage or underestimate those who in one way or another are demanding results from efforts to reduce poverty, to improve income distribution, to raise real wages for workers, to reduce unemployment, or to adapt the education system to the requirements of globalization and the communications revolution.  It may be true that there has been a certain temptation to backtrack, to return to the past, in certain countries and at certain times.  But our conclusion is that the model followed by Latin America in the 1950s, 60s and 70s exhausted itself, and it is impossible to go back to its postulates.


Nevertheless, we need to find more mechanisms whereby the private sector, under government regulation, can take over aspects of our physical infrastructure that will create a framework for competing internationally.

Even if the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean have successfully mounted the enormous effort implied in structurally reforming the economy and seeking a new role for the state, they still face the standing challenges that constitute the raison d'être of politics: combating poverty, achieving social equality, strengthening democracy and making it more participatory, pursuing decentralization, and giving greater autonomy to local government.  It is here that state institutions take on their importance.


Given the daunting problems and challenges confronting our democracies, the questions we must ask have to do with the concepts that will guide our states: what should the role of government in a democratic society, and in a globalized world; how should public services be provided so as to assure their efficiency and effectiveness; how far should we go with decentralization; how can we foster mechanisms of public participation; where must regulatory power be exercised; how can we reinforce accountability; how can the citizens exert greater oversight; how can we avoid corruption.


In the introduction, we saw that the growing interdependence among our countries, in tandem with the phenomenon of globalization, has meant that all the issues on the domestic agenda now have an international dimension and that countries will not find stable and lasting solutions by acting alone.  No country can progress at the expense of the dreams and aspirations of other peoples.


This means that the transformations of which we are speaking have an international dimension, because they have to do with globalization, or they are affected by it; because the exchange of information and experience is essential for improving outcomes and for learning from others; and because multilateral institutions can contribute to their design or their financing.


In the OAS context and that of the entire multilateral system of institutions, we must find answers that are more structured and more collective, and that will point the way in a more compelling manner, in order to restore faith in the modernization and the reforms that we have adopted.  But if this is to happen, we must win the consent and the cooperation of all.  Ministerial meetings, governmental expert groups, and inter-American conferences play a fundamental role in achieving these goals.  The exchange of information and experience and horizontal cooperation are essential to the objectives of modernizing the state. 


In this field, the role of the multilateral banks, and in particular the IDB, has been key.  They have assumed their tasks in this area with dispatch and dedication, underlining their commitment to democracy.  Yet it is clear that reform of the state remains an issue that must be given clear priority.


We can also be certain that, with the complex set of questions surrounding the role and responsibilities of government, no one today is going to do the job for us, no one is going to have answers to all the questions, no one will possess that wisdom with which certain institutions and certain public figures were in the past imbued.  Today's effort is much more collective, and must be much more comprehensive.  There will be mistakes and some costly lessons, as we have surely learned in these years of financial turbulence.

III.
Combating poverty and social exclusion


Since colonial times, poverty has weighed heavily upon our region, an unending source of pain, frustration, uprisings and revolutions, and dreams postponed.  Latin America and much of the Caribbean have an ancient tradition of poverty.  We need only look back in history to see that our countries have been poor since they were founded.  In the 20th century there were two eras, at the end of the second world war and at the beginning of the 1990s, when it was possible to think that we were about to put an end to the privation in which so many of our people live. The first era of hope ended with the debt crisis of the 1980s, and the second also collapsed.  In Latin America there are more poor people today than there were 10 years ago, and our economic growth rates are far below the level needed to regain the path to prosperity with social justice.  It is supremely important for our societies, then, that we be capable of designing policies that will lift a significant number of our citizens out of poverty.  On such policies will hinge our social peace, our political stability, sound growth rates, and greater equality in the distribution of the benefits of social progress.  That is why we must work to ensure a better future for all those who are now left outside the market economy, for those who are living in misery and malnutrition, indigenous peoples, the illiterate, the elderly, the most vulnerable groups.  Poverty and inequality are the greatest threats, the main challenges to democracy in our Hemisphere.  And I say this explicitly because, while globalization and the policy of making our economies more competitive have brought great benefits to skilled workers, they have had no positive impact on marginalized groups in our society.


It is frequently said that the political will to address the problems of poverty has been lacking.  I do not believe this is the case, or at least that it has been the main problem.  What has happened is more the result of the ineffectiveness of our policies throughout our history.  And that ineffectiveness has its origins in institutional weaknesses in the areas of education, health, social security, and protection for the most vulnerable, to cite just one aspect.  Despite the progress we have made, it is unacceptable and in a sense paradoxical that in a region so rich in human and natural resources there should be so many people condemned to misery and marginality.


Since becoming Secretary General, I have seen that, in the context of the OAS, our member states have defined the battle against poverty as one of their major objectives, and they have instructed the General Secretariat to strengthen its efforts in this area.  The Washington Protocol of 1992, the Managua Protocol of 1993, the special session of the General Assembly on cooperation for development, held in Mexico City in February 1994; the Summits of the Americas in Miami, in 1994, in Santiago, 1998, and in Quebec City, 2001, and the recent Special Summit of the Americas, in Monterrey in January 2004, have reiterated the need for the OAS to play a more relevant role in combating poverty and in promoting integral development in the Hemisphere.

The OAS Unit for Social Development and Education and the Summits of the Americas


At the Summit of the Americas in Miami, Heads of State and Government declared emphatically the need to eradicate poverty and discrimination in the Hemisphere, and that "it is politically intolerable and morally unacceptable that some segments of our populations are marginalized and do not share fully in the benefits of growth."


As a result of the mandate from that first Summit of the Americas, and the ideas set forth in the document "A New Vision of the OAS” that I submitted at the beginning of my tenure at the OAS General Secretariat, and which was welcomed by member states of the Organization, we established the Unit for Social Development and Education in 1995 with the objectives described below.


First, to work with governments of the Americas in developing social policies so as to make integral social development a central part of government policies and to remove from social policy its focus on measures that merely alleviate the impact of economic adjustment programs. In particular, we determined that this unit should cooperate with member states in implementing the legal and institutional reforms that would give social policies a place of priority in government activities.


Second, to provide technical support of the kind that would make the OAS, through its competent organs and agencies, a major regional focus for education, social policy, and integral development, and for achieving consensus whereby governments would assume commitments and establish concrete targets for reducing poverty and improving other areas of social policy.  The Unit was also to have an important follow-up role in monitoring those commitments and targets.


Third, to participate actively in coordinating efforts by national and international agencies and institutions relating to social policy in the region.  The Unit has been very successful in fostering dialogue and communication among people now working on education policy.  It has been much less successful in making its work more efficient, avoiding duplication, and pooling efforts and resources, human and financial, in other areas relating to the protection of vulnerable groups or other social sectors.


Fourth, to become an important point of reference for information on social policy, including successful national experiments, social policy expertise, horizontal cooperation projects, and publications.


And fifth, to work on standardizing methodologies and criteria for evaluating and measuring social programs and indicators.


Subsequently, at the Santiago Summit, leaders of the Americas declared that "[o]vercoming poverty continues to be the greatest challenge confronted by our Hemisphere," while in Quebec City they promised that they would “spare no effort to free our fellow citizens from the dehumanizing conditions of extreme poverty.”  At the Santiago Summit, they also noted the need “to remove the barriers that deny the poor access to proper nutrition, social services, a healthy environment, credit, and legal title to their property” and committed themselves to “provide greater support to micro and small enterprises, promote core labor standards recognized by the International Labor Organization (ILO), and use new technologies to improve the health conditions of every family.”  They also stressed the development of human capital as key to reducing poverty and inequity, and highlighted the interdependence between democracy and development.


Finally, at the Special Summit in Monterrey, in January 2004, the Heads of State and Government declared that “our purpose is to advance implementation of measures to combat poverty, to promote social development, to achieve economic growth with equity, and to strengthen governance in our democracies.”  They also committed themselves to work to “promote social inclusion and a more equitable distribution of economic growth, eliminate hunger … and promote decent work.”


Our leaders have made this the focus of their concerns.  But that political determination, as evidenced in the statements of the Summits of the Americas, has not forestalled the enormous political pressures that many countries have faced because of recent economic recessions and, in some countries, a significant rise in the number of people living in poverty.

Defining the problem


As I have said before, poverty and inequality are the two greatest threats, the two main challenges facing democracy in our Hemisphere.  The Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) reports that poverty and indigence have risen in the region: 227 million people, or 44 percent of the population, are living below the poverty line, and 20 percent are below the extreme poverty line.  Our main problem in Latin America is that we have the world's worst income distribution, and serious problems of poverty and privation that we are not addressing.  It is not that poverty is growing rapidly in Latin America (though this is true for one group of countries, where it is rising as a percentage of the population) but rather that, generally speaking, we have just as many poor people now as we had 10 years ago.


Globalization has produced profound change on many fronts.  There have in fact been many winners, and we may say in general that its benefits are underestimated.  But there is no doubt that it also brings great disruptions, new problems, old ills that had lain dormant, and that it even calls into question the relevance of what we have accomplished.  With the end of the Cold War, those problems have resurfaced and have begun to take on considerable scope.  For example, the indigenous issue is one that Latin American countries have been postponing and trying to ignore, pretending in effect that we do not have that problem.  But in fact we do.


Millions of citizens in all walks of life find themselves in a position of vulnerability, threatened by forces that seem beyond their control and that are accompanied by economic insecurity and social uncertainty.  These problems have become more noticeable, and are now finding a worldwide reflection in the search for social justice.


We also have a serious problem of social exclusion.  We have been unable to integrate a significant portion of our people into our market economies and into our political systems.  We must address problems of inequity, inequality, and social exclusion.  Social development, health policies, and education policies must increasingly be the focus of our concerns.  Latin America cannot go on being the world's most inequitable region.


What we need, then, is to give social issues the priority they deserve.  We began down this road with our work on the Inter-American Democratic Charter.  Today it is impossible to think of pursuing economic or social reforms through other than democratic channels, just as it is impossible to think of democracy without a vigorous social policy in place.


In the Andean region we see many examples of how poverty and the exclusion of some groups from the market economy and from political participation have sparked political violence, extreme polarization, and authoritarian or populist tendencies.

Poverty and the economic model


Is it really true that the new model, which some like to call "neoliberal," has something in it that is intrinsically unfair, that fails to eliminate poverty, or that works against the poor?  Is it inevitable that the model will always be denounced for worsening our income distribution?  Will our technocrats really care about social policy, education, or health?


It should be noted that this feeling of backsliding is the consequence of highly dissimilar situations that range from some countries' difficulties in regaining the per capita income level that they had at the beginning of the last decade, to the increasingly clear conclusion that mere economic adjustment and the growth it induces are not a sufficient antidote to poverty or unemployment.  Despite high growth levels, and even some poverty reduction, several countries have seen deterioration in their income distribution or their employment conditions.


Many people blame our countries' poverty, marginality, and persistent inequalities exclusively on the economic model that we have been following recently.  It is very easy to say that the problems of poverty arise from the change of economic model, but that is not true.


I believe that we have become accustomed to the habit of blaming "openness," globalization, and capital volatility as responsible for unemployment among the unskilled and for social problems that have in fact accumulated over decades or centuries, such as poverty, unfair income distribution, and poor education systems.


It is difficult to defend seriously the notion that economic reform is the principal culprit in the poverty and backwardness that afflict our people.  Yet even now, when economic reform has swept through virtually the entire Hemisphere, there are some who, with a certain ideological bias, continue to cast all the blame for poverty, marginality, and persistent inequality on the economic model that we have been following for the last decade and a half.  The debt crisis meant a fall in output, and hence in per capita incomes. What the economic reforms have done is to begin reversing the consequences of the socially devastating debt crisis, from which many countries have not yet fully recovered.


There is a tendency to make trade the key factor for explaining one outcome or another: some will blame protectionism, and others freer trade.  What is clear is that both are inadequate to explain low growth, poverty, or marginalization.  We have already stated our opinion on some aspects of our economic growth.  But whether the previous or the current economic model is to blame is a matter that I do not think is of great interest to those living in misery.  What is clear to us is that the reforms that have been implemented will not succeed by themselves in reducing poverty.  Yet to abandon them would also be a risky recipe in a world as competitive and as interdependent as the one in which we live.  To say that we could resolve our problems if only we abandoned neoliberalism is to say little and to explain less, and to hold out expectations that are sure to be frustrated.

Public social policy institutions


At this point in the report, it should be clear that, in our view, the principal factor behind poverty, inequality, and social exclusion is the weakness of government institutions and the poor quality of our social policies.  This indeed is our main problem.  It is very easy to entertain the idea that by changing the economic model we can usher in social justice, but it is not true: we followed a different model for many decades, and that also failed to resolve social problems and poverty.


Government must perform its control functions rigorously and efficiently; it must make room for the private sector to build infrastructure, and for civil society to participate in social programs; it must foster transparency; and it must create a favorable climate for foreign investment.


Many of our countries lack modern, effective, and efficient social institutions, and at the same time, unfortunately, they have a shortage of human resources with proper training in the design of social policies, in the formulation of social projects, and in their administration and evaluation.  The OAS and the IDB (to the extent the latter is not doing so already) must make every effort to work on the qualitative aspects of the political-institutional process of social development, and of the required human resources.


Despite the progress that some countries have made in the social area, particularly in the coverage of their education, pension, and health systems, we may say as a general rule that these issues have never enjoyed real priority in the government apparatus, and that when the debt crisis and the era of structural reform dawned government was so discredited that the process of erosion and weakening continued and, in many cases, has not yet run its course.


To make the situation worse, much of the funding that was allocated to social issues, and which in the majority of cases represented a significant portion of public expenditure and national output, went to sustain costly and burdensome bureaucracies and to benefit those sectors that were economically privileged and powerful.  This means that the problems we must address are not related exclusively to the quality of social policies, but also to the quality of the institutions that provide, or are supposed to provide, our public services.

Structural adjustment programs and social policy


Why do I speak of more and better social policy?  Simply because we must recognize that, although our governments have taken great pains to make social policies effective, they have not always produced the desired results, because of institutional weaknesses or of the way in which funds were handled.  Vast amounts of money have remained tied up in the bureaucracy without reaching the people, whether through lack of clear analysis and purpose, or through inefficiency and corruption.


In a similar vein, one of the most interesting elements in this debate in recent years has been the growing interaction between social policy and economic policy.  This interaction has produced a shift in the consensus about the role of social policy.  In Latin America and the Caribbean, the long-prevalent consensus accorded social policy a secondary role in development.  During the years when Western Hemisphere countries were implementing macroeconomic adjustment programs and modernizing their economies, social policy had only a marginal, residual role, limited to alleviating the inevitable fallout from such measures.  This reflected in large part the fact that until a few years ago governments and international financial agencies showed little interest in the institutions of social management.  We should not be surprised, then, that our governments have not been very effective in combating poverty.


On the other hand, the international intellectual environment in recent years has been marked by a growing convergence as to the central role of social policies in the development process, but that view is only beginning to permeate government policies in the region.  Thus the implicit consensus in Latin America and the Caribbean, which viewed social policy as extraneous and gave it only a residual role in development, must now come to terms with a new consensus that sees social policy as intrinsic to development, and that makes social investment, living standards, citizen participation, and economic growth the key elements for generating a virtuous circle of development.


Moreover, the difficulties that most countries of the Hemisphere have encountered in promoting economic growth over the last 15 years, despite the countless economic reforms undertaken, have produced an additional argument for confining social policies to a residual role.  In the face of these short-term preoccupations, the idea became widespread that poverty could be effectively addressed if adjustment programs were accompanied by palliative measures to cushion their immediate impact on the poorest groups.

Toward a true social policy


To achieve equitable growth that will reduce poverty and improve income distribution will require efforts on many fronts.  Only a determined approach to social investment will allow us at the same time to reduce poverty levels and to improve the distribution of wealth.


To accomplish this, we will have to become more sophisticated in our approach to social affairs, recognizing that satisfying people's unmet needs cannot always be done through a sectoral or purely population-based focus.  We must refine the brush strokes with the aid of targeting (to mention only the most significant groups) single mothers, defenseless children, the elderly, indigents, and indigenous and minority groups. We must abandon paternalism, but recognize that those who are most vulnerable are least able to pull themselves up by their own bootstraps.  These people will need a helping hand.  We have already discovered that throwing more money at poverty will not necessarily reduce it significantly.  For that to happen, we need not only money but, perhaps even more importantly, we must maintain fiscal pressure to increase and sustain internal sources of financing; insist on strict and efficient government management; devote a greater share of resources to demand-subsidy mechanisms; open room for the private sector, civil society, and foreign investment in the building of infrastructure; seize the initiative to expand markets and to modernize; and increase our savings rates.


It is increasingly clear that the state must create and regulate opportunities for private investment under competitive conditions, and that it must abandon the impossible pretense of financing everything itself.  In this way, the state will free up resources that will allow it to expand and, above all, to improve its social policies.  This is a matter of priorities: if a government has to invest ever greater amounts from its budget in energy, highways, or telecommunications, it is difficult to see how it can earmark growing funds for social investment in health, education, justice, and nutrition.


Today things are beginning to change.  From the traditional supply subsidies we have moved on to consider systems for subsidizing demand.  For example, instead of building public housing, governments are now giving money to families so they can choose from a wide range of options offered by a private sector that receives urban development incentives. Governments are now giving students vouchers so they themselves can choose whether to study in a public or a private institution.


Perhaps one of the most important lessons we have learned in recent years, and on which we need to build further, is that we must establish a better framework for the relationship between the state and civil society, one that will allow the state to help communities organize themselves to emerge from poverty and to take advantage of the opportunities that economic growth offers for individual and collective fulfillment.


Moreover, equality or social justice can only be achieved by strengthening and modernizing the state and by redefining the instruments that it has traditionally used in pursuit of social policy, so as to make it more responsive, target it more closely on the poor, and bring it closer to the people.  Today, democracy is a precondition for economic reform in the Americas, and only with more democracy and with vigorous social policies will we be able to strengthen growth and reduce poverty.  The Inter-American Democratic Charter can be implemented only if the political system, having been rendered more inclusive and democratic, is able to impose and maintain these priorities, and if the state has the legitimacy to be effective in playing its role in applying the policies born of those decisions.


Yet there can be no doubt that in order to reduce poverty we must have sound levels of economic growth.  And to this end it will be very important to preserve our current economic orientations, including those of free trade, to develop a more functional taxation system, to maintain stability in public finances and external accounts, to make labor legislation more flexible, and to consolidate the climate of confidence, political stability, and domestic dispute settlement that we have been building.


On the other hand, we must be able to take advantage of the new policies of multilateral lending institutions in order to devote more funding to health and education, while at the same time strengthening the state's regulatory capacity to make room for private investment and to move beyond the notion of the state with its finger in every pie. Fortunately, institutions such as the World Bank and the IDB, and regional bodies such as the CAF, the Central American Bank for Economic Integration, and the Caribbean Development Bank, have made a fundamental shift in their lending policy, and are now devoting much more of their resources to strengthening health and education systems and to revitalizing the democratic state, through programs of support for, among other things, the administration of justice.


There are no issues more in need of greater confidence and a more dynamic exchange of information and experience than those of reducing poverty and pursuing social development.  I believe that horizontal cooperation must henceforth play a fundamental role in this respect.  And it is also essential to disseminate successful experiments in dealing with institutional change as much as with policies in execution. The multilateral banks now perform that task, but it is likely that the OAS could play an important role if it is confined to what it does best: exchanging experiences.  We are venturing beyond our field of expertise when we attempt to eliminate poverty through our programs or when we try to turn the OAS into the forum for hemispheric policymaking.


In a region as full of diversity and contrast as is Latin America, and with so many and so varied problems, the exchange of experience can be enormously useful and productive. Our countries differ greatly in their social, ethnic, and cultural makeup. We have some powerful states and others that are less so; those with modern cities and others that are relatively backward; there are zones that have never experienced violence and others that have lived through every imaginable conflict, there are modern economies and others that are just beginning the adjustment process.


We must at all costs avoid viewing this diversity as an obstacle: on the contrary, we need to see it as the greatest advantage we have for offering our peoples a decent, prosperous, and peaceful future.  I am certain that more intensive and more dynamic cooperation in combating poverty among our peoples will be decisive to the efforts now engaged to promote egalitarian social development.  And that cooperation must include the institutional sectors that are crucial to this effort: education, health, social security, and protection of the most vulnerable.


Over the years we have been supporting the work of social investment funds in 24 countries of the Hemisphere, through what is known as the RED SOCIAL (Social Network), encouraging horizontal cooperation, the exchange of experience, and the conduct of seminars and specific studies at the request of member institutes of the RED. The private sector has an important role to play in these tasks, not only as the engine of economic progress but also as an agent for social change.  It is up to the private sector to give practical effect to our peoples' conviction that integration, free trade, and economic growth are meaningful only if they result in a better standard of living for all.

Ministerial meetings


I want to call attention to the importance of ministerial meetings as an instrument for fulfilling the mandates of the Presidents and Heads of Government of the Americas. For example, I think there is no doubt about the key role of education in social policy, in reducing poverty, and in achieving greater social equity.  As we have already seen, our governments have stressed the importance of education as the cornerstone for our development, and they have insisted that progress toward more democratic societies, growing economies, and social equity depend on an educated populace and a well-trained work force.  Our governments are all committed to achieving universal enrolment and attendance in primary education by 2005, and to providing quality secondary education for 75 percent of youth by 2010.  We shall deal more extensively with this topic in the chapter on the Meeting of Minister of Education.


Ministers of labor have been working in their meetings on ways to reinforce the social and labor dimension of integration to ensure that globalization is inclusive and not exclusive.  They have reaffirmed the historic commitment to combat illiteracy, malnutrition, lack of skills, discrimination of all kinds, child labor, and other intolerable forms of labor exploitation.


They have also agreed to promote decent and productive jobs for women, youth, the disabled, persons suffering from AIDS, migrants, and ethnic and religious minorities. They have reaffirmed their recognition of the need to pay fair wages and to generate employment opportunities and working conditions consistent with international standards.  We shall deal in greater detail with the Meetings of Ministers of Labor in the respective chapter of this report.


Finally, I must note the great step we took when we incorporated into the Inter-American Democratic Charter the concept that democracy requires the full and effective exercise of workers’ rights and the enforcement of basic ILO labor standards.

XI.  PARTNERSHIP FOR DEVELOPMENT
Cooperation needs and baseline studies


The role of the OAS in the area of technical cooperation has changed greatly, not only from the point of view of the volume of resources, which have always been limited, but also in terms of its management capacity and the support it can give member states to identify, formulate, and execute development plans, programs, and projects.


The technical cooperation and aid provided by the OAS from the time it was established, until the 1960s, reached its highest point during the time of Alliance for Progress.  Since then it has decreased rapidly, to the present when it is very limited.  At the end of the 50s, in order to give the region access to the benefits of progress and technological advance achieved by industrialized nations, two approaches to cooperation were adopted:  the creation of academic centers providing training in specialized areas, and the transfer of know-how by means of technical assistance and services, and research.


In 1956, within the framework of the first meeting of the Presidents of the Americas in Panama, the idea emerged of strengthening the technical cooperation programs of the OAS by setting up a scholarship program and by extending technical assistance to identify and design projects to be presented to international financing agencies.


The spirit of cooperation displayed at this meeting lead to the creation of the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) in 1959 by the Inter-American Economic and Social Council (CIES) of the OAS, while in August 1961, also under the aegis of the CIES, the Charter of Punta del Este was signed which established the Alliance for Progress.  There is no doubt that this period was when the OAS was most successful in promoting economic and social development in the Americas because the Partnership performed a coordinating role and was responsible for recommending that external funds should be allocated to finance national development plans.


In 1967, the Presidents of the Americas met for the second time in Punta del Este. On this occasion they stressed the need to promote educational, scientific, and cultural development.  This lead to the creation of the Regional Programs for Education, Science, Technology, and Culture of the OAS which were designed to support national institutions and perform at multinational levels via the Inter-American Council for Education, Science, and Culture (CIECC).


During the 70s and 80s, participation by the OAS in the Hemisphere’s economic and social future became less prominent and declined in importance.  The Organization was reduced to maintaining, but at a slower pace, the technical cooperation programs which had expanded so notably during the time of the Alliance for Progress.  The OAS was absent from subjects as transcendental as the foreign debt crisis, trade developments, and from the political point of view, the civil wars afflicting Central America.


In fact, we should recognize that although the main mission of the Organization throughout the Cold War consisted of its cooperation activity, the reduction of its resources, the lack of priorities, and its slightly outdated vision reduced the OAS to an almost marginal role.


The Protocols of Washington and Managua, and the Special General Assembly for Inter-American Cooperation on Development (EGAIACD) held in Mexico in 1994 greatly advanced the will to increase collective action.  This was why the Hemisphere reacted so positively, first to President George H. Bush’s proposed “Initiative for the Americas”, and later to President Bill Clinton’s invitation to the Summit of the Americas that was held in Miami in December 1994.  My comments on these developments can be found in the chapter on Hemispheric Summits.


Likewise, the Montrouis General Assembly in 1995 highlighted the issues for which the Miami Summit made the OAS responsible, and endorsed the main proposals made in the document “A New Vision of the OAS.”  Subsequently, the document called “Partnership for Development of the Americas” which was put before the Permanent Council brought about the reforms necessary to ensure that the Organization’s cooperation programs were in line with the most urgent and relevant concerns shared by the peoples of the Hemisphere.


However, notwithstanding important exceptions, participation by the OAS in technical cooperation was marginal for a large number of member states, although it remained relevant for small economies and less developed countries.


From this starting point, we analyzed the Organization’s cooperation activities and set in motion the reforms demanded by member states.  There is no doubt that given the lack of resources with which to assume the priorities that had been determined, the Organization lacked focus and was too rigid in its internal structures and in the way in which it operated and conceptualized its cooperation.  While the Hemisphere’s priorities were beginning to change and were concerned with issues such as trade, democracy, human rights, education, social development, and the environment, as could be later seen in the Miami Action Plan, the programs and projects of the OAS continued to concentrate on areas which had been defined years before.

Resources were also too dispersed to have any significant impact on beneficiary countries.  This resulted in serious questioning of the effectiveness and efficiency of the OAS’ cooperation program.  Wherever possible, we discarded the inflexible system of dividing resources according to percentages amongst all the beneficiary countries.  This system stood in the way of greater solidarity and made it difficult to be more rigorous in assigning resources and defining projects, management processes, and administrative control.

The lack of flexibility in how programs and projects were defined and executed internally and in the OAS operation itself, prevented it from moving rapidly to provide qualified cooperation in the new areas of the international agenda.  Against this background, and in order to make best use of the OAS’ social and political powers of representation, we set out to influence the definition of priorities in the Hemisphere, set up programs which were consistent with these, promoted the acquiring of funds from outside the inter-American system, and we implemented a proper follow-up of all activities.

Furthermore, the Organization was suffering from the effects of too rigid an administration.  The General Secretariat was structured and regulated in such a way that it was prevented from adapting to changes in the international environment and from changing its human resources in line with the real needs and possibilities of the OAS. Staff had built up thematic expertise in project design, but not in project implementation, and even when resources were allocated, some of these projects were not implemented, or were set in motion very slowly.  In addition, there was a lack of transparency in how project budgets were enforced.

This lead to us implement a reform of the workforce which allowed us to adapt our structure to the changes going on around us.  Regarding availability of human and financial resources, we proposed major changes in policy design, project proposals, and project implementation.  We realized that the Organization could not continue to insist on a focus which revolved around sharing out ever scarcer resources for directly executed cooperation projects because it would condemn to us oblivion as a relevant organization in this area.

We were therefore forced to abandon long held priorities and the self-sufficient and assistentialist mindsets of the past along with high administrative costs.  We started ensuring swift implementation and effective supervision of project management, exploiting institutional strengths, comparative advantages, and the hard earned experience of the Organization in different sectors.

Assembly Decisions on cooperation and the Miami Summit


The inter-American agenda and the priorities of joint cooperation for development have emerged from the recent reforms of the Charter of the OAS, the commitments assumed by States at the Summits of Presidents and Heads of State, and the decisions reached at the General Assembly.  The measures taken in Washington, Managua, Mexico, Miami, and Montrouis reflect the importance accorded by member states to cooperation, discarding the conventional concept of assistance or technical cooperation with which we had been operating, and beginning to give form to what we now understand in the Organization as a broader and more inclusive concept of cooperation.


Since 1991, at the General Assemblies in Washington and Managua, and in the Special Assembly in Mexico in 1994, the Organization received the mandate to re-write our guiding concepts.  By recognizing integral development as a process that feeds off the political, economic, social, and cultural context and depends on the endogenous efforts of each country, the Mexico Assembly coined the phrase partnership for development.


To accept this concept and launch the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI) involved a thorough analysis of the limitations of our cooperation policy, what could realistically be achieved, and the type of restructuring that would be necessary in the General Secretariat and political agencies in the Organization.


Then, in December 1994, the Declaration and the Plan of Action of the Miami Summit both happened and gave rise to a much wider inter-American agenda and the will to implement much more ambitious cooperation projects and much more significant policies.  These directives did not coincide with those from our Assemblies, although neither were they contradictory.

The Miami Summit at least gave rise to a series of ministerial meetings that started demanding resources and designing projects that to a certain extent competed with the projects, which traditionally had received priority attention.  During much of the Cold War, the OAS had identified technical cooperation projects as a niche in which to survive during a time in which political affairs and conflicts in Central America and other regions had made a nonsense of political dialogue.

As we saw in the introduction to this report, the Miami spirit marked the end of the era that saw the OAS as an institution focused on debating the different interpretations of global confrontation, or the significant variations in approaches to economic problems.  The OAS at that moment benefited from the convergence of economic, political, and social values and principles.  Cooperation would from now on focus not only on development projects, but also on integration and trade by creating the Free Trade Area for the Americas (FTAA), and on political issues such as democracy and human rights.

We must not forget that it was in Miami where issues associated with strengthening democracy acquired particular relevance.  Matters relating to developing instruments and projects designed to confront issues such as drug trafficking, corruption, and terrorism, were not amongst the first range of cooperation issues.

The Managua Protocol set up the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI), while the Inter-American Economic and Social Council (CIES) disappeared along with the Inter-American Council for Education, Science, and Culture (CIECC).  But the idea was not that CIDI should replace the two councils.  By creating CIDI, the OAS took responsibility for initiating a new way of looking at cooperation.

How CIDI incorporated our proposal


If it was in the Special Assembly in Mexico in 1994 that the groundwork was laid for a new concept of cooperation involving member states, permanent observers, and multilateral organizations in collective action, the First Meeting of CIDI held in Panama in June 1996 gave institutional life to the instrument via which the OAS brought into effect the goals of solidarity and the fight against poverty.


Since I assumed the post of Secretary General, I set up a process that would allow us to analyze cooperation so that we could propose to the OAS governing agencies how to set up CIDI in a way which was compatible with the redefinition of the inter-American agenda.  Given the circumstances created by the First Summit of the Americas, in addition to the changes agreed by our Assemblies, it was necessary to review our cooperation objectives, instruments, and procedures.


The challenge was to transform the Organization into one which was primarily that of provider of cooperation services, with the capacity to set up programs and projects, with a vision which was flexible, integral, effective, and better attuned to the priorities and needs of member states.  The services should emphasize the international element of their cooperation, exchange expertise, and work alongside other international and regional organizations and institutions.


In order to do this, it would be necessary to strengthen CIDI’s work, creating links with multilateral financial organizations, obtaining more resources, and designing units with the technical capacity to play an important role in providing technical advice to member states and in developing international cooperation in different areas.  With these objectives in mind, I presented to the Permanent Council in April 1995, the document “A New Vision of the OAS” which included a chapter in which we analyzed the cooperation activities of the OAS, their content, reach, and real impact.  And we gave our opinion of its progress.


Therefore, in May 2004 we prepared a document for the Permanent Council called “Modernization of Cooperation and New Guidelines for CIDI Operations.”  This document consisted of a proposal with input from member states concerning the structure and function of our cooperation.


In January 1996, we presented a working document called “Partnership for Development in the Americas”.  The purpose of this was to place before the Organization’s governing bodies our idea of the way in which cooperation should work and how we envisaged the transition to the new model via the creation of CIDI.  This document defined the priorities of cooperation in eight areas:  social development and generation of productive employment, education, economic diversification and integration, lifting controls on trade and market access, scientific development and technology exchange and transfer, strengthening democratic institutions, sustainable development of tourism, sustainable development and the environment, and culture.


We envisaged a new strategy-oriented structure in the General Secretariat as well as in the office of the Executive Secretary of CIDI.  Our idea was that CIDI should outline the direction, define policies, and sketch out the broad outlines of the Organization’s cooperation work.  We would provide support from the General Secretariat to enhance these functions.  In particular, CIDI would receive technical support from the Units of the General Secretariat and because of their nature and functions, they would be in a privileged position from which to advise CIDI and its agencies in fulfilling their main functions.  These functions are to define the basic cooperation policies and programs of the OAS, and help the Council fulfill the requirements of partnership for development by ensuring adequate control of budgetary decisions.

Following our suggestion, an important change was decided to give responsibility for project design and execution to an Executive Secretary who would observe guidelines from CIDI.  It should be remembered that up to that point, CIES and CIECC essentially conceived policies as well as designed and executed projects, under the guidance and responsibility of the Councils themselves.  With this new approach, the design and execution of projects would be the responsibility of an Executive Secretary who would report to the Secretary General.  In addition to the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy, which already exists, we set up – albeit without budget or headquarters – units for Trade, Social Development and Education, Tourism, Environment and Sustainable Development, as well as a series of special programs such as Science and Technology. The units were designed to research and produce baseline information needed particularly by the political agencies and the CIDI (background information, recent developments, trends, outlooks), and to assess and take decisions.  In addition, they were to advise consultative agencies in their discussions and participate in the decision-making process, as well as in the specialized committees and other subsidiary agencies defined in the Charter.  Finally they were to analyze in depth and evaluate the issues within their competence in as far as they were relevant to the programming or evaluation of cooperation activities.


We therefore set up these units as high level specialized entities, reporting directly to the Secretary General, we concentrated cooperation resources in the countries of greatest need, and we redesigned the program-budget of the General Secretariat.  Our objective was to ensure that the Secretary General would have sufficient technical advice to define priority issues on the OAS agenda.  The idea was that the units should be fully familiar with their area of responsibility and follow developments at the hemispheric and worldwide levels.  Both aspects remain essential for formulating and designing policies in their respective areas of competence.  The units would cover the whole spectrum of the Organization’s priorities from an integrated point of view and so avoid the proliferation of offices.


This change towards the Units meant relocating the technical capacity of the most important areas of the Organization under the Secretary General’s responsibility.  This meant the new measures could be implemented in accordance with strictly specialized criteria.  It also allowed the Organization to provide support to ministerial meetings and be in a position to comply with its mandates even though it was faced with countless requirements which now emerged not only from member countries via the CIDI, but also from the process of Summits and ministerial meetings.  The most overwhelming case is that of trade where the Unit only does what ministers instruct.  This change was difficult at times, as would be expected given that a large part of the capacity of the Organization was being made available to ministers, sometimes beyond the control of foreign ministries and OAS accredited missions.


This background shows how the decision to reorganize OAS cooperation came from setting up CIDI.  We envisaged CIDI as a high level decision-making structure which would pull together the needs and interests of states, with the technical capacity and global perspective of the General Secretariat, in such a way that the Organization as a whole could define its technical cooperation policies within a framework that was consistent with the situation in the Hemisphere and in line with the strategic priorities defined by the General Assembly.


CIDI needed an executive entity to coordinate with the technical units, allowing for the fact that program and project development would be basically administered by offices of member states with support from external consultants.  This was why we envisaged the Executive Secretariat of CIDI reporting to the General Secretariat, organized horizontally according to departments, with a dynamic approach, and not intended to build up specialist knowledge but rather ensure that projects get carried out, and carried out well.  Because the Executive Secretariat of CIDI is designed in this way, its staff should build up a good understanding of the problems associated with development and of the special conditions pertaining in the geographical areas where they are working.


This very important change in the cooperation concept by member states also implied revitalizing the OAS as a forum for hemispheric dialogue, something that had become more viable following the end of the Cold War and the removal of obstacles which had prevented initiatives on many fronts.  It is a forum that can both develop relevant initiatives and enter into political commitments on the most urgent problems to overcome the obstacles to development faced by countries in the region.

Although CIDI’s budget is very restricted, it is matched by similar amounts of voluntary resources, and we see the role of the OAS as both catalyst and link between the cooperative actions of agencies in member states, cooperation from agencies in observer countries, and of course mobilizing resources and acceptance from the beneficiaries of the cooperation.  The beneficiaries were seen as able to exercise influence based on their own experience, and to transfer important knowledge back to those who were previously considered donors. 

I insisted on numerous occasions that it was necessary for the Organization to encourage horizontal cooperation between members, as an expression of solidarity and as the best way to acknowledge the interdependence of peoples.  Those countries who had benefited most from cooperation, such as those at the middle level of development, supported the idea of allocating more resources to Central America, the Caribbean and a few countries in South America, including the countries of greatest need, in accordance with the criterion of making cooperation more of a two-way partnership.

However, for these ideas to develop, with our few resources it was impossible to work in all areas, in all countries.  So we then tried to design a cooperation program that would concentrate on priority action areas defined at the highest level and redirected towards those in greatest need.  However, our success in this objective has been limited basically because the relatively larger states in the Organization, for different reasons, decided that they were unable to give up the cooperation in those areas they were receiving from the OAS.  Our idea had been that the larger countries, where technical cooperation barely exists, should only continue to receive from the OAS the benefits derived from its political activity.

Much effort went into redefining the cooperation offered by the OAS in order to increase the ability of agencies to handle additional resources coming not only from member states but also from observer countries and other international sources of cooperation.  The confidence and respect of the international community cannot be achieved merely by changing the administration.

We had to convince the donor or contributing community that the OAS had something new to offer and that resources would really go to priority projects, defined against technical criteria, in the countries of greatest need, and that they would be executed with strictest efficiency.

The Miami Summit also gave us a clear mandate that inter-American institutions, and even the worldwide systems of the United Nations and The Bretton Woods Committee, should coordinate our activities in line with directions from our governments, to ensure that we avoided duplication.  We should operate as a true system of organizations carrying out our tasks in a coordinated fashion and in complementary roles.

We also set up CIDI alongside another advisory entity called the nonpermanent specialized committees (CENPES) whose role is to analyze different projects and project profiles and recommend the best in each of CIDI’s areas of work.

Our Results

There were many challenges when we reformed our cooperation program partly because of the countries’ increased management capacity.  These reforms were reflected in the obsolescence of the traditional cooperation process and the poor results it achieved, in the changes in the cooperation process in industrialized countries where bilateral relationships (donor/recipient) played a more relevant role as a foreign policy instrument. This also obliged us to be more transparent, more specialized, and more precise when requesting cooperation resources.

Our transition to the CIDI model obeyed certain considerations that are still valid. The OAS, via CIDI, needed a service infrastructure that stressed planning and evaluation and that could carry out studies, coordination, and consultation in order to meet the new responsibilities we had been given.  We also needed to strengthen the sectoral agencies at the ministerial level in order to design and coordinate the inter-American agenda.  The Executive Secretariat of CIDI was to play a role in promoting joint cooperation initiatives within the Hemisphere and have access to non-traditional resources that would enable it to play its part fully.

The OAS needed to exploit its comparative advantages in order to develop into an institution that manages programs and projects that respond effectively to the needs and priorities of member states and, because they fall within the inter-American agenda, are able, within the new framework of partnership for development at the international level, to attract intra- and extra-regional resources.  We therefore also seek resources which are complementary to the efforts of the countries themselves through integrated programs designed to bring about long lasting institutional changes rather than one off or short term results. 

By reforming cooperation and creating CIDI we saw how important it was to be more rigorous in our execution of OAS cooperation projects.  Our aim was to be more rational and to use more modern criteria in procedures for rendering accounts and for managing, administering, and evaluating the Organization’s projects.  This helped member states to identify their priorities and meant that they played a more fundamental role in the cooperation effort rather than being donors or mere recipients.

The General Secretariat identified our comparative advantages and we established closer, more active, links with the political agencies in analyzing each of the new working units we had created, each of which reports to the political agencies every quarter on the programs underway.  This makes it possible to ensure a permanent rendering of accounts and constant participation by member states in cooperation activities.

There is no doubt that this has also made us become more demanding when setting up the Organization’s programs and projects, and of course when reporting on results.  So we are implementing the Protocol of Managua and honoring the new spirit of partnership for development within the framework of the new inter-American agenda.

We therefore welcomed the idea that the OAS should orientate the countries’ horizontal cooperation activities, and the usefulness of setting up cost sharing systems where possible in some areas.  This allowed us to free some resources from partnership for development and redirect them to the states that most needed them.

Partnership for development projects at a national level tended to focus on pilot projects from which lessons, which would have a permanent impact, could be learnt.  We encouraged activities that made it easier to share experiences, set up information systems, and design, plan, and compare policies.

We therefore greatly improved at matching our instruments to activities and projects that allowed us to work with other regional and international organizations and so fulfill the responsibilities given to us by the Presidents and Heads of Government in the Summits and Assemblies of the OAS.
So we provided cooperation with a modern, flexible administrative structure that would allow it to allocate fresh resources and implement innovative programs that would contribute to the efforts of member states to stimulate development in the region.  Under this new model we believed that it was better to relinquish the idea of being an organization which provides technical assistance, and become an organization which promotes international cooperation, articulates and facilitates collective action designed to confront the problems of extreme poverty; in short, an organization which facilitates inter-American dialogue and the exchange of information and experience.

In our opinion, it was very important to be able to have significant and relevant input from member states when designing and following up OAS cooperation activity. This continues to be essential if we want our activity to reflect their needs and priorities. This interaction between the states and the General Secretariat has improved the way we deliver the resources allocated for cooperation.

CIDI had one great advantage in terms of following up the Summit agreements. The meetings of ministers of the OAS already have the appropriate legal framework and a clearly defined institutional space.  This was how the states were able to view CIDI as an instrument that they could use to translate high-level political commitments into a hemispheric agenda of concrete actions under the charge of the OAS.  This framework also proved appropriate for gradually including other critical issues from the American agenda that traditionally have been excluded from the framework of cooperation provided by the OAS. 

By the same token, technical assistance projects financed by the so-called voluntary funds of the OAS were passed over to be directly administered by CIDI and its Executive Secretariat for Integral Development which in turn directs the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development (IACD), a subsidiary of CIDI.  Our objective was to achieve a stronger Secretariat with very specific functions and able to make use of resources restricted by fewer regulations and with a more executive orientation.

As a result of the decisions made by the Heads of State and of Government at the Summits of the Americas, we took steps to be able to work much more closely with other institutions in the inter-American system, especially with the IDB, agencies of the United Nations system, the World Bank, cooperation agencies of member and observer countries, and with private foundations and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).  This allowed us to increase the Organization’s field of action, to achieve greater flexibility in working methods and free up funds for institutions that needed additional budgetary resources.

We decided to adapt to the new concept of cooperation in order to increase the impact of our resources and to achieve a longer lasting institutional effect; we set up regional programs and projects which were multinational and horizontal in nature that responded exclusively to the priorities of the inter-American agenda; and we abandoned the concept of self sufficiency which originally it was thought cooperation would achieve.  The experience of expert and technical consultants from beneficiary countries became all-important, which in turn helped us allocate more financial resources to programs and projects.  We set up co-financing initiatives with international cooperation agencies, with sub-regional development banks, and with non-governmental organizations.

Another area in which we made great progress was in ceasing to offer exclusively assistentialist cooperation.  Member states recognized that cooperation was a service with partial, or even total, cost implications, depending on their own ability to run, supervise, and execute projects, above all to their peers . We made progress accepting the concept of horizontal cooperation that has become increasingly important and prevalent.  Although this approach to cooperation has not yet replaced the traditional concept, it is an important complement.

In terms of the budget system, we substantially changed how the programs reflected the inter-American agenda so that the form and operation of the budget became a real management tool.  Even today, resources have not increased in real terms to the same extent as the responsibilities given to the Organization, but we can say that we are more efficient and more accurate in our budgeting.

Program experience

Every year CIDI allocates approximately 15 million dollars in cooperation.  This happens mainly via the nonrefundable cooperation fund FEMCIDI (Special Multilateral Fund of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development), under whose framework CIDI’s cooperation projects are funded.  It is supported by voluntary contributions from member states.

FEMCIDI was set up in 1996 and since then has financed more than 75 million dollars worth of projects. Each year it finances approximately 100 sectoral projects in the amounts detailed below:

	Sectors
	1996-1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2002
	2001
	2003
	Total

	Trade
	2,302,522
	1,164,000
	674,480
	590,000
	490,352
	695,000
	798,602
	6,714,956

	Social Development

Employment

Generation
	2,668,340
	859,900
	661,900
	990,717
	1,250,301
	848,712
	937,289
	8,217,159

	Education
	5,434,780
	3,242,900
	2,129,120
	1,949,283
	1,961,412
	1,631,565
	3,026,117
	19,375,177

	Culture
	726,040
	284,600
	254,050
	206,898
	103,000
	153,518
	131,843`
	1,859,949

	Science and

Technology
	6,081,185
	2,236,000
	1,619,100
	1,407,700
	1,656,841
	1,598,245
	2,047,984
	16,647,055

	Democracy
	2,079,800
	967,500
	674,253
	700,461
	484,524
	412,373
	382,569
	5,701,480

	Tourism
	2,202,000
	1,080,000
	661,000
	565,000
	485,000
	438,316
	761,406
	6,192,722

	Environment
	3,698,390
	1,841,000
	1,117,000
	1,029,409
	716,419
	771,365
	1,012,842
	10,186,425

	Integral

Development
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	127,694
	127,694

	Annual

Total
	25,193,057
	11,675,900
	7,790,903
	7,439,468
	7,147,849
	6,549,094
	9,226,346
	75,022,617


The resources allocated to cooperation over the last four years (2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003) were divided between trade (8.4%), social development (13.23%), education (27.98%), culture (2.12%), science and technology (22.16%), democracy (6.62%), tourism (7.45%), environment (11.6%), and integral development (0.42%).

In the area of education and in response to the aim of reducing school dropout and repeater rates (repitencia), FEMCIDI financed the regional project “Systemic strategies for addressing school dropout, grade failure, and inconsistency of age group rates (sobre edad) in schools in disadvantaged areas”.

The emphasis of this project was on designing, developing, and giving order to social practices and institutional and educational strategies, designed to reduce the school dropout rate and the incidence of children having to repeat years because they have not passed the grade.  The project carried out research into effectives policies in participating countries, which were then discussed in seminars and workshops.  The resulting documents made it possible to review what had taken place in each country in this area while at the same time strengthening the links between the relevant ministries and with other institutions such as schools, universities, and research centers.
This research was then used to provide permanent consultation texts for the different professionals interested in this subject and was supplied to education ministries to enrich and feed into policies designed to improve quality and equity throughout the different levels of the school system.  Based on this experience, and in view of the action priorities agreed in ministerial meetings on education, we are now helping finance a project throughout the Hemisphere aimed at developing strategies for preventing school failure rates.

In the area of sustainable development and the environment we have encouraged the development and implementation of strategies and policies for the integral administration of water resources, and we designed and executed a project called “Improving Dialogue on water resources as a way of supporting the development of regional policies on sustainable development in critical areas for an integral management of hydrographic basins and coastal areas.”

This project, in which all member states took part, established an effective dialogue between the focal points of the Inter-American Water Resources Network net, facilitated an exchange of experience and know-how on the subject, and identified areas and horizontal cooperation actions on the basis of regional consultations throughout the five selected subregions: The River Plate Basin, The Amazon Basin, The South Pacific slope, the Central American isthmus, and the Caribbean islands.

The project helped to lever additional resources for an integrated approach to administering the abovementioned basins.  An example of this is the preparation and approval of the River Plate basin project to apply for funds from the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) which contributed US$700,000; the preparation and approval by GEF of a project of US$972,000 to build up the inter-American network of water resources; and the preparation of a project profile for GEF throughout the countries of the Amazon Cooperation Treaty.

As part of our work to strengthen democratic institutions we supported parliamentary work and its interface with different social agents in order to create spaces for sharing experiences and participation that would improve parliamentary management.  In order to do this, we helped implement a project called “Links with Society and Strengthening the Internal Management of Parliament.”  The project contributed to a significant improvement in the sharing of experience, collecting, and processing information.  As part of this project, meetings have been held between public officials and parliamentary legislators in the region to discuss the problems that can arise in relations between parliament and society, as well as the influence of public opinion on the political agenda.

With regard to the area of trade, the project “Trade and Integration in the Americas: Training program for Government Officials” cost US$490,000 and made it possible to finance the participation of representatives from all the countries in Latin America and the Caribbean in preparation for the negotiations for the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA).

As we saw in the chapter on Trade, the Trade Unit of the OAS worked with Georgetown University to train commercial negotiators and government officials in the techniques of negotiating regional and subregional trade agreements.  In addition, as part of this program, the Trade Unit and the World Bank Institute set up “NetAmericas,” a research network to encourage discussion on trade and economic integration between researchers and government officials specializing in trade policy in Latin America and the Caribbean.  The World Trade Organization (WTO) recommended that this course should be used as a model for short courses on trade policies in the Doha agenda.

With regard to work on social development and the generation of productive employment, the Red Social for Latin America and the Caribbean received US$985,900 from FEMCIDI between 1999 and 2002.  Thanks to this contribution, the IDB and the World Bank have supported the network and have financed specific horizontal cooperation activities designed to enhance the sharing of experience in order to combat poverty.

This project has held a significant number of seminars and workshops that facilitate dialogue and provide training in Latin America and the Caribbean with a view to exploring the factors that determine poverty and the role of the Social Investment Funds.  The network has provided a model for other social networks in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and North Africa.

Regarding culture we have collaborated with the National Autonomous University of Honduras to preserve and rescue national archives that were damaged by Hurricane Mitch that struck Central America in 1998.  So far, the University has been able to convert thousands of historical and cultural documents into a digital format. Schools, historians, researchers, and the public can then consult these documents in general via either CD-ROMs or paper.  The project has created an electronic database from the archive.  It received funds from the Central American Economic Integration Bank and there are plans to replicate it throughout the subregion.

In science and technology we set up a cooperation project with the US National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), coordinated by homologous institutions specializing in the science of weights and measures in Mexico and Uruguay.  The project “Metrology for the Americas: Measuring the Support Infrastructure for the Free Trade Area and the Protection of the Environment” will last for three years starting in 2001.  The main objective is to strengthen the metrology centers and consolidate the Inter-American Metrology System (SIM).  The project cost US$594,840 and has had a big impact in the region because of its links with national and international trade, as well as with quality of life and the improvement of the environment.  It has also provided training opportunities and a forum for experts and scientists working in the area.

In tourism, the project “Technological competitivity and the sustainability of tourism in the Caribbean” received funding of US$240,000 and has the participation of all the Caribbean countries.  Its objective has been to facilitate the use of the Internet in publicizing destinations and for managing tourism system administration by operators, the administrators of tourist attractions, and hotel managers in the area.  One element of the project has been to provide training in administering databases, online reservations, Internet publicity, and strategic planning.

Because it is so important, it has received additional financial assistance for a further three years from the US Agency for International Development (USAID) of US$2,700,000; US$667,000 from the International Finance Corporation (IFC); and in addition from the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA); from Cable and Wireless; from the Americas Foundation, from the Caribbean Association of Hotels; and from the Caribbean Development Bank.

Creating the Agency and Cooperation Projects

In April 2000, at the initiative of the United States, we set up the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development (IACD) as a conduit for new resources.  The idea was that the IACD should specialize in cooperation for development and above all develop the skills for creating and implementing new strategies to access external resources from other institutions in the inter-American system or outside it.  In our opinion, agreement on this proposal made it much easier to resolve the many objectives that should be reached with the cooperation provided by the OAS.

At the same time, the technical assistance projects that had been financed by the so-called voluntary funds of the OAS now passed into the administration of the IACD. The objective was to create a strong Secretariat with very specific functions and able to make use of resources with fewer restrictive guidelines and more executive power.  We also handed over responsibility for administering the scholarship and training program so that they would be consistent with our overall development program.

From this time onwards, the Agency had its own statutes that defined its competence to manage, in a decentralized fashion, the programs and resources entrusted to it.  It also had its own board of directors to ensure its decentralized executive role, and to contribute to its desire for greater effectiveness and efficiency in the decision-making process.  This left the General Secretariat free to dedicate itself completely to support the political dialogue in the sectoral areas, and to concentrate on providing efficient services that would enable the national authorities of different social and technical ministries to share experiences, and so enhance dialogue throughout the Hemisphere as well as policy design.
Under the auspices of the new Agency we examined the viability of a Special Fund for those countries with the smallest economies or which were relatively less developed, and this was given great administrative autonomy.  The IACD has also implemented other important initiatives as part of the Technical Cooperation Program for Best Practices thanks to the contributions made by member states.  These are:  electronic government; rural and telecommunications electrification; municipal development; strengthening labor institutions; housing; disaster mitigation; and disaster financing in the Caribbean and El Salvador.

We should mention that the US Special Fund initially contributed US$4 million when the Agency was set up, some of which was used to finance the construction of the Educational Portal of the Americas.  Another example is the fund set up by Canada worth C$5 million to implement regional technical cooperation activities to access other external funds and to expand the programs already set up by the IACD.  As a result of this contribution it has been possible to access US$1.82 million from the IDB’s Multilateral Investment Fund for Social Responsibility in Business projects.  Links with the private sector have raised more than US$11 million.  These donations from companies such as Microsoft, Sonda, and Stewart Title take the form of services, technical support, software licenses, and training.

The fact that the member states gave the Agency responsibility also for the management and administration of the scholarship and training programs of the OAS has also been significant because these are conceived as complementary to the countries’ efforts to attend to high priority needs in the area of training human resources and achieving their development goals.

This prestigious and well known program costs nearly US$8 million annually throughout the Hemisphere and has made it possible for a great number of citizens from member states to receive training or carry out research and so contribute to their country’s development.  Because of this, we decided to strengthen it and to include it as a mechanism in the technical cooperation program.  Furthermore, we concentrated on exploring strategic partnerships with universities in the region and set up a Leadership Program that gives us access to funding for training.
We obtained new funding by setting up links with the private sector, maintaining the academic excellence of the programs and more importantly we designed a new administration program to allow us to increase the number of fellowships and their impact in the region.

Since 2001, we have offered distance fellowships in which the Educational Portal of the Americas has played a decisive role and we have linked the scholarship program with existing educational credits in member states and in the OAS itself via the Leo S. Rowe Fund.  Nowadays we can truly say that the whole area of training and human resource specialization is part of the concept of technical cooperation.  There is no doubt that the Scholarship Program of the OAS is the best administered program in the Agency.

I should say that as part of the concept of providing a service by developing human resource training, it is of paramount importance to have a horizontal cooperation program for fellowships, encourage sources of information of the supply and demand for human resource training in different subjects, prioritize research programs and provide leadership programs.

Within the Agency we also created possibilities for new players to participate in OAS-sponsored initiatives.  One example of specific opportunities that exist to stimulate those openings is the Foundation for the Americas, via the Executive Secretariat with funding from the US Specific Fund to strengthen CIDI.

Recommendations and Matters Pending

I am convinced that there remains much for us to do in building up partnerships with the institutions of the inter-American system, and with other multilateral institutions such as the IDB, the World Bank, UN agencies, national cooperation agencies in the Hemisphere and also in other regions, civil society, and private sector organizations, so that our cooperation projects might have greater and more significant impact on development.

The discrepancy between income and costs no longer sets up a vicious circle and as a result we are now able to claim that we have improved our efficiency rates.  However, although we have been imaginative in sourcing new income and improved our administration of funds from the Regular Fund and Special Funds, I am still of the opinion that we could attract more if our budget management figures were better.

Given the needs of the region and the Organization itself, I believe that an increase in resources would have a more than marginal impact.  We must continue to increase the amount of resources allocated to cooperation because if we do not, the survival possibilities of the OAS in this area will be very slight in the near future.

I also believe it is necessary to free more and more resources for the countries that most need them and so reach a more just and horizontal status quo.  Since I have been in office I have pioneered the idea that we must finance technical assistance programs for the states that desire them, in the areas where they already have comparative advantages. It is essential that a state, in the strict sense, which does not need financial resources from the OAS, but attaches a value to the Organization’s technical assistance, should cover all or some of the costs.

CIDI, however, was not totally receptive to these ideas so it was the Units for Democracy, Trade, Sustainable Development, Social Development, and Education which made best use of the new policy to attract external funds and to work with agencies in member states, observer countries, and ngos, in basic areas such as democracy and governability, corruption, human rights, terrorism, or landmine elimination, to list just a few.

This not only strengthened the sectors that already existed in the OAS such as the ministers of education and of labor, but also helped bring about the creation of others which responded closely to the demands of member states, such as the development of tourism, science and technology, culture, environment, communications, justice, and transport.

I should also point out that the Agency has not furthered the objective of giving better account of funds received, how they were spent, and what impact was achieved. Although IACD was set up to strengthen CIDI in its role as a forum for political dialogue on issues related to integral and sustainable development, the Agency has not fulfilled the expectations generated by its creation and has fallen short in its ability to manage new resources.


The last report from the Organization’s external auditors confirms this opinion.  In 1997 earmarked funds amounted to around US$14 million, equivalent to 11% of the total used budget.  In 2002 and 2003, the amount raised from earmarked funds increased to more than US$60 million and US$80 million respectively, i.e. approximately 80% and 106% compared to funding from the Regular Fund.  Of these, only 11% refers to funds channeled via CIDI and the Agency during the last audited year.  The rest covers funds brought in by the technical areas.


Another challenge facing us is the need to design a well-conceived management control system that would serve the political bodies and the governing bodies of the OAS. This system would also ensure the requisite rendering of the Organization’s accounts in response to an ever-increasing need for these by all organizations that receive public funding at a national or international level.


An evaluation of the cooperation and monitoring mechanisms is the only way to measure the impact of cooperation resources and to record whether or not we were able to attract new donors.  There is evidently a need for an agency specializing in evaluating projects; if this does not come about, we will be unable in the future to access new funds because it is difficult to demonstrate financial transparency and ensure project sustainability.


During the ten years of CIDI’s existence, there has been a very positive transformation of the context for designing economic and social policies at the hemispheric level in the area of cooperation.  This area has been the main source of documented decisions arising from the process of hemispheric Summits and has revealed the capacity of the OAS to see problems from an intersectoral perspective based on the sacred principal of partnership.  I am one of those who believe that member states and the General Secretariat should carry out a rigorous evaluation of CIDI and of the impact the Agency has had on the cooperation supplied by the OAS.  A critically minded, in-depth examination would be advisable, to find out to what extent the activities of CIDI and its entities reflect the demands of their authorities, their impact, and the scope of their development and execution.

XII.  SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Reinforcing international regulations

The Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment (USDE) of the OAS was set up in 1996 as part of the “New Vision of the OAS.”  One of its tasks is to adopt the widest interpretation of improving quality of life in the Hemisphere.  Its work assumes the vital importance of the environment and depends on citizen participation.  The Unit has contributed to dialogue between sectors of society, accepting the concept of sustainable development as one that defines the human being as the object of development and that sustainability is essential in order to achieve the economic, social, and environmental objectives of the countries in the Hemisphere.


The environment is an issue that demands collective action because it goes beyond the specific interests of individual countries.  At the OAS, we have been working on priority areas such as managing water resources, renewable energy, natural disaster mitigation, adaptation to climate change, protection of biodiversity, linking economic issues to environmental protection, technical cooperation for sustainable development, and education, in order to increase the awareness and interest of both governments and their peoples in these issues.


Over the last ten years we have reinforced international regulations on environmental issues within the Hemisphere.  Laws for harvesting, protecting, and preserving the Caribbean Sea, the rainforest, or the Antarctic, as well as the preservation of biodiversity, all assumed the sustainability of development.  This is why in the Americas, with participation from national communities and nongovernmental organizations, we have not only adopted common policies and modern regulatory frameworks for environmental issues, but have also expressed the wish that industrialized countries should comply with the commitments they assumed at the Third Summit in Rio de Janeiro.

The Environment as a priority in the Hemisphere


The Summit of the Americas held in Miami in 1994 defined conservation of the environment in the Hemisphere as one of the central priorities for joint action, assigning new responsibilities in this area to organizations and agencies in the inter-American system.


This explains why in the “New Vision of the OAS” it was considered appropriate for the Organization to make the necessary institutional changes to reflect the new priority for the nations in the Hemisphere of environmental issues and inter-American cooperation for sustainable development.  Adapting to the countries’ new realities and needs would provide a solid basis for the move, on a continental scale, towards consolidating and drawing together, the work of inter-American cooperation agencies on environmental issues; building up a hemispheric strategy for sustainable development; and, within the Americas, driving the commitments which were assumed in the Rio Summit.


Particular effort was made on behalf of the countries of Central America to design a development strategy that would be able to combine an improvement in living conditions for its peoples with protection of the environment in the region.  The countries that signed the Amazon Cooperation Treaty worked hard to coordinate their activities in sustainable development and the conservation of the Amazon basin.


Work was also undertaken by the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) to study and design policies focused on the particular needs of conservation and sustainable development in island ecosystems.  Finally, in North America, conservation of natural resources and the prevention of environmental degradation constituted an essential part of the instruments for economic and commercial integration.


In addition, we encouraged cooperation initiatives on issues related to planning regional integral development; development projects for hydrographic basins and frontier zones; management of national reserves, ecological reserves, training and management of the environment; and policies for the sustainable development of tourism.


Recognition by the Stockholm Conference of the environmental problems of cross border areas lead the OAS to reinforce our multinational programs such as those aimed at managing and developing in integral fashion the hydrographic basins shared between two or more nations, as well as the sustainable development of frontier areas, work in which our Organization already has relevant experience.  We capitalized on the experience we have gained through our technical cooperation programs and concentrated on finding solutions to cross border environmental problems.

The new role of the OAS


As new international institutions emerged with both the human and financial resources with which to manage the environment and finance conservation and sensible use of natural resources projects, the OAS, rather than offering direct technical assistance at the national level, encouraged governments to seek this support from these organizations that are clearly in a much better position to provide it.  In addition to offering technical cooperation programs aimed at finding solutions to multinational problems, the OAS became an inter-American forum to encourage the exchange of information and the design of policies concerned with the environment and sustainable development.  We made a significant contribution to the creation and maintenance of environmental legislation throughout the continent.  These aims were one response to the guidelines that emerged from the declarations and decisions of the Organization’s higher agencies and were set down in the “New Vision for the OAS” (1995), and in the Plans of Action agreed in the Summits of the Americas.


These mandates were also framed in the agreements reached at the Earth Summit; the Rio Declaration, and its expression in program form, Agenda 21, the conventions on Biodiversity and Climate Change, and the Principles of Forests; as well as in some of the developments which followed the Summit, such as the Action Program for Small Island States which became a high priority for the Caribbean subregion.


We acted as a catalyst in implementing Agenda 21 by providing goals for the countries in the region for many of the obligations they had assumed under the terms of various multilateral treaties and by identifying possible solutions for cross border environmental problems.


We also attempted to establish principles that would help avoid any work towards free trade increasing the destruction of renewable natural resources and the environment and make it become instead the guiding force towards the sustainability of development.

International Environmental Law

Another of our priorities over the last decade was to play a part in creating international environmental law in the Americas.  In one document called “Issues proposed by the OAS in the Area of the Development of International Environmental Law” five program areas were identified, each of them containing a range of options.


We offered governments evaluations and policy recommendations for institutional development and national environmental legislation.  The new Unit for Sustainable Development and the Environment was envisaged as an instrument with which to build up and consolidate these functions within the OAS and to improve their coordination with technical cooperation programs.


The essentially political objective of the Organization forces it to generate and stimulate highly dynamic processes which will encourage governments to alter their interests and preconceptions in favor of conserving and protecting the environment and sustainable development.  This includes working to set up and coordinate networks of organizations, both policy generating and policy implementing, including governments and their different organizations, in addition to the type of organization mentioned above.


As the hierarchies of environmental authorities have increased in most countries in the Americas, we were able to support them in their new functions and resources.  But we also had to call for the collaboration of other ministries and organizations in sectoral programs in the search for that essential but elusive goal of sustainable development.
Declaration of Principles and Plan of Action

I have already commented on the Bolivia Summit in the chapter on Summits.  In order to be able to hold the Summit in Bolivia, we gave the Bolivian government the entire backing of the OAS and this was a significant contribution to the project to draw up the Declaration of Principles and Plan of Action.  Negotiating the agreements was difficult not only because of the inherent contradictions of the concept of sustainable development and how to bring it about, but also because of those aspects arising from the diversity of the countries in our continent, economically, socially, politically, ecologically, and culturally.  The Declaration of Principles and Plan of Action contain a series of activities to implement some of the agreements reached at the Earth Summit. Following the Rio Conference, progress has been made in accepting the principles and criteria agreed on sustainable development, although we have failed to fulfill some commitments we assumed there.


The solidarity from developed countries that should have translated into the provision of new and additional resources and technology transfer at concessionary and preferential prices did not materialize.  In contrast, developing countries, amongst them the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean, made progress implementing some of the agreements reached at the Earth Summit.  Having noted this at the Santa Cruz Summit we moved forward on the program obligations we had assumed at Rio and that were contained in Agenda 21.


The Organization ratified its commitment to the Bolivia Summit, and the Inter-American Commission for Sustainable Development of the OAS played a critical role in the follow-up process.  The Secretariat contributed its entire available technical resources to pursuing the goals implicit in the mandates from the governments of member states.
The Plan’s Problems and Achievements


The main limitation of the Plan of Action approved by the Presidents and Heads of Government was that although the objectives and important, concrete actions were defined, not enough was done to allocate responsibilities to international organizations for helping governments to carry out their mandates, particularly in those areas in which collective action by member states would be needed.  Some of the specific proposals relating to the allocation of responsibilities for implementation were dropped in the process of achieving consensus in Santa Cruz.  We will come back to these and other ideas in order to clearly define the responsibilities of each agency.


When the OAS tried to define our main responsibilities under the Plan of Action, we identified four essential functions:

· Follow-up the Plan of Action including coordinating with the international agencies as mandated by the Presidents;

· Serve as a forum for the Americas on sustainable development;

· Make available to governments and civil society information regarding the implementation of the Plan of Action and regarding policies and programs relating to sustainable development;

· Coordinate, develop, or execute some specific programs.

In order to comply with this function, we set up an inter-agency group to coordinate the agencies in their follow-up work and to enhance the cooperation between them, to support countries in the implementation of the mandates from the Summit (OAS, World Bank, IDB, UNDP, UNEP, ECLAC, PAHO, IICA, ADC, and others).  We also set up a preliminary inventory of the programs considered by the agencies to be relevant to the Plan of Action of Bolivia.  The World Bank, the IDB, and UNESCO contributed to this proposal.  The OAS also received support from other institutions to set up a network concerned with environmental law.  We also helped coordinate the setting up of a network in the Hemisphere of government officials and experts in environmental law.  The Unit, with support from CIDI, worked on the strategic element of the cooperation necessary for this issue.

Following up the Plan

The Third Meeting of Ministers of the Inter-American Committee for Sustainable Development (CIDS) was held in Washington in February 2002 in continuation of the Plans of Action resulting from Santiago 1998, and Quebec 2001.  They stressed the need for cooperation for institution building; funding and facilitating technology transfer; and ensuring transparency by civil participation.  This was all necessary in order to achieve the goals set out in the Summit of the Americas concerning Sustainable Development and in the Earth Summit.

Ten years after the Earth Summit, the American Hemisphere is the only one to have called a summit at the presidential level to specifically review Agenda 21 and to set priorities from the initiatives proposed in that document.

The region was the first in the world to formally approve principles for citizen participation in decision-making.  But it is right to point out that much remains to be done to achieve real transparency in decision making on the subject of sustainable development.  We would also like to point out that since the Summit of Bolivia, the hemispheric agenda on sustainable development has been watered down.  New mandates continue to be given to sectoral agencies with no clear coordination mechanism between them.

The Quebec Summit specifically provided for a meeting of Ministers for Health and the Environment.  The following year, the Canadian government sponsored this event.  This is an important precedent because it will take the debate, policies, and work to new horizons.

We were therefore responsible for revitalizing the issue of sustainable development and it was for CIDS, as an inter-sectoral forum for sustainable development in the Hemisphere, and for the ministerial agency, to evaluate progress achieved on the subject since the Rio and Bolivia Summits, and to work out new guidelines for work by countries and multilateral cooperation in the next few years.  This inter-sectoral and integral approach to the regional agenda is what the Americas, via the OAS, must contribute in order to achieve sustainable development at a world level.

During 2003, it was the responsibility of the working group of the Permanent Executive Committee of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CEPCIDI) to put into practice the agreements adopted by the environmental authorities as part of the Third Meeting of the Inter-American Committee for Sustainable Development.  The countries delegated to the Unit for Sustainable Development and the Environment the task of designing a draft thematic hemispheric agenda that would consolidate within the Inter-American Program the needs of the countries following the mandates of the Summits of the Americas (Miami 1994, Santiago 1998, Quebec 2001), and the Summit of the Americas on Sustainable Development (Bolivia 1996); as well as resolutions from the General Assembly, CIDI and CIDS concerning sustainable development and Agenda 21, the Rio Conference, and the Conference on Sustainable Development of Small-Island States in the process of Development.

Projects

Through the Unit for Sustainable Development and the Environment of the OAS we have carried out programs in three very important areas.  One was aimed at reducing the vulnerability of countries in the Caribbean by programs dealing with community training, introduction of building codes, ensuring the safety of shelters, and developing risk maps.  A program was designed for an integrated approach to coastal administration in the Caribbean, to strengthen institutional capacity, and develop legislation for the protection of eco systems.  Another plan was designed for adapting to changes in the world’s climate by installing a network of sensors that record data and facilitate its swift diffusion and analysis.  We have also contributed to setting up an inter-American dialogue on disaster reduction, and an inter-institutional meeting that would enable this work to be included in economic plans.

In addition, work and projects have also been undertaken with a view to preventing the loss of biodiversity by promoting the use of the Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network (IABIN).  In order to do this, we have continued to follow the Inter-American Strategy adopted by the Inter-American Council for Integral Development in the year 2000, for the design, execution, and evaluation of projects.  We have also strengthened our work in the area of environmental law by developing cooperation partnerships in order to strengthen economic, social, and environmental procedures.

We should also mention the efforts we have made to enhance technical cooperation between member states regarding the integral management of water resources in hydrographic basins, with a particular focus on cross border basins.  We have implemented projects in the basins of the following rivers: Plate, Amazon, Bermejo, Grande de Tarija, Tolomosa, Sao Francisco, San Juan, as well as in the marshland and upper basin of the River Paraguay.  Preparatory work has continued for a project on the Guarani Aquifer.  Finally, we set up a project for preparing and putting into practice ways for circulating the lessons learnt and experience gained in the integrated management of Transboundary Water Resources in Latin America and the Caribbean (DELTAMERICA).

Institutional Cooperation


Over the last ten years we have worked consistently to promote institutional cooperation on the issue of human rights and the environment within the OAS context. Specifically, we have established close coordination between the Unit for Sustainable Development and the Environment, and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR).


With regard to climate change, development planning in the Caribbean region continues to move towards integration via a joint initiative between the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), the OAS, and the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA).  The purpose of this project is to integrate impact evaluations of natural dangers and climate change into the preparation and evaluation process of projects for the Bank and participating countries.


In terms of promoting renewable energy, the Unit continued its work with the Technical Secretariat of the OAS Renewable Energy in the Americas Initiative (REIA).  As part of this work, we collaborated in promoting sustainable alternatives throughout the region, supporting REIA in its role of catalyst in approving the Law of Incentives for Developing Renewable Energy Projects in Guatemala, and in preparing the Sustainable Energy Plans in Santa Lucia, Dominica, and Grenada.

Natural Disasters


The First Summit of the Americas highlighted the areas that are fundamental for development in the Hemisphere:  strengthening democracy, sustainable development, and free trade.  Against this, we set out to study how vulnerable the trade corridors were to natural disasters.  These trade corridors are a yardstick for the three aspects of development.


After five years of organizational and field work with the education sector, we sponsored the First Hemispheric Conference on Disaster Reduction in the Educational Sector (Hemispheric EDUPLAN 1) that examined the efforts made nationally to include risk reduction measures in work practices, physical infrastructure, academic aspects, information, and public participation.  Much of the work at national and local levels was done through voluntary technical secretariats, affiliated to Hemispheric EDUPLAN.


We also set up PROCORREDOR (The Inter-American Program for Training and Research for Trade Corridor Development), an association of academic researchers, non-governmental agencies, and governments, to study the environmental aspects of developing trade corridors, in order to be in a position to give multidisciplinary advice to governments on this subject.


With support from international and regional organizations, we held a series of workshops in the Southern Cone, the Andean Region, and Central America on Sustainable Cities and Trade Corridors, Reducing Vulnerability to Natural Disasters, Mandates, and Actions for the Future.  The conclusions and recommendations from the workshops were similar in that they reflected the need to include the subject of disaster reduction in the development agenda, boost our evaluation of sectoral risks, and work together more in this field.


In 1999, via the resolution on mechanisms for the reduction of natural disasters and reaction to them, we established the Inter-American Committee on Natural Disaster Reduction (IACNDR), of which I was part, together with the President of the IDB, the Director General of the PAHO, the Secretary General of the Pan American Institute of Geography and History (PAIGH), the Director General of the Inter-American Institute of Cooperation on Agricultural (IICA), and the Director General of the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development (IACD). The IACNDR held its first meeting in the same year and agreed on a course of action.


In 2001, a large group of private and public institutions and individuals met in San Jose, Costa Rica for the “Conference on Reducing Disaster Risks”.  The call for this conference to be held reflected recognition by the states of the link between natural disasters and small island states, the small economies in the region, the poor, and the displacement of development funds to cope with post disaster reconstruction.


Sustained development can contribute significantly to reducing the losses caused by disasters.  The conclusions of the conference highlighted the role that the Secretary General of the OAS should play in organizing and coordinating opportunities for information and technology to be used throughout the Hemisphere without duplicating efforts; support for developing extensive early alarm systems and the use of all available information on risks; the creation of and support for procedures for financial analysis, both physical and economic, so that measures can be adopted with a view to reducing the risks that threaten increased investment; access to insurance and other risk management mechanisms.


The General Secretariat of the OAS, in collaboration with the PROCORREDOR association, organized the First Hemispheric Conference on Reducing the Vulnerability of Trade Corridors to Socio-Natural Disasters, with the participation of national, regional, and international specialists covering the areas of agriculture, development assistance, finance, emergency management, energy, and transport.  The results will form the basis for sectoral plans to include agendas for reducing structure vulnerability.

Summit Mandates


In 2002, the General Assembly of the OAS asked IACNDR to develop a strategic plan for responding to disasters and reducing vulnerability.  The member states also adopted the “Strategic Plan for Partnership for Development 2002-2005”, the objective of which is to reduce vulnerability to natural disasters, prevent worldwide climate change, and adaptation.  In the context of the Summits of the Americas, the Quebec Summit called for a strengthening of cooperation in the Hemisphere and for policies to be implemented to improve the capacity of countries to prevent, respond to, and mitigate natural disasters.  The Summit of Santa Cruz called for governments to include in their national plans, mechanisms for planning and responding to disasters.


The Inter-American Strategic Plan for Policy on Vulnerability Reduction, Risk Management and Disaster Response (IASP) was adopted by the General Assembly.  Its main objective is to reduce the effect of natural disasters on member states.  This means that member states will be increasingly able to resist the impact of natural dangers, and less dependent on the international community for help when emergencies occur.  The Plan’s specific objectives include reducing the loss of human life and property, improving the preparedness of the emergency services, improving financial protection from catastrophic losses, and helping make social and economic infrastructure more resistant, all of which will contribute to development and security in the Hemisphere.


The Plan was agreed in accordance with resolution AG/RES. 1885 (XXXII-O/02of the General Assembly of the OAS, and other mandates, for adoption by member states and their development sectors.  The Plan will help countries meet the commitments they have assumed to channel support from the Committee for the Reduction of Natural Disasters, to receive support from the private sector, to interact with regional authorities and the United Nations System, and to recognize input from the Conference on Risk Reduction in the Hemisphere which was held in 2001.


During the last fifteen years, the member states of the OAS, either in their own right, or as members of regions or the Hemisphere, have entered into more than 30 commitments linked with natural disasters.  The intention of the Plan is to meet these commitments with the help of regional and international organizations.  The emphasis is on supporting actions that only the countries can commit.


The General Secretariat of the OAS made recommendations concerning the impact of natural disasters on the question of security.  These include disaster reduction and the role of decentralized government and civil society; the channeling of international aid in the case of a disaster; the role of the military in disaster reduction; the role of disaster reduction on development planning and execution; reduction of vulnerability of the trade corridors’ infrastructure; the impossibility of development in conditions of vulnerability.


The institutions that finance development and international humanitarian aid policies and programs are ready to collaborate with countries regarding vulnerability and response to emergencies, which will all enhance security.  But these agencies do not accept technical responsibility for the decisions taken by the public and private sectors regarding the resistance of economic and social infrastructure to natural disasters.  The countries themselves must assume responsibility for repairing, replacing, and reconstructing infrastructure when it has been destroyed or damaged.  But much interest exists in increasing collective action on disasters at a national as well as at an international level, which will increase security in the Hemisphere.

Quantifiable Achievements


Although much remains to be done in the Hemisphere, in the last few years we have seen an increasing awareness of the importance of protecting the environment and in sustainable development.  Countries are updating and writing laws with a view to applying integrated management systems to water resources including cross border projects.  The importance of energy has been recognized as one of the basic platforms for development, prosperity, and a better quality of life.  We have seen also a firm commitment from countries to work on the issue of public health and quality of environment.  In the area of environmental law, cooperation partnerships have been set up at Hemispheric and regional levels to strengthen economic, social, and environmental procedures by ensuring that they complement each other and contribute to sustainable development.  We have worked on biodiversity throughout the Americas that contain eight out of the world’s 25 ecosystems of greatest diversity and importance.  Finally, action has been taken to increase the protected areas in the Hemisphere from less than 200 million hectares in 1975, to more than 400 million hectares at present.

XIII.  LABOR

Globalization and the processes of integration


Globalization and the processes of integration have had particularly significant effects on the subject of labor.  Jobs move from one region to another with unheard of rapidity; the little labor stability there was, is getting less, the demand for highly qualified workers has increased, but the same is not true for those workers who are not highly qualified, which is most of the labor force on the planet.  Consequently, the incomes of a few have increased, while those of the majority have decreased or stagnated; the new concept of manpower as fungible has weakened the unions; brutal competition in international markets has challenged businessmen and put them under tremendous pressure.


At the same time, markets have become much more efficient and larger; producers and workers in one region can now, thanks to improved communications, sell their products in almost any corner of the world; and trade barriers have gradually come down in spite of the occasional appearance of certain protectionist trends.


The countries of the Hemisphere initially responded to these challenges by instigating labor reforms in favor of opening their markets and free trade, but the harsh economic crises that struck the region brought about a loss of enthusiasm for reform and a call for integration to ensure social policies that would protect the most vulnerable.


These changes are reflected in the concerns and decisions of the Summits of the Americas and the Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor.  Since 1953, the Ministers of Labor of the Hemisphere have occasionally met under the auspices of the OAS.  While economies were closed and there was little labor mobility in the region, these meetings were little other than demonstrations of unity and good intentions. Moreover, the mechanisms did not exist for either following up the meetings or converting into reality the decisions taken there.

Employment and economic integration in the Americas


Like so much else, this situation began to change with the end of the Cold War. From the beginning, the Process of the Summits of the Americas identified the labor issue as one of the region’s priorities, gave ministers clear objectives and institutional mechanisms with which to follow up their decisions.  The first meeting to be held in this context was the Tenth Inter-American Conference for Ministers of Labor, in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in 1995.  Reflecting the optimism and enthusiasm of the time, the theme of the meeting was Employment and Economic Integration in the Hemisphere. This meeting resulted in the creation of four working groups to study the issues of economic integration and its effect on employment and labor migration, social dialogue and collective negotiation in the Americas, the modernization of labor ministries and labor information systems, and retraining the labor force of the future.


However, in the chapter titled Economic Growth, Volatility of Capital, Reform of the State and the Struggle against Poverty, I refer to the enormous difficulty that the countries of Latin America have encountered since 1995 in growing because of the inherent problems of our policies and because of the problems caused by the volatility of capital.  Three crises have made this problem almost permanent.


We all saw the problems experienced by Mexico with the so-called tequila effect, then came the Russia-Asia crisis which had severe repercussions on Brazil and Argentina as well as on some Andean countries, and finally, the Argentine crisis.  All of this has significantly affected our growth rates in a way which threatens governability and which has been seriously accentuated by globalization and the effects of international competition.  It has also lead to an increase in unemployment and exerted great pressure on the labor market.

Eleventh Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor


In the midst of this delicate situation, the Ministers of Labor celebrated their Eleventh Conference within the framework of the OAS, in Viña del Mar, Chile, in 1998. This provided the framework for a debate on how to achieve the objectives for labor established in the Plan of Action of the Summit of Santiago, and identified new challenges relating to the workplace resulting from globalization, the speed of technical innovation, and structural as well as institutional changes.  The Ministers of Labor adopted a Plan of Action and created an Advisory Council composed of the Organization of American States (OAS), the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the International Labour Organization (ILO) and the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) to help implement the Plan.  They also set up working groups responsible for studying the social and labor implications of globalization and the modernization of labor administrations.


The group on Globalizing the Economy and its Social and Labor Dimension studied questions such the social dimension of the processes of economic integration, transformation of the structure and function of labor markets and labor regimes, and how development and training systems can be of assistance to unemployed workers.  The ILO was charged with preparing a report on sub-regional economic groups and their labor agreements.

The group on Modernizing the State and the Administration of Labor studied ways to modernize labor ministries in relation to their regulatory functions while respecting the fundamental rights of workers, labor courts, social dialogue, concerted action, and collective negotiation.  It also identified several technical cooperation projects.


This agenda was rooted in the conviction that economic integration and the expansion of free trade in the Hemisphere should be achieved in such a way that was compatible with respect for basic labor standards, that social progress is only possible with freedom of association, with collective negotiation; and with healthy conditions and work security, the prohibition of child or forced labor, free from discrimination, with respect for human dignity, and with legitimate political institutions.


The Ministers were right to prioritize institutional reform.  The speed with which the economic structures of many countries have changed has not been accompanied by matching changes in the institutions in charge of social policy.  This is why it is urgent to make progress in modernizing labor ministries, in updating labor legislation, and in reorienting training organizations.  We need institutions that are more agile, that allow us to guarantee full compliance with the basic rights of workers and to control disputes between the State, employers, and workers so that a consensus is achieved concerning the rules of the labor market.


Stronger institutions would allow us to give new scope to issues such as salary policy and working conditions, productivity increase, employment programs, professional training for workers, organizing labor unions.


One major issue that came to the forefront during the Eleventh Conference was that of training as a tool with which to respond to the challenges of globalization.  It remains relevant.  In order to compete successfully in global markets our countries need permanent and rigorous training and development systems capable of training staff to use new information technologies, to play a role in the new service industries, and which help bring young people into the labor market.  This is essential in order to ensure that the needs of our productive sectors are matched by those of the labor force, that sustained growth is maintained, that markets remain competitive, productivity increased and, in the final instance, that we achieve salary scales which impact on poverty levels.


These enormous challenges have traditionally been the lot of labor authorities with limited resources and few cooperation and coordination mechanisms, a situation which does not favor regional policies which are inevitably the only way to develop our Hemisphere harmoniously.  This is the justification for the technical dialogue on designing policies, sharing experience, and the existence of a multilateral space in which the issue can be discussed, all of which is essentially provided by the Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor.


Another defining aspect of the framework of the Chile Meeting that again remains relevant is the need to create or strengthen new partnerships to prevent the exclusion from society of large sectors of our population.  This is an essential condition for reaffirming democratic legitimacy.  Once dialogue is established between social actors, in the enterprise and outside, it becomes a very important element for maintaining social stability.


Consolidating that democratic institutionality requires a permanent educational effort.  When free trade and economic integration are a source of concern to those sectors of society which feel threatened by the increased economic competition and its impact, governments should make more effort to ensure that workers are well informed as to how their lives will be affected, and the steps that are being taken to maintain labor standards and to assist those who might be affected adversely.  Only in this way will our institutions gain credibility and trust, and only in this way will uncertainty be reduced.


Since the Meeting of Viña del Mar, the OAS and the IDB began to work more closely with some of the ministries to produce documents, create regional information systems, and to promote horizontal cooperation and technical assistance programs.  They have been joined in these efforts by associations representing both employers and workers such as the Labor Council for Technical Assessment (xx), the Employers Committee for Technical Assessment in Labor Maters (xx), and the Permanent Technical Council for Labor Affairs (xx).  In addition, in order to support the work of the pro tempore Presidency of the Conference, the OAS agreed to be named technical secretariat for the process.

Following the meeting, our countries continued their efforts in the labor area by extending the hemispheric agenda, and following orthodox economic policies and fiscal discipline.  Notwithstanding this, the decade closed against a negative background with nearly zero percent growth in Latin America and the Caribbean in contrast with the average of 3.2% in the 90s.  The fall in output lead to a reduction in the demand for labor. Because of this, the countries in the region saw unemployment increase from 8% in 1998 to 8.7% in 1999.  And this was in spite of the fact that exports had increased and exceeded the amounts reached before the Asian crisis.  Foreign investment, the main yardstick of confidence in our policies, amounted to more than US$70,000 million in 1999 which meant that the share of worldwide direct foreign investment in emerging countries received by the region amounted to 40.6%, almost on a par with Asia which received 44.3%.


Our countries continued to progress in the economic and commercial integration processes, pushed by the negotiation and consultative groups.


The boom in these negotiations gave rise to a parallel agenda with extremely important social and political subjects, including labor.  Flexibility and a vision of the integration process made it possible to draw all these concerns together and link them in a coherent manner with the free trade negotiations, something which otherwise would have been very difficult within the framework of the World Trade Organization (WTO).  In spite of the enthusiasm that existed at the time for an ambitious Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) it had not been forgotten that the hard work would only be justified if it gave rise to an improved standard of living for the region’s inhabitants.


This willingness to confront the problems in all their complexity shows how determined the labor authorities in our Hemisphere are to achieve their joint objective of advancing integration in the Hemisphere by creating the Free Trade Area of the Americas and of consolidating subregional agreements while ensuring that appropriate and effective mechanisms exist to protect the basic rights of workers.  The challenge continues to be how to ensure a certain degree of flexibility in the labor markets without sacrificing stability and good wage levels, and how to aim for international competitivity without sacrificing respect for certain norms of basic social security.


In February 2000, a meeting was held in Washington D.C. to follow up on the actions agreed in Viña del Mar fifteen months before.  The reports from the working groups reflected the progress made on the objectives of economic integration and protection of the fundamental rights of workers.  They also provided for national authorities and the international community a good overall picture of the labor situation in the context of globalization and the modernization of ministries of labor, along with a wide range of proposals for national, subregional and hemispheric action.


On the basis of these documents, the pro tempore Presidency of the Conference drew up a document which defined concrete actions that should be completed in order to meet the objectives of the conference, and which could be developed via technical assistance.  This included reinforcing labor institutionality, respecting collective negotiation and adapting it to different circumstances, promoting confidence and cooperation between workers while at the same time taking care to ensure adequate worker protection, and encouraging countries to ratify ILO agreements.


At the beginning of the 21st century, the tensions and adjustments that had lead to globalization increased.  Our economies, as mentioned before, with few exceptions, had not identified the way to healthy growth, began to generate problems of governability, and vast sectors of the population began to experience a general feeling of disenchantment and frustration.


The route to prosperity continued to elude our economies; the region continued to work towards integration, and discontent with the poor results of the first series of reforms continued to grow.  All of this had a profound effect on the labor issue.


Not only was the situation damaging our democracies, but the very real problems faced throughout the continent were moving into the labor sector and translated into a prolongation of the low levels of employment generation, low rates of employment growth, low salary levels, and an increase in informal jobs.  The only small increase in employment was in terms of qualified jobs.  The gap between those with and without qualifications increased.  The trend towards the increased demand for highly qualified workers was enhanced, as was the drastic reduction in demand for those who had none.


This situation revealed clearly the priorities as far as labor was concerned.  We no longer doubted that employment generation was the major challenge for our governments and societies.  Amongst the various tasks relating to this, we recognized the need to stimulate strong partnerships between the agents of production and governments wishing to create quality employment.  And this can be achieved in many cases without huge investment. Such is the case of the huge potential for job creation at the micro and local community level.


But we must always remember that for employment to increase, productivity has to be improved.  This can be achieved by reducing labor costs and by adopting new ways of organizing work and production.  In a democratic and just society, these changes should be accompanied by mechanisms to protect the worker and should be achieved through concerted action and social dialogue.


In April 2001, we held the Third Summit of the Americas in Quebec, Canada.  The Presidents and Prime Ministers renewed the commitment of the Hemisphere to democracy, to the search for economic prosperity, and to dedicating their efforts to realizing the potential of each individual.  One of the measures we took concerning democracy was to launch an initiative to adopt the Democratic Charter.  In the labor area, the Charter recognizes that a fundamental aspect of achieving democratic ideals involves recognizing the right of workers to associate freely in defense and promotion of their interests; and in Article 10, the member states of the OAS declare that “the promotion and strengthening of democracy requires the full and effective exercise of workers’ rights and the application of core labor standards, as recognized in the International Labour Organization (ILO) Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work, and its Follow-up, adopted in 1998,” and also that “democracy is strengthened by improving standards in the workplace and enhancing the quality of life for workers in the Hemisphere.”

Twelfth Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor

Against this background, we held the Twelfth Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor in Ottawa, Canada.  To further the commitments acquired months beforehand by the Heads of State and of Government in Quebec, the ministers studied the social and labor dimension of globalization and the modernization of ministries of labor, the special needs of small economies and of the weakest groups in society, and they looked for formulae that would ensure that an increase in trade would translate into an improved standard of living for most of the inhabitants in the region.  Canada, as Chile had done before, took the lead during the year in which it occupied the chair of Pro Tempore Presidency of the Conference.  After the Ottawa Meeting, the Conference through its working groups carried out a rigorous agenda.  During this period the consequences of terrorism and a still fragile global economy continued to exert unhealthy pressure on job generation.  At the ballot box, Brazil insisted that social issues should be central and that job creation was more important than integration, a feeling that was reflected throughout much of the Hemisphere.

In terms of free trade, tension was rising because of the approach of the date fixed for adopting the FTAA, the start of various bilateral negotiations on the issue, and the conclusion of the free trade agreement between Chile and the United States.  In contrast with NAFTA, which includes a side-agreement on the issue, the treaty includes a chapter dealing with the issue of labor.  The chapter sets out mechanisms for resolving labor disputes that affect free trade between the parties and for taking joint corrective action. Similar systems were incorporated in the free trade treaties between the United States and several Central American countries.

Against this background, the discussions deteriorated between those for and against including the labor issue in the treaties.  Those who were against it said that we had agreed to a protectionist mechanism that by the smallest oversight could prevent access by the smallest economies to the markets.  Those who were in favor maintained that the chapter only protected the workers in both small and large economies, guaranteed compliance with each country’s legislation, and created mechanisms to resolve problems and ensure more stable and constructive relations.  These debates echoed those that had been going on for years in the World Trade Organization (WTO).

The discrepancy in criteria extended beyond labor issues.  In Cancun it was obvious that the distance between parties in terms of free trade was great.  The meeting there was unable to achieve what it had set out to do because it proved impossible to agree on the content and scope of negotiations, although it did at least illustrate how difficult it is today to reconcile the differences of the many actors on the world stage.  We can use this experience in the Hemisphere, as we saw in the chapter on trade, to strengthen our integration and provide greater impetus towards hemispheric cooperation; to set up, using the instruments that we have in the American context, a process with weights and balances, the give and take that make it viable and just; bear in mind the concerns of developing countries; and ensure that each country identities the integration that benefits it, that a more open but regulated trade strengthens it, and that we can construct more participative agreements with our governments, businessmen, and workers.

Thirteenth Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor


The Thirteenth Inter-American Conference of Ministers of Labor was held in Salvador de Bahia, Brazil, in 2003.  The Ministers agreed to continue studying the effects of globalization and integration in labor matters and declared that the objective of all these processes should be to raise the standard of living in the region.  They also agreed to continue developing cooperation programs in this area, and opening institutional channels of information with other ministries such as education and trade, to improve the coordination of actions taken at the technical and political levels.


The first group concentrated on analyzing the social and labor dimension of the inter-American processes of integration and globalization, employment policies and projects, professional training and assistance for unemployed workers, each country’s experience of these matters, labor relations, and social security.


The second group analyzed information services that provide an empirical basis for evolving policies on employment evolution, labor markets, and the state of labor relations.  This group also took on the job of providing information concerning different countries’ control procedures, workers’ labor rights, and collective negotiation and agreements.  A study was carried out of the labor administration and they designed and executed horizontal cooperation projects, notably administrative and functional re-organization of ministries, training in conflict prevention mediation, automation and the labor register, sharing of information concerning labor justice, and inspection.

Funding was received from the OAS to promote small enterprises through seminars that have helped to link the associations of small entrepreneurs and to develop incubators for job generation.  Within this framework, manuals have been produced for administrators and owners of small businesses in order to facilitate their access to the available electronic information.  The working groups have been reinforced by the presence in their meetings of the assessing agencies of the Conference, Trade Union Technical Advisory Council (COSATE), and Business Technical Advisory Committee on Labor Matters (CEATAL).  In our role as Technical Secretariat we have striven to provide extensive information on the subjects discussed and actions taken on the OAS website.


At the meeting we stressed that the role of the Technical Secretariat is to support the Pro Tempore Presidency in ministerial agreements, to provide a focal point for communications and be a depository for the historical records of the Conference.  We followed up the progress made in implementing the Plan of Action of Viña del Mar, in particular by carrying out surveys into workforce flexibility.


We considered the design of Comparable Systems of Labor Information on Job Markets a valuable initiative.  The System is based on 20 indicators that were identified thanks to the work of the General Secretariat and the support of member countries.  These indicators are in addition to those used by the ILO to carry out careful and representative analysis of the situation in the Hemisphere.


This is what makes staff development and training programs so essential. Developing the workforce is an indispensable tool with which to reconcile the need to be competitive with preserving social justice.  Competency in work and learning demands a growing interaction between the educational and productive communities, which implies a combination of formal education, learning opportunities at work, and nonformal but permanent training.  For example, a recent piece of research by the IDB shows how one additional year’s education for the workforce in Latin America would produce an increase of one point in the region’s growth rate.  But we must always remember that for employment to increase, productivity has to improve.  This is achieved by reducing labor costs and by adopting new ways of organizing work and output.  In a just and democratic society these changes should be accompanied by mechanisms for protecting the worker, and should be agreed by concerted action, social dialogue, and support for small and medium-sized industries for which our rulers in the Summit of Monterrey, committed themselves to help improve employment rates.


Our countries have been obliged to confront the social consequences of the integration processes underway in the Americas, optimizing the opportunities that these provide whilst also registering the challenges they impose on us.  If the dialogue between ministers has achieved anything during these years it has been to establish the social dimension in terms of employment policies, professional training, education for work and permanent training, labor mediation, and unemployment benefits.


However, it is also essential to set up the institutional framework that could be used for promoting the fundamental rights and principles of workers in accordance with the mandates of the Summit of Quebec.  This supposes modern and efficient mechanisms to measure legislative compliance and stress prevention, while at the same time guarantee compliance with basic norms.


The Meeting stressed the need to create jobs and especially to give social issues and labor the importance they deserve in all the debates on globalization and integration. This occurred against a background of growing tension around the subject of free trade, the imminence of several bilateral agreements between the United States and member states, and problems negotiating the FTAA.  Because a chapter has been included on the labor dimension in several of the treaties signed recently, several member states are afraid that the same will happen with the FTAA, and that this will be used to deny markets to the less developed countries.


Others are of the opinion that the inclusion of the labor issue in the treaties in one form or another is inevitable, but that measures should be taken so that the norms laid down there are not used to eliminate comparative advantage but to create more constructive trade relations which will also help modernize labor ministries which, in the new commercial world, are called upon to play a much more important role in formulating trade policies and in ensuring the law is respected.


We should prepare to enjoy the benefits that will be come from expanding trade and having a more educated and competitive workforce.  At the same time, we must make sure that the economic benefits translate into an improvement in social conditions and greater justice.  The FTAA should help to guarantee that as an effect of globalization, there should be more winners in the labor markets, and that the losers experience social security and an educational system which can retrain them and replace them in the workforce.

The Role of the Inter-American Conferences of Ministers of Labor


I am convinced that the Conferences will continue to meet the demanding and important role assigned them by our governments.  In the globalized world, it is the workers who experience the first impact of access to the international economy.  Often they are beneficiaries, although sometimes they suffer from the effects of intense international competition.  This impact, which is never completely predictable, tends to generate expectations, uncertainties, fears, and even complete rejection.


Thanks to these meetings it has been possible to achieve a balanced vision of the labor issue and to adopt a collective strategy to it.  If we look back, we have to recognize that the Conference has given fruit, that getting those responsible for these areas together periodically, within the framework of the Summits of the Americas is a positive exercise which has enriched our knowledge of the labor issue, builds up links with other countries, makes some cooperation more feasible, and provides an exceptional forum in which one of the most sensitive issues on the Hemisphere’s agenda can be discussed and so help consolidate democracy.


Ministers are also responsible for identifying formulae, practices, and mechanisms that will take the trauma out of our progress towards globalization.  The policies that government design and execute will determine the success of the integration processes in promoting dynamic growth in our economies which will in turn generate employment and more opportunities for all.  We will only achieve stable and lasting economic growth when it is socially sustainable.  And the first step is to respect the rights of the men and women who are responsible for keeping the productive process on course.  Only in this way can we ensure that trade integration will translate into opportunities and benefits for all.

XIV.  EDUCATION

The OAS contribution to education over the past ten years took the form of an institutional restructuring undertaken in response to the challenges of the new hemispheric architecture brought about by the series of Summits of the Heads of State and of Government of the Americas.  From the time of the first such Summit, in Miami in 1994, the presidents of the region explicitly acknowledged the important role that education, science, technology, and culture should play in the development process. Accordingly, an attempt was made to reposition the challenges posed by social development at the center of the region’s concerns and as a framework for its efforts in the educational, labor, and cultural spheres.

By the time of the XXVI Meeting of the Inter-American Council for Education, Science, and Culture (CIECC), held in Buenos Aires in February 1995, it was clear that the OAS had reached the end of a historical cycle of support in these fields.  It was time to embark on a transformation that meant adapting to a world that was changing at a bewildering pace, where ideological barriers were collapsing and giving way to democracy as the accepted form of government and to economic freedom as the parameter governing trade, financial, and international investment relations.  But, what role should the OAS then play with respect to social and, in particular, educational issues?

When the Protocol of Managua entered into force, establishing the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI), we attempted to breathe new momentum into the Organization to enable it to respond to the mandates of the Miami Summit.  It was at that time that the Unit for Social Development and Education (UDSE) was established, charged with placing the challenges posed by social development and the fight against poverty at the center of the region’s educational, labor-related, and cultural endeavors by forging hemispheric consensus among the national authorities responsible for these areas.  From then on, the Unit for Social Development and Education was to help organize and keep track of ministerial forums on social development, education, and labor and cultural affairs in the framework of CIDI, providing technical secretariat services and, together with CIDI, creating specialized committees in these sectors.

Effectively, we had entered a phase in which the principal function of the OAS with regard to education was no longer to finance projects, an activity that had declined markedly since the end of the 1980s, but rather to serve as a forum in which ministers might strive for consensus on the Hemisphere’s educational priorities under the Plan of Action of the Summit, share with one another proven successful programs capable of responding to the challenges posed by the Heads of State and Government, and promote the development of comparative educational indicators to gauge progress and setbacks, difficulties and opportunities.  For that, it was necessary to support the development of statistics and hemispheric information systems and to foster mechanisms for evaluating the quality of education.  Gradually, ministerial meetings began performing these functions.

As of the First Summit of the Americas (Miami, 1994), we resumed our contribution to education with the framework of the recently established CIDI, which replaced CIECC.  From then on, the education responsibilities we took on were those conferred by the mandates of the hemispheric Summits.

In the Secretariat, we made a point of beginning with a good diagnostic assessment.  Such an assessment had to be frank.  It had to afford insight into issues in all their complexity and identify research and information needs.  Finally, it had to devise policies and programs containing the right remedies, in the right doses.

Educational challenges in the region, 1998 - 2004

That was how, in 1998, we designed and carried out the study entitled “Education in the Americas: Quality and Equity in the Globalization Process.”  It was the subject of much public debate at OAS headquarters, with the participation of specialists from the IDB, the World Bank, and other international agencies, and placed at the disposal of the ministers.  It marked the starting point of an ongoing effort to promote dialogue and reflection with researchers, academia, and the authorities responsible for the educational sector throughout the Hemisphere.

The study surveyed the principal problems affecting the performance of educational systems in the region; analyzed the major trends in education in the context of the latest national and international scenarios, especially the globalization process that characterized the transition to the twenty-first century; and pinpointed some political priorities and strategies for activities in the educational sphere in the countries of the Hemisphere.

The study acknowledged significant progress in the region with respect to the expansion of education services and increases in enrollment in all kinds and at all levels of education.  Nevertheless, it also pointed out the obstacles that prevented national education systems from attaining desired levels of educational quality and equity in terms of access to education and utilization of education services.

The study revealed the immensity of the task facing the Hemisphere in both education and social development.  One of our most notable findings was that Latin America is the region with the highest inequality in the world in terms of income and of access to educational services.  The inequality in education also correlated with inequality in society as a whole.  According to a World Bank report, for example, education accounted for the difference in the growth-distribution ratios of South East Asia and Latin America.  A skewed income distribution is very largely a function of education.  More and better education is associated with a higher level and better distribution of national income.

However, the differences between our countries and those of South East Asia are not solely explained by the fact that the latter spend a higher proportion of their GDP on education.  Comparatively, we are at a considerable disadvantage in many of the variables for measuring educational performance.  Such differences can only really be explained by deficiencies within our educational systems.

One of the most frequently cited reasons is the difficulty governments have in simultaneously financing high rates of expansion and increased coverage of secondary and higher education, on the one hand, while earmarking a larger amount of available resources for solving quality problems at the primary or basic level.

The report pointed out that universalization of basic education had been achieved and called for efforts to focus on the quality and equity issues referred to above, which require not just more funding but actions to change what goes on in classrooms at every level of the educational system as well as preparation for primary school.

The report also underscored the shortcomings of educational services in peripheral urban and rural areas, where the children of the poorest families live.  The report echoed our concern at the apparent disparities between public and private education and at the high repeater and functional illiteracy rates.

Our observations and reflections reiterated the key part played by teachers and the need to give them more systematic training time, as well as teaching materials to help them create pertinent or appropriate learning environments.  Our analysis pointed to the importance of better trained and equitably distributed human resources being capable of adapting to technological change; being able to recognize and absorb new information and new methods; and being ready to work in teams analyzing and implementing new ways of organizing functions and tasks, rather than handling concepts learnt by rote and mastering specific skills that then become obsolete.

Our diagnostic assessment revealed that, given these demands on the system, many teachers at every level were neither trained nor paid appropriately and only one in every five university lecturers had a doctoral degree that qualified them to teach at that level.

Our initial concerns also focused on the quality of secondary and university education: low government expenditure per capita; too many resources devoted to administration and too little funding for the purchase of books and teaching materials; centralization as an obstacle to efficient management of educational establishments, inter alia.

In 1998, decentralization policy led us to see that the directors of state schools were rarely in a position to manage their establishments effectively, since they had little say over budgets, the tailoring of educational inputs to local circumstances, or the selection of teachers, given that the latter are national or state government employees and not persons hired by the municipalities or the educational establishments themselves.

Finally, already back in 1998, the report expressed our support of the call for a substantial increase in financing for education, by setting 8 percent of gross national product as a target for public expenditure on education.  That challenge forced us to seek and try out new formulas for increasing the level of financing for extending the number of school hours, expanding pre-school education coverage, or training at the doctoral level, but always without prejudice to the need for a substantial enhancement of the efficiency of educational management, the quality of educational policies, and institutional, and institutional arrangements.  Nevertheless, we should bear in mind that in terms of budget allocations it was necessary to accord priority to commitments to fairness, substantial improvements in educational management, and the quality of basic education.

Construed as a process in permanent interaction with the political dialogue of the Summits and the ministerial meetings, the ongoing diagnostic assessment of the sector that we have fostered has allowed us to refine our initial convictions and to keep in line with the new priorities and educational policy challenges of the countries of the Hemisphere.

In order for education to become the core ingredient in our countries’ ability to take up the challenges posed by globalization, we must, first and foremost, take stock of the grave problems besetting educational systems in the Hemisphere.

Although, according to ECLAC, public expenditure on education in Latin America increased as a percentage of GDP from 2.9 percent in 1990-1991 to 3.6 percent in 1996-1997 and to 4.2 percent in 2000-2001, making education the most highly protected social expenditure sector, in many cases the volume of financial resources allocated for public education is too small to deal with the difficulties and educational needs of the population.  In other cases, the resources available are poorly distributed or mismanaged. Finally, in the worst cases, resources are both scant and mismanaged.

Today, the serious problems affecting basic education are much more apparent. While dropout and repeater rates vary considerably from one country to another, they are still fundamental features of the educational scenario.  Rural and urban dropout rates and problems of access to educational services in rural communities prevent us nowadays from claiming that universal basic education has been achieved.  We know, too, that the challenges of attaining access to education and then staying the course are related to quality issues and the relevance of the education offered.

Teaching and learning systems and education management and organization models leave much to be desired.  Traditional classroom fare no longer matches the political and cultural aspirations of the population, nor the unprecedented economic and technological transformations of modern society.  All too often, curricula and programs are unsuited to today’s job requirements.

In terms of the ability of educational systems to meet the demands placed on them by society, educational management is inefficient.  Nor has the teaching imparted managed to instill the knowledge and skills needed for a fully participatory democracy and for a qualitatively adequate incorporation of youth into the labor market and life in society.

These problems can be observed all over the world as the globalization of the economy generates new forms of life in society and new labor market requirements, which in turn demand new educational qualifications to facilitate the responsible participation by citizens in decisions affecting both individual and collective life.

Our educational systems discriminate against the indigenous, against the malnourished or the children of undernourished families, against members of families in which the parents are illiterate, all of which exacerbates the inequality issues already rife in our societies.

Unfortunately, our educational systems are not addressing these challenges. Numerous analysts are referring, with increasing emphasis, to the sharp divide between the region’s educational systems and its development needs.  They point to the low quality of most public education, the decline of its role as the promoter of social mobility, the weaknesses of technical and vocational training at the secondary school level, and the proliferation of over-sized university systems, characterized by an abundance of low quality establishments.

One thesis now advanced throughout the Americas is that education is the key component in poverty reduction, as it is for income distribution issues.  The grave problems that make the Americas the most unequal region in the world will be compounded unless all its citizens have access to quality education.  We cannot say that the economic model must contribute significantly to the eradication of poverty, but education must undoubtedly perform a crucial role in ensuring equal opportunities and offsetting socio-economic disadvantages, in order to achieve a more equitable society.

Unfortunately, educational policy has not significantly narrowed divides or even overcome educational backlogs.  According to the Regional Education Indicators Program, school enrollment among rich families in the countries of the region with the greatest inequality in the distribution of income is six times higher than for the poorest families.  In countries with the least skewed income distributions the ration is 2:1.  What is more, there has been no major reduction in poverty since the Brasilia Meeting; nor did poverty decline in the 1990s.  In 1990, 200 million people in the region were living in conditions of poverty.  The figure for 2003, according to ECLAC, is 225 million.

Solving those educational problems in the new national and international contexts poses an enormous challenge for governments and society as a whole.  As specialists in this field have pointed out, a basic education in language and science is essential for communication, social integration, and access to labor markets and, as such, has proved to be a key factor in promoting human development and the exercise of citizenship.

The depth and speed of global economic and technological change have accentuated the importance of education for building and distributing knowledge.  Driven by that international context, new political and intellectual debates are beginning to inject a new momentum into educational circles in the Hemisphere.

Today, thanks to the lessons learned from analyses of several countries, we are in a better position to gauge the importance of the socio-economic context of a family or school vis-à-vis other factors that play a part in educational achievements, such as the capabilities of teachers, schools, and local and national administrations. 

These insights and developments have taught us to exercise caution when it comes to comparing the quality of public and private systems or designing and implementing sets of incentives for improving the performance of schools, teachers, and pupils.  As a result, several countries are attempting to combine better school management and expanded teacher training with integral community development activities.

This approach emphasizes the central role of the school as a social institution and reinforces the trend toward increasingly autonomous school management, accompanied on the other hand by growing efforts to establish standardized national basic curricula and systems for evaluating schoolchildren’s performance, combined with the development of an information system on achievements and hurdles in the education sector.

We also realize that in itself decentralization is not enough to solve the problems in education.  One of its drawbacks is that, with a few exceptions, there are no central or local systems for evaluating educational outcomes; that is to say, there is no monitoring of successful local activities, no procedures are in place to evaluate the processes associated with valuable learning experiences, there are no activities targeting a reduction in inequalities, and there are practically no policies fostering innovation.

In the Americas we have had successful examples of decentralization, local autonomy for communities and schools, democratic forms of management, participatory teaching, and vocational and civic education, but these experiences are not used, as systematically as we might wish, to shape long-term educational policy.  Our ministers typically find themselves in charge of institutionally weak ministries of education and thwarted by institutional impediments to a policy designed to correct all these defects and to revamp our educational systems.

The quality of education is related to the standard of living of the population in another facet we are committed to today.  An acceptable standard of living includes the exercise of citizenship and respect for human rights, as well as ample access to productive and well-paid employment.  The lack of equality in educational systems echoes the social and economic inequality characteristic of modern society.  Therein lies our greatest challenge if we consider that, in the world as a whole, Latin America is still the least equitable region in terms of access to economic and cultural goods and income distribution.

Based on the premise that in a globalized world the principal resource of a country is its people, human resources, our governments have set about solving the problems associated with funding, establishments, educational processes, and quality of teaching, especially for the inhabitants of urban and rural disenfranchised areas, ethnic minorities, and those needing special education.  An attempt was made to make the teaching career more attractive and professional, improve educational management and increase institutional capacity, and to give the system a bilingual and multicultural orientation.

Many countries in the region are again attempting to evaluate the performance of their educational systems.  In some countries, such efforts are local and targeted; in others, they cover the whole of the educational system.  A growing number of countries have recently conducted educational reforms at the local or national level.  The innovations and reforms currently under way essentially have to do with the central role of the school and the quality of the school environment; participation by the family and community in efforts to strengthen schools; the learning and evaluation process; and the quality of the teaching career and educational management.  The overall objective is to enhance the efficiency, equity, and quality of education.

Since 1998, the ministries have identified the principal problems and trends in education in the Americas, as well as policies and strategies for actions designed to chart the course of education and rationalize educational practice.  That ongoing diagnostic assessment has informed the political agreements of the Ministers of Education and the possibilities and implications of hemispheric cooperation in education.

The Meetings of Ministers of Educations in the framework of the Summits of the Americas

Following the First Summit of the Americas, held in Miami in 1994, and the establishment of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development, it was clear that the OAS had a responsibility and unique opportunity to address the challenges in education from a hemispheric and inter-sectoral angle.  From them on, and after the creation of the Unit for Social Development and Education in 1996, we embarked on a serious commitment to educational issues, which was to be reflected in ever broader mandates conferred on the OAS at the Summits of the Americas held in Santiago and Quebec City.

The Summits Implementation Review Group (SIRG) constituted the political and technical nucleus of the new thrust in the Hemisphere’s treatment of educational issues. Thanks to its leadership, a consensus began to be forged among representatives of the ministries of education of Latin America and the Caribbean, based on the fundamental principles of equity, quality, relevance, and efficiency in education.

At their meeting in Mérida, Mexico, in February 1998, the Ministers of Education set the guidelines and advanced the proposals of the Plan of Action that the Presidents and Prime Ministers subsequently adopted during the Second Summit of the Americas.

I also wish to underscore the fact that the General Assembly, at its twenty-eighth regular session in Caracas in June 1998, reiterated the importance of programs for upgrading and professionalizing teachers and educational management and for increasing institutional capacity, along with the need to honor the historical debt to indigenous populations by introducing bilingual, intercultural education.

The Second Summit of the Americas, held in Santiago, Chile in 1998 provided an opportunity to encourage the study of local and national experiences of educational reform in the context of the social development policies being pursued in the countries of the Hemisphere and for proposing cooperative action alternatives in the field of education.  The General Secretariat’s diagnostic assessment described in the previous section was presented as a contribution to that undoubtedly exhaustive debate of educational issues conducted on the occasion of the Second Summit.

The work of the Ministries of Education of the region was reflected in the very course taken by the Second Summit, which took education as its keynote theme.  The Summit established the quantitative goals universal access to quality primary education for all boys and girls in the Hemisphere by the year 2010 and a maximum secondary school dropout rate of 25 percent.  It also established that the guiding principles for education in the Hemisphere would be equity, quality, relevance, and efficiency.

In the Declaration of Santiago, the countries of the Hemisphere committed themselves to ongoing educational reforms designed to consolidate the principles of equity, quality, relevance, and efficiency.  That commitment arose at a time when it was thought that deeper reform should be accompanied by greater social consensus and backing for decentralization, management, evaluation, training, and financing policies.  At the same time, in many areas social conflicts were becoming more acute between ministries, trade unions, student organizations, the private sector, and other players.

The Presidents pointed to education as the key to progress.  In Santiago, they not only adopted similar policies and objectives for enhancing the quality, coverage, and relevance of education in each of the countries.  They also decided to draw up a joint plan of action for cooperation in education and gave instructions that a First Meeting of Ministers of Education in the Framework of CIDI be held to reflect on the commitments adopted at the Second Summit of the Americas.  That meeting took place in Brasilia in July 1998.

After the Second Summit of the Americas, the OAS had another opportunity to assist in this area by supporting the group of eleven countries formed at a ministerial meeting held parallel to the Summit for the purpose of monitoring implementation of the commitments with respect to education.  The need for that group was ratified at a special meeting held prior to the ministerial meeting in Brasilia, the main purpose of which was to establish a schedule for following up on the educational sector mandates issued by the Presidents in Santiago.

In Brasilia, the ministers themselves analyzed educational policies in light of the diagnostic assessments presented by the OAS and other organizations, with a view to defining national and subregional challenges and drawing up a hemispheric work plan consistent with the presidential mandates.

Of the nine education-related issues raised at the Second Summit of the Americas, held in Santiago, five were taken up by the Meeting of Ministers of Education in Brasilia and addressed in the Inter-American Program of Education, which emphasizes equity and quality in basic education.  It was then that the so-called Summit Projects arose, focusing on the creation of comparative regional education indicators and on the establishment of an Inter-American Evaluation Forum.  The leadership provided by the Group of Eleven strengthened the countries’ commitments.

One important outcome of these developments was the Regional Education Indicators Program (PRIE).  Chile offered to coordinate this initiative with the help of the regional office of UNESCO for Latin America and the Caribbean.  Established and adopted by the Ministers meeting in Brasilia in response to the Santiago mandates, this Program is a basic tool because it will in a sense make it possible to gauge progress in the education sector at the national and hemispheric level and help us to identify the impact of policies on education.

It is clear that, following the Summit in Santiago, ministers turned their attention to discerning the broad problems and trends in education in the Americas and proposing feasible alternative policies and action-oriented strategies for charting the course for education and shaping educational practice in the transition to the twenty-first century. The Ministers accomplished the task of taking stock of the status of education in the Hemisphere within the context of new national and international scenarios.  But they also worked hard to discover the potential and implications of hemispheric cooperation in the field of education, which we shall discuss in the following section.

The Third Summit of the Americas, held in Quebec City, Canada, in April 2001 specifically defines, and delves deeper into, hemispheric responsibilities in education in the Plan of Action adopted by the Heads of State and Government.  That Plan outlines five core program areas: equity and the quality of education; educational management, decentralization, and teacher training; secondary education and its relation to the world of work, especially through the certification of labor skills; higher education and academic mobility; and science and technology and the use of state of the art technology in education.  The Ministers were to take up these issues again at their next meeting, at which they would also identify partnership for development strategies for addressing them.

I would like to pause for a moment to share some thoughts on these five program areas, which have shaped our actions at the OAS since the Quebec Summit.

The diagnostic assessment I present above points to the considerable challenges still facing us in our efforts to provide a quality education for all.  Equal access to high quality education is something that we owe to every child in the Hemisphere.  In the world’s most unequal region, it is essential to equip each of our citizens with the tools he or she needs to progress and therefore to commit ourselves to providing universal coverage in basic education, to holding on to our students once they have enrolled, and helping them to perform at their best.

Then come the issues of school management, decentralization, civil society participation, and refresher courses for teachers.  Here let me emphasize decentralization, a process that many countries of the Hemisphere embarked on in the 1990s.  Nevertheless, we still do not have a clear idea of the consequences it has had in terms of its achievements, failures, or shortcomings.  While national studies have indeed been carried out on the effects of decentralization and some international organization have also looked into the matter in the field of education, these studies have not been disseminated on a scale that would allow other countries to learn from those experiences.

Decentralization poses major challenges with respect to equity.  In Colombia, for instance, we discovered that decentralization was highly effective in regions in which the purchasing power of the population was greatest and regional government administration efficient, but much less effective in the department with a lower income per capita.  That points to something of a paradox.  Decentralization has been most useful in the better organized regions and much less so in the regions lacking that degree of organization.

Despite the progress made with decentralization, we still face challenges, particularly as regards school management.  One of the major policy shortcomings is in fact that no provision was made to include improvements in school management in the decentralization process.  School directors still tend to lack authority and the ability to play a guiding role in management.  We still have directors with these shortcomings and a system that, in general, is somewhat hierarchical and authoritarian.

Obviously, where decentralization has made most headway, these traits are less in evidence, but still a major problem in our region.  Nor has sufficient progress been made, despite much effort, t with respect to the intervention and participation in education of parents and of civil society as a whole.

The third core program area we have been working on since the Quebec Summit is addressing the needs of young people, that is to say, analysis of the contents of secondary education and preparation for university.  The issue I would like to stress here is training people for the labor market, an area in which much work is being done.  There, of course, we face the classic dichotomy between preparation for university, which is, in essence, academic, and an element of career guidance or vocational training.  As regards the latter, generally speaking countries are still finding it difficult to lower the costs involved and achieve better results.  A few positive experiences do exist, but I would say that they are a minority.

Secondary education coverage has undoubtedly improved, although very high dropout rates limit the significance of that achievement.  Much also remains to be done in one important specific area, namely certification of labor skills, both those acquired to perform a job and the knowledge imparted by the educational system.

Recently, attention has focused on how to retain enrolled students and how to recoup those who have in some sense dropped out of the system through televised courses and information, so that the problem can be mitigated by home learning (autoaprendizaje).  As I already pointed out, one of the important new issues resulting from globalization is that skilled workers have substantially raised their income and their share of national income, while unskilled workers have experienced declines in both.

I should like to turn now to another key component of education referred to in the Plan of Action of Quebec: higher education issues.  While there is little doubt that enormous effort has gone into improving basic and secondary education, higher education issues have to some extent been sidelined.  In the whole of the Americas – but especially in the Latin American countries – state universities still pose a major problem. Although there are good grounds for asserting that the emphasis on primary and secondary education is appropriate, state universities have gone through difficult times, exacerbated by the difficulty they have in shifting to new areas of knowledge and training.

This has resulted in a marked decline in the quality of state university education: a major issue that needs to be addressed more vigorously.  The problems posed by inflexible employment regulations or clashes with trade unions must not prevent us from attempting to rescue state universities, to enable them, above all, to tackle the challenges of globalization.

Finally, the fifth and last core program area is the incorporation of new technology in education, a crucial, highly important topic, according to the presidents and ministers of education of the Hemisphere.  Undoubtedly, this is an area that will keep us busy for many a year to come.  Despite all the progress made and the importance of state-of-the-art technology in the classroom, it is essential to bear in mind that the teacher is a fundamental component of education.  We cannot simply substitute technology for traditional forms of teaching and learning or the role of the teacher.

Nor can we ignore the equity challenges associated with the use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) and the fact that it is our responsibility and that of our governments to provide access to the latest technology to all children.  We have to bear in mind rural schools, indigenous communities, girls, and children with special educational needs, all of which are important components within the sector.

Pursuant to this mandate, the Canadian delegation presented an initiative at the Quebec Summit regarding the establishment of the Institute for Connectivity in the Americas, the purpose of which would be to support education and development programs.  It has become a forum for innovative applications of ICTs aimed at strengthening democracy, generating economic prosperity, and fulfilling human potential. Cooperation agreements have been reached between the Institute of Connectivity and the Educational Portal above all in the framework of Canada’s College of the Americas.

The Second Meeting of Ministers of Education in the Framework of CIDI was held in September 2001, in Punta del Este, Uruguay, with a view to analyzing and developing cooperation strategies in connection with the five program areas.  The Ministers signed not only the Declaration of Punta del Este, but also the Declaration against Violence, which focuses on the need to bolster education for peace and human rights and against violence.  Since then, we have worked on a number of initiatives designed to promote education for democracy, peace, and human rights.
The Second Ministerial Meeting reiterated the importance of the OAS as the primary forum for educational dialogue leading to the formulation of sector policies and the implementation of collective action on various topics on the hemispheric agenda.

The Punta del Este meeting also undertook to establish the Inter-American Committee on Education (CIE), on which all member states would be represented, and to turn it into the technical and political organ of the OAS for monitoring education issues. The CIE recognizes, takes up, formalizes, and adds to the valuable activities performed up to that point by the Group of Eleven, which, as we mentioned, used to follow up on commitments in the sphere of education.

The OAS has made a significant contribution to providing the Hemisphere with educational tools incorporating the latest development in distance education and the use of new technology for the training of human resources.  I refer here to the Educational Portal of the Americas produced by our Cooperation Agency.  It was inaugurated at the Second Meeting of Ministers of Education in Punta del Este and since then it has strengthened our strategy of making human resource training and refresher courses available to the countries of the Hemisphere, especially distance learning programs, along with information and transparency regarding access to the OAS scholarships and fellowships program.

Currently, the Portal can be accessed in the four official languages of the OAS.  To date, it has received over 125 million visits from 202 countries in the world, has over 3 million users, and provides services to almost 30,000 citizens of the Americas every month.  In addition, it has offered training opportunities to over 6,000 teachers in the different countries of the Hemisphere and it has teacher training programs in equity and quality of education for Latin America and the Caribbean.  It has also reached cooperation agreements with centers of excellence such as Spain’s National University of Distance Learning and the Inter-American University Organization, as part of a strategy for offering joint bachelor’s and master’s degrees in the subject areas of the Summits of the Americas.

The Quebec Summit also emphasized the need to bring civil society on board in efforts to improve education and to support joint project agreements among the different agencies.  With that in mind, we have held interagency meetings prior to the Meetings of Ministers as a means of boosting support for the educational goals of our countries. Pursuant to the commitments to strengthen the participation of civil society in education, the OAS developed an inter-active online forum, through which over 3,000 organizations were consulted about educational challenges.  Subsequently, two organizations were elected to represent civil society at the Meeting of Ministers in Punta del Este.  Likewise, Corporación Participa was invited to represent the private sector.

At the Third Meeting of Ministers of Education, held in Mexico in August 2003, the ministers focused on three of the five key areas.  These were: equity and quality, which would entail analyzing the issue of schoolchildren failing at the basic education level and, in the CARICOM countries, initial and pre-school programs; the reform of secondary education and its links to the labor market, with particular attention to experiences in which, at the school level and without neglecting all-round education, certified jobs skills as a means of facilitating access to the labor market; and the training of teachers as key agents for enhancing the quality of education.

At this Third Meeting of Ministers, agreement was reached on three hemispheric projects that have allowed us to add to the cooperation funds available under the Special Multilateral Fund of CIDI (FEMCIDI), additional specific resources to ensure collective action in education on the key aforementioned topics of equity and quality, as well as teacher training, secondary education, and the certification of labor skills.  The Meeting also reaffirmed the importance of the Summit Project, initiated at the Brasilia meeting on Education Indicators and coordinated first by Chile and now by Mexico.  The idea is for Brazil to continue with the Evaluation Project, which will be coordinated with the indicator project, thanks to cooperation between Brazil and Mexico.

In line with the OAS’s new approach of involving civil society organizations in educational tasks and ministerial commitments, the Ministry of Education of Colombia, the Technical Secretariat, and the Summits Secretariat held a meeting with civil society organizations in Bogotá.  As a result of that consultation, the Teachers Association of Trinidad and Tobago and the Confederation for Persons with Intellectual Disability (CONFE) took part in the Third Ministerial Meeting and undertook, on behalf of civil society, to participate in the hemispheric projects.

A meeting was held with the IDB and the Secretariat of Education in Mexico, in the context of the Third Meeting of Ministers of Education, to discuss financing for cooperation in education.  The purpose was to highlight the impact of investment in education on investment and to conduct a technical analysis of the availability of resources for the educational sector in Latin America and the Caribbean.  A round table discussion was organized among Ministers of Education, Ministers of Finance, and Ministers of Economy, as well as representative business leaders in the region.  In line with that approach, the Third Ministerial Meeting also dealt with the need to develop innovative debt for education swap mechanism, a proposal; that that was then taken up at other regional and international meetings.

To reinforce the commitment of the Presidents at the Third Summit of the Americas, we signed an agreement with Mexico allowing the OAS cost-free use of Mexico’s Edusat satellite, which achieves hemispheric coverage, to support teacher training and thereby contribute to equity and quality in education through the use of new information and communication technologies and telecenters or community internet sites that can convey knowledge to even the most remote and disenfranchised areas.  The Educational Channel of the Americas was also inaugurated, its goal being to provide all countries in the region a means for transmitting educational content to teachers.

The first meeting of the Inter-American Committee on Education also took place in Mexico, in August 2003.  CIE officers and the Executive Council, representing the five subregions, were assigned responsibility for following through on an ongoing Work Plan between the Third Meeting of Ministers of Education and the Fourth Ministerial Meeting to be held in Trinidad and Tobago in 2005.  With the Inter-American Committee on Education fully functional as of 2003, the inter-American system now has a body for critical thinking and consensus-building regarding educational challenges in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Throughout these years we have strengthened our partnerships with other international agencies involved in education, especially in connection with the ministerial meetings and specific cooperation activities.  That is particularly evident since the efforts undertaken in Punta del Este, and even more robustly, in Mexico.  I am convinced that agencies and organizations can work effectively together to make an important contribution to the advancement of our children’s education in the Hemisphere.

Partnership for development in the Americas

By the early 1990s, we had begun to appreciate the need to move from vertical and one-way cooperation to a notion of horizontal technical cooperation and partnership, in which countries pooled their experiences and national experts implemented new initiatives.

As I mentioned earlier, the Summit of the Americas had assigned us a unique responsibility: that of serving as the Technical Secretariat for the series of ministerial meetings, which were supposed to take the Summit mandates and translate them into national and hemispheric priorities.  Accordingly, our first task was to concentrate technical cooperation in the areas identified as priorities.  This would mean that technical cooperation would not be restricted to North-South relationship.  Rather it would be the source of stronger horizontal – South-South and South-North – technical cooperation.  As a result, horizontal cooperation among developing countries has played a major part as an instrument for supporting national policies, and one that must be expanded and fostered.

In order to increase the impact of OAS technical cooperation, it was necessary to execute larger-scale projects.  It was not enough just to be more rigorous in the selection of projects nor to cut back on the number of projects.  New sources of finance had to be sought, outside the Organization’s budget, which meant working more regularly and intensely with other inter-American and international organizations.  We also managed to persuade governments to commit more of their own funds to cover part of the cost of the projects.  Circumstances taught us the advisability of multilateral technical cooperation agencies using national experts for many of the tasks hitherto carried out by international experts.

The work of the General Secretariat with respect to technical cooperation in education changed in the aftermath of the Summit, when it became clear that our own activities had to depend increasingly on greater coordination and cooperation with other international and financial institutions, if we wished to make headway toward the goals of the world-wide Education for All program.

The fact that institutions such as the World Bank and the IDB had devoted hundreds of millions of dollars to financing programs in education was a guarantee that opportunities for cooperation and effective collective action abounded.

From Brasilia to Mexico, the OAS, acting through the General Secretariat and the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development strengthened its partnership for development strategy and laid the foundations for a continuous process in which each mandate, each Ministerial, and each Summit would build on progress already achieved, without having to start from scratch.

In Brasilia there was a breakthrough.  For the first time at a planning meeting attended by representatives of almost all the countries in the Hemisphere, 1999 cooperation resources were programmed to support partnership for development activities in educational equity projects that would pool the experiences of Argentina, Mexico, Brazil and El Salvador with social compensation programs.  Support was given to education strategies with a gender perspective in order to promote more enrollment of girls in secondary education as well as to programs emphasizing the inclusion of children with disabilities in regular schools.

With FEMCIDI funding, Brazil also headed a training-for-work project in Mercosur, and later with Andean countries as well.  As part of the commitment to indigenous populations, support was given to a bilingual, multicultural education project with indigenous communities and to the development of an education model for migrant and transmigrant children.  Environmental education was another subject supported by the OAS in conjunction with other agencies.  Eagerness to use new technology was still incipient at the time, yet the OAS developed a FEMCIDI project involving tele-education for teachers. Apart from these multilateral projects, the First Meeting of Ministers of Education adopted two Summit Projects mentioned in the foregoing section: the Regional Education Indicators Project (PRIE) and the Educational Quality Evaluation Project.

In this context, we worked with governments and supported national institutions. We took part in coordinated projects involving multilateral banks and the United Nations and we worked with governments to prepare diagnostic assessments, formulate policies and cooperation strategies, exchange experiences, and disseminate knowledge.

The Second Meeting of Ministers of Education developed a strategic program for establishing a “Permanent Portfolio of Consolidated Programs,” which brings together national education programs addressing the five core program areas of the Quebec Summit. In many cases, there are also dissemination strategies making use of the latest technology. One key aspect of the consolidated programs is that they are available at no cost to the other countries, an arrangement that reinforces the notion of horizontal partnership for development.

The task of building this Portfolio has served to bolster horizontal partnership for development and enabled member states to share useful experiences.  The Unit for Social Development and Education developed a critical transfer methodology for the consolidated programs, which entails not just physical attendance but also a virtual learning strategy that allows a greater number of people access to those experiences and the educational process.  This support methodology was dubbed “The OAS Education Advisory Network” (CONARED).

CONARED is a low-cost, high-impact initiative for horizontal cooperation, since it facilitates electronic capitalization of lessons learned and helps technical teams in different ministries of education learn from the experiences of others. The concept of generated and shared knowledge that development banks have been working on takes on a new “empowerment” of ministries of education dimension, which reinforces horizontal partnership for development.

During 2002 and in early 2003, six consolidated educational program transfer seminars were held: Enlaces in Chile; EDUCO in El Salvador; Informática Educativa (educational information technology) in Costa Rica; Distance Adult Education in Mexico; Educational and School Management in Argentina and Mexico; and Bilingual Intercultural Education with indigenous leaders, academics, and directors of indigenous education in nine countries.

The Caribbean countries joined the process, starting with a seminar for members of CARICOM at the Institute of Advanced Studies for the Americas in Miami. Participants shared information on the consolidated programs previously offered to Latin American countries and reflected on the best ways to apply them in the Caribbean contexts. In this way, and under the CONARED strategy, most countries in the Americas have benefited from horizontal cooperation.

Looked at from a different perspective, this area calls for a homogeneous methodology, a network of information to help us to identify in each country, for instance, what children actually learn at school; how dropout, repetition of grades, and reinsertion issues are addressed; what inputs schools receive; how learning processes and the performance of those graduating from each educational establishment are measured. We need evaluation, statistics, and research that the countries can build into educational policies.

It became clear that the purpose of cooperation should have been support for the institutions and human resources of member countries, in areas defined as priorities by the Heads of States and Government and adopted as strategies by the ministers of education.  Based on that conviction, the Unit for Social Development and Education of the OAS, as the Technical Secretariat, developed a model that enabled the Ministers of Education at their meetings to address the priorities set by the presidents at the Summits of the Americas and forge hemispheric technical cooperation projects, using the resources of the Special Multilateral Fund of CIDI.

In this way, through our Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development and a strategy of mutual support, we were able to offer to strengthen horizontal cooperation among countries by channeling the resources in FEMCIDI’s education account to hemispheric projects in the program areas selected at the Ministerial Meetings.

The Technical Secretariat took on the responsibility of staying constantly in touch with all subregional coordinators of hemispheric projects and for seeking external financing. This commitment came together with a fund to be used according to rules that the countries themselves were to set through the Inter-American Committee on Education.

Technical and financial agencies and organizations involved in inter-American affairs were also invited to support the hemispheric projects.  UNESCO, UNICEF, the Organization of Ibero-American States for Education, Science, and Culture, the Andrés Bello Agreement, the IDB, and the World Bank announced contributions to each of the hemispheric projects, following an inter-agency consensus building effort by the General Secretariat.

Thus by 2004 the OAS had developed a solid partnership for development strategy that had managed to align the political mandates of the Presidents and Heads of States and Ministers of Education with concrete technical actions, while consulting on a regular basis with civil society organizations and working in conjunction with international and regional agencies.  Increasingly, the tools used by the OAS came to be shaped and framed by the needs of the states.  Much remains to be done, but this was definitely a step in the right direction.

A new hemispheric commitment to education

Since 1996, a two-way mechanism has been generated between the mandates of the Summits of the Americas and the Ministers of Education who analyze and adopted them at their Ministerial Meetings.  More recently, the Inter-American Committee on Education has developed a technical approach via hemispheric cooperation projects, backed by other financing agencies and contributions from civil society organizations. This same effort would be applied to prepare for the next Summit.  The Inter-American Committee would prepare a draft text outlining, on the one hand, progress and achievements and, on the other, issues still pending and challenges to be presented to the Ministers.  Through the President of the Meeting of Ministers, the latter would forward their suggestions to the Summits Implementation Review Group for incorporation in the Plan of Action of the Summit.

Consequently, in the Declaration of Nuevo León of the Special Summit of the Americas, the Heads of State and Government kept to the vision developed in Quebec of the fundamental part played by education in development and as a strategy for the fight against poverty and social exclusion.

Finally, I should like to reiterate that it is our responsibility to commit all citizens of the Americas in the vast task of educational reform that the Presidents and Prime Ministers have undertaken to carry out This is a gigantic endeavor in terms of formulating public policies and drawing up strategies for action in the educational sector geared to all segments of society.

If we wish to see real results, we need to combine the political will and efforts of governments, congresses, and regional governments.  We need to be joined in our efforts by the different stakeholders in the educational process: teachers, academics, students, their parents, teachers’ associations, the productive sectors, and local authorities, and we need the active participation of the rest of civil society.

In practice, in order to make education our mainstay in confronting the challenges of globalization for our countries, we need, first and foremost, to be aware of the grave problems still facing education in the Americas. 

In Cartagena, Colombia, in 1999, a meeting of experts was held to devise a program of education for peace in the Hemisphere.  This effort stemmed from recognition that, given a common ethical framework, education can reduce violence not only within countries but internationally as well.  It is important that the educational system must never toy with a tacit acceptance of violence, nor with the view that violence is a product of political developments, or a method of struggle.  We already have the example, never to be repeated, of so many state universities in Latin America in which young people were trained for armed struggle, only to join some of the lamentable terrorist schools and movements.

Our efforts are directed at making education the backbone of our growth strategy, capable of producing responsible citizens, with the knowledge, values, and skills they need to shape both themselves and their environment.

Only if we are able to transform our educational systems will be able to produce citizens of that ilk: autonomous, well informed, efficient, responsible and tolerant, capable of critical thinking, and who cherish democratic practices, the peaceful settlement of disputes, and the quest for points of consensus; citizens able, as a result, to enjoy a standard of living that guarantees the development of democratic institutions and social peace.

Only if we can foster and bring about these educational reforms, will those citizens also be able to acquire the knowledge, values, and skills they need to adapt or create new technology, compete on international markets, and obtain appropriate access to labor markets with a more equal distribution of income.

It is essential to provide young people with an education that enables them to question their circumstances and implement their youthful ideas, proposals, and hopes, so that what they have to offer is not just pragmatic and utilitarian.  It is essential that they learn that politics, and public or state actions exist in order to bring about improvements in society, to seek greater economic equality, to contribute to the creation of equal opportunities.  It is also essential to instill in students a sense of responsibility and of a duty toward society.

Only given a steadfast conviction that education is a task for all of us and that our true wealth resides in the women and men of our Hemisphere, will be able to progress toward an education equal to the demands of the century that has just begun; an education for peace and against violence that enables citizens to develop the ability to reason, to learn on their own, to analyze and to choose, to argue without resorting to force, and to understand themselves and others.  Citizens educated in that way, will be neither docile nor conformist.  Rather, they will be capable of respecting and appreciating diversity and they will shun outbursts of urban and rural violence.

XV.  CULTURE

Culture and the promotion of cultural diversity have been a constant interest of the Organization of American States (OAS) since its inception.  This interest was heightened with the mandates of the Heads of State and Government at the First Summit of the Americas, in Miami in 1994.  The recent role of culture in the OAS is based on the need to emphasize it as a factor of development and an important part of regional integration processes.  Only through respect for cultural diversity is it possible to move the hemispheric agenda forward.

The Summit of the Americas requested the OAS and the IDB to strengthen their plans and programs to facilitate a cultural exchange among the nations of the Hemisphere.  This was an opportunity for the institutions of the inter-American system to reestablish culture as a driving force in fostering brotherhood among our peoples and as a strategy of the proposed trade integration process.

In response to this appeal by the Heads of State and Government, the Office of Cultural Affairs was established in 1997, thanks to the Protocol of Managua, which paved the way for a more dynamic and effective OAS consistent with the demands and challenges facing the Hemisphere.  This Office developed strategies and formulated policies and programs in the area of culture.

It became apparent at the time that the effectiveness of economic and political formulas for consolidating hemispheric integration would depend to a great extent on efforts to ensure that integration not be viewed as an impediment to the cultural diversity of member states and on pursuit of a fruitful intercultural dialogue. 


At the Second Summit of the Americas, held in Santiago in 1998, emphasis was placed on the need to include cultural values in integration processes.  The Santiago Declaration particularly highlighted the need to respect cultural identities and to weave a fabric of common interests and values to help strengthen hemispheric integration processes.

The Inter-American Program of Culture


In this context, and following a process of consultation and dialogue, in 1998 the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI) and the General Assembly adopted the Inter-American Program of Culture, which recognizes that the greatest wealth of the region is its people and their tangible and intangible cultural manifestations.  The purpose of this Program is to support the efforts of member states and encourage cooperation among them in four priority areas:  cultural diversity; dissemination and protection of cultural heritage; training of human resources and promotion of creativity; and development of cultural tourism. 


For the first time, this program, developed on the basis of consensus, outlined specific action to be taken by the Organization and its member states in the area of culture, and provided guidelines for subsequently incorporating these activities into the Summits of the Americas process.  This led to the First Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities of Culture, and the establishment of the Inter-American Committee on Culture (CIC). 


With a view to promoting, disseminating, and preserving our inter-American culture, the OAS has developed programs and projects in the areas of cultural heritage, libraries, archives, artisanry, and music.  These include the publications of the Inter-American Review of Bibliography (RIB) and the “Interamer” collection of special studies, as well as special support by the General Secretariat for the development of youth orchestras in the Americas. 


General Secretariat cultural projects have varied according to priorities established by the Summits of the Americas process.  Their focus has shifted to support for policy design and formulation in the member states.


At the Third Summit of the Americas, held in Quebec City in 2001, cultural affairs gained ground on the hemispheric agenda.  The Quebec Plan of Action offered a new appreciation of respect for cultural diversity by highlighting its contribution to social and economic vitality and its encouragement of good governance, social cohesion, human development, human rights, and peaceful coexistence in the Hemisphere. 

Culture and development


In keeping with this view, and mindful of the central role of culture in development, in 2001 we reframed the topic of culture from the standpoint of respect for cultural diversity and its impact on development, and we restructured the cultural area.  The Office of Cultural Affairs was incorporated into the Unit for Social Development and Education (UDSE) to ensure a coherent approach to culture.  On this basis, social policies in the Hemisphere are examined; the findings are to be used in rethinking culture as an integrating element of social efforts.  


The new structure of the Unit for Social Development and Education is based on an intersectoral approach to development, based on the firm conviction that coordinated work in the various disciplines is the only way to ensure more decent living conditions in our countries.


Culture at the OAS today transcends the fine arts, artistic practices, traditions, folkloric expression, and handicrafts, although it includes all of them.  Culture is viewed in the broader spectrum of human development, recognized as both a means to and an aim of the development of our nations.  We understand at the OAS that cultural values and norms are decisive factors in the attainment of social and economic goals, and that it is essential to recognize and include them when defining and implementing economic, educational, labor-related, and social policies. 

The challenge of identifying and preserving a common hemispheric culture


In response to a mandate from the Heads of State and Government at the Third Summit of the Americas, the First Inter-American Meeting of Ministers of Culture  in the framework of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development was held in Cartagena de Indias in July 2002.  At that meeting, cultural diversity was recognized as the spiritual unity of the Hemisphere, as the strength of our region, and as both the starting point and the goal of our efforts to achieve integration.  Consideration was also given to the role of governments, multilateral institutions, and civil society in defending cultures and cultural and linguistic diversity in a context of globalization and an increasingly interconnected and interdependent world.  Two simultaneous challenges were encountered in this effort:  how to identify those elements of our shared culture in which our values and principles converge; and how to preserve the defining elements of our culturally and linguistically diverse nations.


The Declaration of Cartagena de Indias identified factors related to cultural rights, culture and equity, respect for cultural heritage, and the relationship between culture and development.  The importance of recognizing cultural rights as a substantive component of human rights was highlighted, as were the need to promote sociocultural policies geared toward including persons who are at risk, the urgency of placing greater importance on cultural policies as as aspect of public policies, and the importance of strengthening cultural industries and sectors in the context of trade negotiations and integration processes.


The Plan of Action accompanying the Declaration adopted in Cartagena provides important guidelines for designing national and hemispheric policies, and establishes priorities for culture authorities.  On the basis of these priorities, the OAS has been working assiduously in the following areas:  establishment of the Inter-American Committee on Culture; strengthening of horizontal cooperation on culture; study of the establishment of an Inter-American Cultural Policy Observatory (ICPO); interagency coordination; and civil society participation. 


The state must play a key role in efforts to ensure recognition of and respect for cultural heritage, regarded as a driving force of development, and to harmonize our cultures with the requirements of globalization.  Nothing is as damaging to our cultures as a state that fails to assume its social responsibilities.  Cultures of violence, marginalization, and discrimination are the result of a lack of governance and solidarity.  They weaken our cultural identity and impede our search for a common culture.  They engender problems that destroy our social fabric and the activities which we identify as cultural.

Cooperation in developing cultural policies


In the Inter-American Democratic Charter, adopted in 2001, countries agreed that democracy involves a deep commitment to pluralism, diversity, nondiscrimination, tolerance, respect for the opinions of others, equity, and equality.  It states that democracy would not have been possible without a shared view of the world and of mankind, without a culture that unites us not only through tradition but through a firm belief in our future.


In keeping with the mandates of the Third Summit of the Americas, alliances and bridges of communication with civil society have been strengthened.  The General Secretariat established a pioneering Virtual Forum on Cultural Diversity in the Hemisphere, prior to the first ministerial meeting in the area of culture, to promote participation by civil society organizations in defining priorities and actions for the promotion of cultural diversity in the Hemisphere.  This mechanism is expected to be reactivated, and to include a greater number of indigenous communities, universities, academic and cultural centers, environmental organizations, educational groups, and cultural industries.  Thanks to the commitment by the countries, and support from the Unit for Social Development and Education, which acts as technical secretariat of the process, the Inter-American Committee on Culture (CIC) was installed in September 2003 after a process of extensive consultations.  This Committee, comprising technical representatives of cultural ministries in the Hemisphere, is responsible for building an inter-American, intergovernmental dialogue in the area of culture, in pursuance of the mandates of the Summits of the Americas and the ministerial meetings.

The CIC has contributed to follow-up on the commitments arising from the Third Summit of the Americas, which were discussed at the First Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities of Culture, held in Cartagena de Indias in 2002.  It ensures that the mandates from the ministerial meeting are fulfilled.

Another mandate stemming from the First Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities of Culture, one which has become the General Secretariat’s most ambitious project in this area, is the creation of an Inter-American Cultural Policy Observatory (ICPO).  Its main functions will be to compile and disseminate specialized information on the cultural sector, to promote research into cultural policies and cultural diversity, and to design indicators to measure the impact of culture on the economy.  Since 2003, we have supported member states both in conducting a feasibility study and in carrying out an implementation strategy, so that the ministers may make decisions on the matter at the second ministerial meeting, in Mexico.

Ties of cooperation among ministries and authorities in the area of culture have grown stronger through the creation of the CIC, as well as through horizontal cooperation.  Working through the Unit for Social Development and Education, we have developed a horizontal cooperation strategy that allows cultural officials to strengthen their policies and programs through an exchange of experiences.

To begin to implement the strategy, the Unit prepared a permanent portfolio of consolidated cultural programs, bringing together the most important and sustainable programs offered by the culture ministers themselves.  In addition, it implemented a critical transfer methodology under which culture ministries select programs from the portfolio which they want to study in depth and conduct workshops to exchange information and know-how in the countries where those programs are implemented.  In conducting these exchange workshops, the ministry representatives prepare pilot projects,  so that the program under study can be transferred to each national context.  The first such workshop, on “Cultural Diversity, Youth Employment, and Youth Exchanges,” was held in Canada in October 2003 and attended by representatives from 10 member states.

The General Secretariat designed and is currently implementing this strategy for horizontal cooperation on culture, in response to growing interest on the part of culture authorities in furthering their knowledge and strengthening their capacity through continuous dialogue.  Although the General Secretariat’s efforts to promote and coordinate this strategy are critical, the success of this cooperation project depends primarily on the firm commitment of cultural authorities and their ongoing communication with the OAS.

The Second Inter-American Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities of Culture was held in August 2004.  Its principal challenge was to examine the role of culture in social development and economic integration processes in the Hemisphere.  In this context, the ministers discussed three topics:  culture as an engine of economic growth, employment, and development; culture as an instrument of social cohesion and for fighting poverty; and the challenges facing cultural industries.

The General Secretariat has played a key role in interagency cooperation in the area of cultural diversity, by organizing meetings with the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation (AECI), the IDB, the World Bank, the Centro Regional para el Fomento del Libro en América Latina y el Caribe, or CERLALC (Regional Center to Promote Books in Latin America and the Caribbean), the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), the National Fund for the Arts, the Organization of Ibero-American States (OEI), the Andrés Bello Agreement (CAB), UNESCO, the International Network on Cultural Policy (INCP), and the International Federation of Arts Councils and Culture Agencies (IFACCA).


Some of these organizations adopted the interagency cultural cooperation strategy, in the context of the first ministerial meeting and the Inter-American Committee on Culture, to support commitments on promoting and respecting cultural diversity in the Americas.

The need to improve cultural promotion strategies

Culture must no longer be the “forgotten dimension of development.”  The dynamics of the region require culture to take on a higher profile in the process of determining and implementing government policies, which are increasingly moving towards an intersectoral concept of development.  However, cultural policies are at the bottom of development agendas, and this is reflected primarily in the scant resources allocated to them in national budgets.  One of the main challenges of the region is to achieve true respect for the Hemisphere’s ethnic, cultural, and linguistic diversity.  This requires placing cultural diversity at the center of national, subregional, and hemispheric development strategies.  Unfortunately, these policies should also be reflected in the level of resources allocated to cultural matters at the OAS.

At the same time, globalization and its effects continue to pose a challenge to and provide an opportunity for our cultural diversity.  Cultural industries, trade in cultural goods, and intellectual property rights should all be taken into account in economic liberalization and trade negotiation processes.  The impact of the cultural sector on national economies and on international trade flows should remain a priority issue for study and analysis by cultural authorities and international agencies.

The General Secretariat, aware of the film industry’s impact on the formation of and respect for cultural diversity, has been working with the IDB on strategies for its promotion and recognition.  This effort, together with the need to improve strategies for the promotion of cultural diversity through the use of new technologies and to strengthen the Museum of the Americas, will have to be reexamined in order to establish an inter-American strategy to promote culture as a critical factor of development.

The use of new communication technologies and the Internet should also be further developed as a way of strengthening alliances, exchanging information, and appreciating cultural diversity in the Hemisphere.  These new technologies will be particularly valuable in the establishment of the Inter-American Cultural Policy Observatory and the development of the horizontal cooperation strategy.

XVI.  SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

The Organization’s Office of Science and Technology coordinates and facilitates activities to promote compliance with the mandates of the OAS General Assembly, the Summits of the Americas, and other representative institutions in the Hemisphere, on matters related to science, technology, and innovation.  It also fosters interaction with other areas, such as trade, education, social development, sustainable development and the environment, information technologies, communications, enterprise development, and strengthening small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), so as to directly contribute to reducing poverty in OAS member states.

The Office of Science and Technology supports the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI) in organizing hemispheric meetings of ministers and high authorities in science and technology, and it provides advisory services on scientific and technological subjects.

In 1996, what was then the Department of Scientific and Technological Affairs redesigned its operations in response to the countries’ needs and the recommendations of the Miami Summit of the Americas and the Hemispheric Meeting of Ministers of  Science and Technology, held in Cartagena, Colombia, in 1996.  The result was the Office of Science and Technology, created in 1997.


This chapter will discuss the principal efforts, impacts, and challenges of the Office of Science and Technology from 1994 to date.  


The human and financial resources of the Office of Science and Technology have been reduced as a result of changes in the Organization.  Nevertheless, the Office has maintained and even enhanced its hemispheric role as coordinator of policies in science, technology, and innovation, and as a promoter of scientific and technological development, through its support for programs, projects, and initiatives in various specific areas.


The Office of Science and Technology has performed this role in its capacity as technical secretariat of hemisphericbodies such as the Common Market of Scientific and Technological Knowledge (MERCOCYT), the Committee for the Scientific and Technological Development of Central America and Panama, and, since 1999, the Inter-American Committee on Science and Technology.  It has also served as technical secretariat in preparations for the upcoming First Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities on Science and Technology within the Framework of CIDI, to be held in November 2004.

Progress in the area of science and technology in the past 10 years has been substantial.  In Cartagena, the Ministers of Science and Technology of the Hemisphere ratified the recommendations of the 1994 Miami Summit, and considered the possibility of establishing a science and technology council.  During that Summit, emphasis was also placed on the need to promote, strengthen, and support areas of hemispheric cooperation in science and technology, including the Inter-American Metrology System, the Science and Technology Indicators Program, the Hemispheric Inter-University Scientific and Technological Information Network (RedHUCyt), and the Multinational System of Specialized Information on Biotechnology and Food Technology, among others.


The Inter-American Committee on Science and Technology (COMCYT) was established in 1998 to pursue those mandates, and held its first meeting that year.  The Inter-American Program on Science and Technology, since its inception in 1999, has been supported by the Committee.


The Office of Science and Technology, as technical secretariat to the Committee and the ministerial meetings, has been making preparations for the upcoming First Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities on Science and Technology within the Framework of CIDI.  As a result of the special meeting of the Inter-American Committee on Science and Technology, held in May 2003 in Lima, Peru, delegates decided to hold that First Meeting of Ministers on November 11, 2004.  The primary purpose will be to develop the proposed agenda for the Fourth Summit of the Americas, to take place in 2005.


As part of this effort, the Office has been coordinating the Project on Hemispheric Cooperation in the Development of Science and Technology Policy, designed to generate hemispheric strategies and policies in priority areas of science and technology determined by the Inter-American Committee on Science and Technology.  With the cooperation of various member states, five hemispheric workshops were held between November 2003 and March 2004.


The workshop “Consolidation of Hemispheric Policies on Science and Technology,” attended by the official delegates to the Inter-American Committee on Science and Technology, was held on April 14, 2004, in Washington, D.C., as a prelude to the fourth regular meeting of the Committee, held on the following two days.  This workshop reviewed and discussed the document “Consolidation of Hemispheric Policy Proposals in Science and Technology for the Americas,” prepared by the Office.  The workshop issued its conclusions and recommendations on the document, which were later reviewed at the fourth regular meeting of the Committee.

At that meeting, the policies and recommendations resulting from the workshop were discussed.  A statement of agreements and a proposed agenda for the First Meeting of Ministers and High Authorities on Science and Technology within the Framework of CIDI were issued.  Agenda items included capacity-building through training; networks and infrastructure development in science, technology, and engineering; and specific issues in areas of common interest.  

The Committee also reiterated the need to incorporate and develop, in the strategies and development plans of countries, the contributions of science, technology, engineering, and innovation, as key elements of economic and social development.  

Delegates decided to set up a working group open to all member countries, to cover aspects of preparations for the Meeting of Ministers, to be held in Lima.  This group will be responsible for preparing the material to be considered at that meeting, and for planning the two preparatory meetings, in June and September 2004.

The Office of Science and Technology has also been working to establish a high-level scientific advisory organ within the OAS framework.  It would be open to use by all the policy-making bodies, and would thus contribute to decision-making in other key areas of the Organization.  An initial discussion of the subject took place at the meeting in August 2003.

In recent years, the Office of Science and Technology has also followed the activities of the Ibero-American Summits of Heads of State and Government.  

Important contributions have been made in various specific areas.  With regard to information and telecommunications technologies, we have supported local initiatives in member states in the past decade, both in creating and in expanding networks.  The experience acquired by the Office of Science and Technology in the areas of interconnectivity and creation and expansion of networks will help it achieve one of its objectives, namely, to help to make the new generation of advanced Internet applications and technology a reality in Latin America and the Caribbean.  


The OAS helped some of the countries in the region connect with the Internet for the first time.  The project provided high-technology equipment, technical support, and specialized training.  


In view of the strategic role played by the OAS in the Hemisphere, the Office of Science and Technology is making efforts to identify scientific and technological niches, and is encourages efforts in the countries to adopt more advanced levels of interconnectivity.


The Office of Science and Technology has also supported the development of specialized scientific and technological information networks, which appear on its Internet portal.  


As regards science and technology indicators, a subject of key importance mainly in the formulation of policy, we have collaborated on the development and publication of regional indicators, on internships, and on various meetings and conferences in conjunction with other regional organizations and institutions, such as the Ibero-American Program for Science and Technology.


Since 2003, the Office has been working in the area of digital government.  With the support of the National Science Foundation of the United States and of CICAD, efforts in this area have been designed to create a system that will enable countries to exchange information on specific topics in real time.  At present, work is progressing on developing a technological model to automate the process of immigration and border control between two countries.


Similarly, to help disseminate information, the Office of Science and Technology has made available to users of its science and technology portal on-line publications and manuals for direct application, especially in support of the productive sector.


The Office of Science and Technology has been supporting the productive sector since the inception of the Regional Project for Scientific Development in the 1970s and, for various reasons, has focused on solving specific problems in the enterprises.  However, after the emergence of the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) initiative, it has become even more urgent to provide more comprehensive support to that sector.


The imminent emergence of the FTAA, in 2005, has led the Office of Science and Technology to continue its work on strengthening the productive sector in the region.  The primary focus is on helping SMEs in the relatively less developed economies to become more competitive and to deal with technical trade barriers, a product of continuing markets liberalization and the current globalization process.

In this regard, the Office of Science and Technology has been working on strengthening and consolidating three regional systems, the Inter-American Metrology System, the Pan-American Standards Commission, and the Inter-American Accreditation Cooperation, as well as on various other pilot projects, including support for improvement of management and quality of SMEs in the region, developed with the sponsorship of GTZ of Germany for over a decade.

With regard to the Inter-American Metrology System, not only has support been provided to reactivate it, with the participation of the 34 OAS member states, but it has been structured on the basis of five economic blocs already existing in the region (NAFTA, CACM, CARICOM, ANDEAN, and MERCOSUR).  Thus, to consolidate technical support in the region, metrology groups were set up for the purpose of coordinating work related to measurements used as a basis for equitable trade in goods and services in each subregion.

Significant support has been received over the years from the European Union, Germany, and Spain, through the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation and the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development.

In the area of biotechnology and food technology, support has been provided to the SIMBIOSIS network, created to support public and private research and development institutions, including the business sector, by providing pertinent information.


The Office of Science and Technology has also supported a series of regional coordination meetings and events, which have produced a series of documents and final publications.  Among other things, they cover problems and needs in the countries in relation to specific subjects, with a view to promoting policies that have a substantial effect on priority sectors, such as health, agriculture, and the environment.  Examples include the case of pesticide contaminant residues and the Biosecurity Protocol.  In the latter case, it cooperated in putting it into practice, especially in the area of crossborder movements of live organisms and plants.


With regard to clean technologies and renewable energy, the Office of Science and Technology has been fostering an ongoing dialogue involving the community of scientists and experts in the field, the academic sector, and the general public, with a view to promoting related policies, practices, and the transfer of and access to more efficient technologies, among other things.

The Office of Science and Technology has also conducted regional events to promote dialogue and alliances among countries.  We can cite, among others, the workshop on technological innovation for the economic development of the region, held in Mexico in 1999, for the exchange of ideas on public- and private-sector policies in the area of innovation.

Since the beginning of 2003, the Office of Science and Technology has included a gender perspective in its priority areas, and it has planned implementation of a project to facilitate relevant policies and recommendations to the ministers of science and technology in the Hemisphere, in cooperation with the Inter-American Commission of Women (CIM), and with the Gender Advisory Board of the United Nations Commission on Science and Technology for Development (UNCSTD).

Technical cooperation through programs, projects, and initiatives has been a very important working tool for the Office of Science and Technology.  Many of the areas in which the Office has been working for the past decade and even before have been defined as priority areas by the various Summits of the Americas.  This has been a clear comparative advantage which the OAS, through the Office of Science and Technology, has been able to use through its effective work in the areas mentioned.  

The ongoing cooperation of the Office of Science and Technology with national science and technology councils, international organizations, cooperation agencies, and various national institutions, as well as with other political organs and entities of the OAS, has made it possible for the General Secretariat to broaden the scope of its activities in the countries of the region and to organize them effectively.

XVII.  ART MUSEUM OF THE AMERICAS

The Art Museum of the Americas was established in 1976 by a Permanent Council resolution.  Its mission is to promote the study and appreciation of the visual arts of member states through its collections, exhibits, and other educational programs.  Today the Museum is the only institution involved exclusively in this area.  The Organization began its relationship with the arts in the 1940s, through the OAS Visual Arts Unit.

The Museum emerged from the idea that art gives a perspective on our history, our cultural aspirations, and the essence of our humanity.  The capacity of art to establish communication across borders makes it a powerful tool for enhancing mutual respect and understanding among our peoples.  The Museum is based on the conviction that the commitment to cultural projects and the promotion of cultural achievements in the region strengthen democratic structures and promote the development of the Hemisphere.

To better fulfill its mission, the Museum has taken steps to raise its professional standards, renovate its facilities, revitalize its exhibits and education programs, improve the preservation and documentation of its collections, increase its visibility and cultural presence in the community, and strengthen its ties with other cultural networks and institutions.  One of the most significant physical improvements was construction of a high-density storage facility for the permanent collection.  This was in response to a critical need to house a collection which had grown from 250 pieces in 1976 to nearly 2,000 works of art.  Under the new system, specific places are assigned to each object; this is an important step forward in preserving the artistic heritage of the Organization.


Another improvement was restoration of the house where the Museum’s offices and workshops are located.  The restoration met the objective of recognizing the historical importance of the building as part of the Van Ness mansion, built in the early 19th century, which occupied the site where the OAS Main Building is located today.  The exhibition galleries were also remodeled, including structural repairs, floors, new lights, painting, and plumbing.


The Museum has held 96 exhibits in its facilities and in the Main Building, and organized eight traveling exhibits.  Because of budget restrictions, many of the funds for these activities have come from outside contributions, and much of the support for the exhibits has been provided by its own staff.  The Museum has increased its visibility, attracted new audiences, and received attention from the press by mounting exhibits of master artists, such as Torres-García, Szyszlo, Botero, Segui, Marisol, and Matta.  The Museum has organized collective theme exhibits, including “Mastering the Millennium” and “Landscapes in Sculpture,” which highlighted contemporary and experimental trends.  Many of the exhibits stemmed from art competitions open to all artists in the Americas, with final selections made by a jury of guest experts.  These exhibits gave the Museum a more dynamic image and resulted from cooperation with local and international cultural institutions.  The Museum has also put on individual exhibits in the gallery of the Main Building, to encourage emerging talent and give young artists of the region a broader forum to display their work.  This space has anticipated new trends and focused on the future.  The Museum increased the number of exhibits traveling to member states as a way of expanding its coverage and strengthening cooperation networks. 


The Museum put on exhibits with parts of the permanent collection.  They offered new perspectives on the collection, by emphasizing different movements, styles, and techniques.  The program of exhibits helped increase the permanent collection, since many of the participating artists donated some of their works.  The Museum put in operation an automated collection management system that provides precise, immediate, up-to-date information on the permanent collection.  The computerized system catalogues, locates, retrieves, and reproduces elements of the collection.  The system covers the entire collection of 2,000 objects, all of which have been documented.


The Museum, in cooperation with Christie’s Latin American Art Department, appraised over 1,500 objects in the permanent collection.  During the past 10 years, more than 300 new works were added to the permanent collection, at an appraised value of approximately US$1,300,000.  These works were donated by artists participating in the OAS exhibits program, by private collectors, and by cultural institutions.  Special mention should be made of the monumental sculptures of Colombian artists Edgar Negret and John Castles, which were installed on the Organization’s grounds.

The permanent collection was transferred to a new storage facility. In the process, the main works in the collection were reviewed and priorities for their preservation were established.  Approximately 30% of the works in the permanent collection have received maintenance or complex restoration treatments.  Thanks to a donation from the Cultural Foundation of the Americas, a professional photographer of museum pieces was hired to make reproduction-quality slides and photographs of the core works in the collection (about 40% of the total).  The slides were used to document the collection and to reproduce some of the works in outside publications and in the Virtual Museum of the Americas.

The importance of the collection is reflected in the growing number of requests for loans from the permanent collection and requests to reproduce works.  With the renovation of the building on F Street, the Museum implemented the Art in the Office program, to enrich common areas with works from the collection.  The Museum’s extensive art archives complement the collection, and are a unique resource for research and documentation.  These archives have been reorganized using a new system.  The Museum completed an archive project with the Smithsonian Institution that enabled it to process archives of exhibits held between the 1940s and 1980s, and to establish written guides for the future preservation and processing of the archives.  This project has considerably increased access to the archives.

Special reference should be made to the design and implementation of the Virtual Museum of the Americas, which includes teaching sections on Latin American masters and on exhibits and programs of the Museum.  This project has increased the coverage of the Museum and stimulated interest in its collection, archives, and educational programs.  The web page of the Museum is one of the Organization’s most visited sites.  The Museum organized and hosted a meeting to develop stronger ties among museums in the region, by creating a cultural network to share traveling exhibits.  At a local level, the Museum joined the Neighbors to the President Museum Consortium, together with the Corcoran Gallery of Art, the DAR Museum, the Renwick Gallery, the Department of the Interior Museum, the American Red Cross Visitors Center, and the White House, to strengthen its links with museums in the area and enhance its visibility through various educational and promotional projects.  The Consortium’s achievements include creation of a web page, an information brochure, and various seminars and guided tours through the area.  To enhance the educational context of exhibits, 25 catalogues and 33 pamphlets on exhibits were published.  The printed publications were widely circulated to libraries and cultural institutions, while the electronic publications can be found on the Internet.

The Museum regularly presents talks, workshops, and guided tours with the participation of guest lecturers and artists.  Its family workshops were particularly successful, and helped to revitalize the Museum’s educational program.  These programs were partially financed by the Friends of the Art Museum of the Americas, the Bank of America, Mastercard, the Delmar Foundation, and the Organization of Women of the Americas.  The OAS Regular Fund allocates less than US$26,000 a year to the Museum for all of its activities.  The Museum has been successful in obtaining outside resources, including US$945,000 for exhibits at its facilities, US$40,000 for exhibits in the gallery, US$165,000 for traveling exhibits, US$45,400 for lectures and workshops, and US$10,000 for documentation of the collection.  Rental of the facilities for special events has generated US$52,764.  Sales of photographic reproductions and videos have brought in US$11,570.  Annual sales of art have also generated additional income and have sparked the public’s interest in the art of the region.

XVIII.  TRUST FOR THE AMERICAS
The Trust for the Americas is a nonprofit organization established in 1997 by the Organization of American States to facilitate the participation of the public and private sectors in projects with a high social content that reflect the main objectives of the OAS and the mandates of the Summits of the Americas.

The Trust is financed with contributions from the OAS, member states, international cooperation agencies, and public- and private-sector institutions.  The Trust for the Americas works primarily in two general areas:  information and communication technologies for development; and transparency and good governance.  Both initiatives reflect priorities and mandates conferred on the Trust by the OAS General Assembly and by member states at Summits of the Americas. The Trust has developed programs by starting out with small initiatives and then developing them into large-scale regional projects.

The Trust was established in November 1997 with an initial contribution of US$250,000 made with specific funds from the United States Mission to the OAS.  Its first project, carried out in 1998, involved an analysis of the interest in social investment on the part of the private sector in Latin America.  The results of that study were used as a basis for seminars and studies in the OAS technical units, with a view to promoting participation by the business sector and showing experts in those technical units the opportunities for cooperation with the private sector and foundations.


Since that time, the Trust has worked in close cooperation with the Organization’s Tourism, Democracy, Trade, and Sustainable Development units.  It has also worked in partnership with the IACHR and CICAD on many occasions.

Board of Directors and Advisory Committees 

The Board of Directors of the Trust for the Americas was established for the first time in 1999 as a consultative organ made up of private-sector leaders in the United States, Europe, and Latin America.  The Trust’s first board consisted of representatives of the OECD, an advisor to the United Nations Secretary-General, and presidents of companies such as Lazard Freres of France, Swiss International Procurement Company, and J.P. Morgan.

The Board of Directors has since expanded, and presently includes executive officers of multinational companies based in Latin America and representatives of the OAS.  More specifically, the following are members of the Board of Directors:  the President of Siemens for Latin America and Chairman of the Board; the President of the Cisneros Foundation; the Chairman of the Board of Daimler Chrysler (Mexico); the CEO of CAC Pharmaceutical Products; the Managing Director of J.P. Morgan; a representative of Socia, Manatt, Phelp & Phillips, LLP; and the Vice-President of Image and Communications, CEMEX.  The OAS is, of course, represented on this board through the Secretary General and three other OAS officials.

In 2002, efforts began to set up advisory committees in Mexico and in the Andean Region.  Their purpose is to guarantee private-sector financial support for Trust projects in each country, and to ensure high-level advisory services for local initiatives.  Matching funds from the business sector have been critical in attracting resources from international cooperation agencies, such as USAID and the Spanish International Cooperation Agency.

At present, the Mexican Committee has the following participants:  Grupo Bimbo, Merck MSD Mexico, Daimler Chrysler, Fundación Televisa, and Cemex.  In the case of the Andean Advisory Committee, the following are expected to become members: Delta Airlines, Avantel, Grupo Ardila Lulle, Chevron/Texaco, Microsoft, and Grupo Cisneros, among others.

As indicated earlier, the Trust for the Americas has two primary initiatives: transparency and good governance; and communication and information technologies for development.

Transparency and good governance

In 1999, using private-sector funds, the Trust began a series of anticorruption summits, held in Costa Rica in 2000, in Colombia in 2001, and in Mexico in 2002.  These events brought together governments, the private sector, civil society organizations, and academic institutions to discuss best practices in government and the participation of civil society as a guarantor of transparency.  During the conferences, seminars and workshops covering government issues were organized for journalists and NGOs, providing them with tools for their activities in each country.

On the basis of this original idea of organizing hemispheric conferences, the transparency and governance initiative has expanded to include, at present, a permanent program for the training of journalists and civil society organizations, conducted in countries such as Argentina, Mexico, Panama, Guatemala, Nicaragua, and Colombia.  This initiative is a constantly evolving process.  In 2003, a new component on strengthening trade capacity was added, in view of the negotiation of free trade agreements in the Hemisphere.  The USAID has been the primary source of funds for this initiative.  However, the private sector has been an active participant, especially in Mexico and Colombia.

Information and communication technologies for development

This initiative began in 1999 with the creation of Net Corps Americas (NCA), designed to provide volunteer experts to help establish technology resource centers and to conduct training in the use of computers, the Internet, and systems for small businesses and low-income sectors in the Hemisphere (female heads of household, indigenous people, displaced persons, indigent youth, and persons with disabilities).  Thus, the NCA has become a tool to bring training and technology, at very low cost, to isolated or outlying communities, for the ultimate purpose of helping to close the technology gap in the Hemisphere.

Net Corps’ first participation in a program was with the OAS Tourism Unit, in its program for small hotel operators in the Caribbean.  Although this cooperative relationship still exists today, Net Corps has expanded, and is now involved in projects in different countries.  Finally, we should mention that this initiative recently obtained for the OAS support from the European Commission for a three-year project for vision-impaired persons.  This project is coordinated by the local office in Guatemala, and is also taking place in Mexico, Colombia, and Peru.

Management and operations

The Trust receives a contribution from the OAS, as well as office space and financial management for its projects.  For all other activities and expenses, the Trust is self-sustaining, since all its overhead and personnel costs are covered with outside funds.  In 2003, the Trust obtained income for projects amounting to over US$2 million.

Aside from the private sector, the main contributors to the Trust are USAID, the United States Department of Labor, the United States Department of State, and, more recently, the European Commission.  Funding has also been received from the World Bank, the Cisco Learning Institute, and the EBay Foundation.

Future prospects

As relations with the various OAS units are strengthened, the Trust is expected to work even more closely with them and to reinforce its capacity to channel funds from the private sector, international cooperation agencies, and foundations.  At the same time, the presence of high officials on the Board of Directors and on the advisory committees in different countries has considerably increased in the past year, which leads us to predict an even closer partnership between the OAS, member countries, and business leaders working together for the future of the Americas.

XIX.  TRANSPORTATION

First the Pan-American Union and, later, the OAS have been involved in matters related to trade, transportation, and telecommunications since the end of the 19th century.  The modernization efforts of the OAS in the area of trade integration are directed primarily to support for the FTAA process, through the Trade Unit.  In the field of telecommunications, the OAS has the Inter-American Telecommunication Commission (CITEL), which will be discussed in a separate chapter.  In the transportation sector, integration efforts are being pursued by the Inter-American Committee on Ports (CIP), and through some projects of the Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment (UDSMA).

In recent years, our participation in this area has been related to the Summits of the Americas process, which has reflected a new era in inter-American relations focused on a multilateral approach to solving common problems.

The First Meeting of Ministers of Transportation, following the First Summit of the Americas, was held in April 1996 in Santiago, Chile.  At that meeting, the ministers recognized the need to cooperate and to integrate transportation systems, in the light of the decision by the Heads of State and Government to create a Free Trade Area of the Americas.  In addition, the ministers established certain principles of cooperation, such as the elimination of barriers to investment in the transportation sector, the exchange of technology, training of personnel, and promotion of private-sector participation in building infrastructure and in transportation services.  Based on the agreed priorities and principles, the ministers adopted a plan of action in which they established a provisional entity of transportation ministers, known as the Western Hemisphere Transportation Initiative (WHTI), and they established an Executive Committee to follow up on this plan of action.

During the Second Summit of the Americas, held in Santiago, Chile, in April 1998, the Heads of State and Government supported the decisions of the transportation ministers to promote integrated transportation services and systems, which would be financially viable and sustainable from an environmental standpoint.  At the same time, they emphasized the importance of passenger, freight, and insurance services in stimulating economic growth.  The Santiago Plan of Action also referred to the importance of safety and security in air, maritime, and surface transportation systems, and the need to improve infrastructure and increase environmental protection.

To follow up on and implement the mandates of the Second Summit of the Americas, the ministers of transportation met in December 1998 in New Orleans, Louisiana.  Along with ECLAC and IDB, the OAS participated in preparations for this meeting at the invitation of the United States Department of Transportation, host of the ministerial meeting.  OAS participation was channeled through the Office of Summit Follow-Up, and focused on areas in the transportation sector in which the Organization was working, namely:

· Updating the 1989 Inter-American Convention on Contracts for the International Carriage of Goods by Road, which covers issues such as harmonization of standards;

· Promotion of the development of trade corridors, taking into account environmental factors, through our Unit for Sustainable Development and  Environment;

· Inter-American Committee on Ports, whose main activities have focused on the  training of maritime and port personnel, and on port management and security, among other matters;

· Transportation as an area of “Services” in the FTAA context.

At the same time, we made suggestions on areas where the OAS has more experience and where it could contribute to the work of the transportation ministers.  These suggestions were:

· Creating an inter-American forum to discuss transportation issues, following the model of other inter-American committees;

· Preparing a database of transportation information and statistics, following the model of the Foreign Trade Information System (SICE);

·  Preparing an electronic information network for ministers and other officials in the transportation sector;

· Including the Inter-American Committee on Ports in the work of the transportation ministers;

· Discussing the subject of the Inter-American Convention on Contracts for the International Carriage of Goods by Road.

As a result of this ministerial meeting, eight priority work areas were identified, including a disaster response plan and training seminars, two areas in which OAS support was requested.

To follow up on the ministerial decisions, the Organization’s Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment (UDSMA) worked with the Secretariat for Central American Economic Integration (SIECA), the Coordination Center for the Prevention of Natural Disasters in Central America (CEPREDENAC), and technical teams from various countries to create mechanisms for mutual assistance in cases of emergencies, and to reduce the vulnerability of transportation systems to natural disasters.  The OAS worked together with the Central American countries to prepare a vulnerability profile of road corridors, and to train transportation specialists in the use of data on natural obstacles, for preparation of investment projects.

In addition, the OAS and the government of Mendoza Province, Argentina, organized a meeting in March 2001 on reduction of the vulnerability of transportation infrastructure to the effects of natural disasters.  With regard to training seminars, at the meeting of the Executive Committee of WHTI on June 20, 2000, the OAS, through the Secretariat of the Inter-American Committee on Ports, presented a report on activities related to training for port operations.

Moreover, in accordance with a decision of the WHTI Executive Committee, the OAS Office of Summit Follow-Up created a new web site for WHTI, connected to the Summits of the Americas Information Network.  This site contributes substantially to enhancing the effectiveness and reducing the costs of cooperation for WHTI, and in promoting the work of the Initiative and ensuring a wide dissemination of the documents pertaining to its projects.

Later, at the next meeting of transportation ministers, held in Punta del Este, Uruguay, in March 2001, the ministers reiterated their commitment to accelerating the process of convergence and cooperation through WHTI, with a view to ensuring the highest levels of security, and to developing an integrated regional transportation system.

To achieve these goals, the ministers instructed the WHTI Executive Committee to promote and facilitate greater cooperation and an exchange of information on the work being done on transportation issues by various subregional groups and multilateral organizations in the Hemisphere.  This was done in the areas of harmonization of laws, regulations, and practices, and of the development of trained human resources and institutional capacity.  To this end, WHTI was to focus on security as a key priority, and endeavor to make transportation systems as clean as possible from an environmental standpoint, in addition to attempting to reduce the vulnerability of the infrastructure to natural disasters.  On this last point, the OAS was invited to share its experiences with WHTI.


In response to this request, the OAS, through the Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment (UDSMA), and with the financial support of the United States Department of Transportation, has carried out the following activities:

· Preparation of a working document on “Assistance Mechanisms for Damage and Vulnerability Reduction of the Transportation Sector Infrastructure in Central America in the Face of Natural Disasters.”  This document identifies and considers how to improve the different cooperation mechanisms in the Central American countries to deal with damages to infrastructure.  At present, the OAS Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment is taking the action indicated in the document, by organizing round tables in all the Central American countries.  Representatives of the transportation industry from both the public and private sectors participate in these events.  The participants at these meetings decided to work with the OAS to develop a plan for implementation of the measures indicated.

· Preparation of the “General Assessment of the Stretches of the Pan-American Highway and its Complementary Corridors that Are Vulnerable to Natural Hazards in Central America.”  The objective of this study is to locate the vulnerable sections of that highway and additional corridors.  This is a practical document that has been distributed to each ministry, with a view to identifying the vulnerable sections of the road.  The OAS is supporting a process of follow-up and systematic updating of the evaluations performed at national level. 
· Organization of a training “Course on the Use of Natural Hazard Information in the Formulation and Assessment of Investment Projects in the Transportation Sector [in Central America].”  The OAS conducted this course in October 2000 in San José, Costa Rica. 
· Finally, we have created the Inter-American Program for Training and Research for Trade Corridor Development (PROCORREDOR).  The program supports regional research and training projects designed to advise governments, conduct consultations with the private sector, and prepare for the next generation of specialists in development of trade corridors.  So far there are PROCORREDOR cooperation centers in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Honduras, Peru, the United States, and Uruguay.

At the last meeting of the transportation ministers, held in Ixtapa, Mexico, in May 2003, the ministers delved into four issues of key importance to transportation in the region, namely:  security; exploration of new and conventional financing arrangements; the urgency of safeguarding ecosystems; and, the strategic importance of multimode transportation networks in the hemispheric integration process.  The next ministerial meeting will be held in Brazil in 2005.

On the subject of security, the recent declaration adopted by the Special Conference on Security, held in Mexico in October 2003, established that the security of the states in the Hemisphere is affected in different ways by traditional threats and by other new threats of different sorts, such as the possibility of damages in the event of an accident or incident during maritime shipment of potentially hazardous materials.  To cope with this danger, it was recognized that efforts to ensure security in transportation must be redoubled, according to the guidelines of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and the International Maritime Organization (IMO), without adversely affecting trade flows.

At the same time, it is important to coordinate national and multilateral initiatives in the areas of transportation and port security, through regional forums such as the Western Hemisphere Transportation Initiative (WHTI), the Inter-American Committee on Ports, the Inter-American Committee against Terrorism (CICTE), the Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission (CICAD), and the Consultative Committee of the Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials (CIFTA). The Western Hemisphere Transportation Initiative (WHTI) has become the instrument for implementing the mandates of the Summits of the Americas in the area of transportation, and, in this context, its link with the OAS and the Summits Secretariat is of key importance.  However many of the most important regional activities in this field, such as the Regional Infrastructure Integration in South America initiative (IIRSA) and the Puebla-Panama Plan, are outside WHTI.  Both countries and international organizations are making considerable efforts to support these initiatives.  WHTI would take on added importance if it could integrate these initiatives and establish a hemispheric information mechanism on all the initiatives and projects going on in the transportation sector.

XX.  PORTS

The Organization has been providing cooperation to member states for port development since the 1950s, when the former Inter-American Economic and Social Council (CIES) created the Inter-American Port Conference, which met for the first time in San José, Costa Rica in 1956.  Since that time, and for the next four decades, sporadic contributions were made to meet demands in the areas of training, information, and meetings for a regional hemispheric dialogue.

With the changes that occurred in the 1990s in regional policies geared to economic openness, trade liberalization, and economic integration, and in view of the fact that port reforms had already been initiated in various member states, the Ninth Inter-American Port Conference, held in Asunción in 1996, requested that it be transformed into the Inter-American Committee on Ports (CIP).
This transformation was justified on the grounds that foreign trade and integration were the strategic engine for developing the economy of the Hemisphere, and four-fifths of that trade passed through maritime channels.  Thus, ports would be required to play a key role in the process of trade facilitation.  In addition, it was argued that a modern port was viewed as the principal nodule in a chain of supplies and services that comprise an integrated, multimode transportation system, and a greater added value is generated by creating industrial, commercial, and tourist development areas around the port facilities.  As a result, states urgently needed to have efficient, competitive, modern, and secure ports that would contribute to the socio-economic development of the surrounding region and to the general development of the country.  OAS support through CIP has been critical in efforts to achieve this objective.

CIP represents the inter-American forum where the highest national government authorities are brought together, and its primary objective is to improve and develop the ports of the Hemisphere, with the active participation of the private sector.  CIP also is the main OAS advisor on port matters.  In 1998, we supported port reforms throughout the hemisphere.  Since the reforms were first implemented, an excellent level of communication among port authorities has been achieved on the occasions when they have met to approve, implement, or evaluate their plans of action, and to develop joint programs, projects and activities.  The Committee met in Guatemala in 1999, in Costa Rica in 2001, and in Mexico in 2003.  Future meetings will be held in Venezuela in 2005, and in Brazil in 2007.

In addition, we have strengthened the training program.  This is a priority area for inter-American port cooperation, and it is where over half of the Committee’s cooperation funds go.  Every year the Secretariat organizes national and regional courses, seminars, and technical events on port protection and security, port management, port engineering and operations, costs and fees, port facilitation, and relations between ports and customs, among other topics.  It has trained over 400 officials from virtually all the member states.  The strategic alliances that have been formed with organizations that finance scholarships, such as the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development (IACD) of the OAS, Puertos del Estado de España, and the Technical Advisory Group on Port Security, among others, have guaranteed the success of this project.

As far as direct technical assistance is concerned, although it is limited because of scarce resources available to meet the growing demand of member states, we can say that we are meeting the national or regional priorities of the port agenda.  It is worth mentioning the technical assistance provided by the Secretariat to Argentina, Mexico, and the United States, to the chairs of the technical advisory groups, to Peru in conjunction with its Law on Ports, to Panama in conjunction with the International Maritime University, to Barbados, Guatemala, Peru, the Dominican Republic, Saint Lucia, and Uruguay on port security, and to Nicaragua and Dominica on port fees, among other projects.


We have also expanded cooperation with national and international organizations and the private sector in areas of mutual interest, and multi-agency cooperation on specific activities has helped to achieve this objective.  The cooperation developed with entities in the inter-American system and with specialized organizations at subregional, hemispheric, and international levels has made this possible.  The clearest example of private sector support and involvement is in its membership in the technical advisory groups and its active participation in their work.  In this regard, the following should be highlighted:  Puerto de Bahía Blanca, la Administración General de Puertos (AGP), and Mollendo Equipment, of Argentina; Stevedoring Services of America (SSA), Maritime Security Council (MSC), and the Port of Miami and Texas City, in the United States; Internacional de Contenedores Asociados de Veracruz (ICAVE), Navegación Veracruzana, S.A. (NAVEGA), and Abarloa, of Mexico; Terminal Internacional del Sur (TISUR) and the Instituto de Investigación y Desarrollo Marítimo (INDESMAR), in Peru; and, the Port of Maracaibo, in Venezuela. Finally, reference should be made to the cooperation offered on a regular basis by the Ports of Valencia, Santander, Malaga, and Barcelona, among others, and by Puertos del Estado de España [Ports of the State of Spain].

We have also made progress in providing specialized information to the member states that request it for the development of their activities, and in promoting and publicizing CIP activities and in responding to queries throughout the world.  The Secretariat performs this work in various ways, including the following: by preparing, publishing, and distributing studies, technical papers, reports, triptychs, and other specialized material; through an on-line data bank, with information on the port system of the Americas; by the regular publication of an electronic information bulletin; and, through the CIP electronic portal which appears on the OAS web page.

OAS cooperation with member states through the Inter-American Committee on Ports has become an important factor in the development of ports, and it should be strengthened and expanded to support the development of the maritime, river, and lake port system of the Americas.

XXI.  TELECOMMUNICATIONS

During my term of office in the General Secretariat, the Inter-American Telecommunication Commission (CITEL) went through a historic transition, which enabled it to become a stronger and more efficient institution, geared to facilitating and promoting the continuous development of telecommunications in the Hemisphere.

In 1993, the member states declared that they had a permanent, unavoidable commitment to the effective operation of the Commission, and they recognized the importance of participating in and supporting its activities.  It was on that occasion that the Commission was established, to replace the previous structure of a conference, and participation of the private sector was provided for by creating a category of associate members.  

This opening was innovative in the OAS system, and it was designed to increase the effectiveness of CITEL, by having it focus its efforts on the needs of the region and by taking into account the dynamic nature of the information and communication technology sector.  This is a sector that cuts across markets, industries, and activities.  It is marked by accelerated technological development, and today it is one of the most dynamic sectors from the standpoint of its contribution to the development of our societies and countries.  These technologies can generate new opportunities for access to information, and improve productivity and education.

Closing the digital divide

Much headway has been made in the region in closing the digital divide, but it still remains.  The statistics are revealing.  In the region, we still have nine countries with less than 10 lines for every 100 inhabitants, while in developed countries, the figure is 63.  There are also 19 countries where less than 10% of users have access to the Internet, while in developed countries, access is over 55%.

CITEL helps the region take advantage of opportunities to develop the telecommunications infrastructure in the Hemisphere.  It responds to growing needs for coordination of communication and information activities.  It does so in keeping with the region’s priorities and in seeking consensus on anticipated future trends.  It is through this systematized exchange of information that CITEL enhances opportunities, builds a common vision of the Organization’s future, and facilitates coordination, communication, and the decision-making process. 

Recent years have been marked by contrasts in the telecommunications sector.  The private sector has experienced many difficulties, such as loss of jobs and cancellation of projects, and is coping with a growing skepticism in financial circles regarding the viability of the new services.  CITEL must develop its own capacity to adapt to varying needs, to react rapidly to transformations in telecommunications, and to be receptive to its needs.  At the same time, it must find innovative ways to increase coverage.  At present, CITEL has 183 associate members, whose participation in its work has been critical to the fulfillment of its mandates.

Connectivity agenda and telecommunications policies for the Americas

CITEL prepared the Agenda for Connectivity in the Americas in response to a mandate set forth in the plan of action of the Quebec Summit, which established that it “Instruct, as appropriate, our telecommunications authorities and our relevant regulatory bodies, working within our regional and sub‑regional agencies and organizations to develop and implement before the next Summit of the Americas a cooperative and collaborative program to support a connectivity agenda for the Hemisphere; … .”  The agenda is also in line with the Quito Plan of Action, which referred to formulation and implementation of activities related to connectivity.

The reforms are transforming industrial and governmental structures in the ICT sector throughout the world.  This puts demands on regulators, who must protect consumers, prevent abuses of free competition, and achieve national goals, such as universal access and growth in economic productivity.

CITEL and the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) have begun work on the third version of the Blue Book on Telecommunications Policies for the Americas.  The first and second editions date back to 1996 and 2000, respectively.  This is an important basic instrument for putting into practice a system that makes it possible to solve the problems and demands inherent in the political objective of establishing a global information society.

Recognizing the major challenges that regulators face, CITEL has drafted regional guidelines on providing value-added services, regulation of interconnections, and certification of equipment.  These guidelines are subject to national laws and regulations, and the development priorities and plans of the member states.

Expansion of coverage

In 1998, the CITEL Forum on Universal Service was held, on the basis of which a process began leading to the publication of the book on Universal Service in the Americas in 2000.  This was a joint effort of CITEL, the ITU (International Telecommunication Union), and the Hispano-American Association of Research Centers and Telecommunication Companies (AHCIET). This book consists of a compilation of the policies and plans on expanding coverage of telecommunications services in CITEL member states.  Work to update it has already begun, so that it can serve as the key reference for the region.  At present, studies and recommendations are being prepared to facilitate the work of the authorities to design policies that will enhance the development of telecommunications services and networks and will take into account advanced telecommunications services and the advantages of evolving to a broadband infrastructure nationally.  We would also point out ongoing studies on government policies and experiences in managing the names of national domains (ccTLD) in the region, the comparative analysis of broadband experiences, and the technical report regarding voice communication on the Internet Protocol (IP).

Technological advances and the convergence of services have helped increase the use of broadband via satellite, one of the best ways to reach areas that lack access to land-based networks.  In 2003, CITEL adopted recommendation to assist governments in introducing regulations to develop satellite services.  An Internet page listing the laws and regulations governing the provision of satellite services was also created, and all the information needed in order for interested parties to apply for licenses in the countries of the Americas is provided.

Security of the information systems and networks

In compliance with a mandate from the OAS General Assembly at its session in Chile in 2003, and as a result of the information exchanged at the OAS Cyber-Security Conference, which took place in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in August 2003, CITEL, the Group of Governmental Experts on Cyber-Crime of the Meeting of Ministers of Justice or of Ministers or Attorneys General of the Americas (REMJA), and the Inter-American Committee against Terrorism (CICTE) worked together to draft the Comprehensive Inter-American Cybersecurity Strategy.  To this end, a work program was established to carry out the assigned tasks, and technical standards and best practices are being studied on a regional level to guarantee the security of information transmitted via the Internet and other communication networks.

Evaluation of the conformity of equipment and coordination of standards

CITEL has been working on procedures for the evaluation of the conformity of telecommunications equipment and coordination of standards, with a view to realizing economies of scale, reducing the time required for introduction on the market, and cutting costs, while at the same time complying with national technical regulations.  In 1999, the Inter-American Mutual Recognition Agreement (MRA) for Conformity Assessment of Telecommunications Equipment was drafted and adopted, and a study to harmonize the relevant procedures is being carried out.

Various countries are already participating in the different phases or stages, while others are adopting measures to implement the MRA prepared by CITEL, including the modification of national laws, as necessary.  One of the Commission’s tasks is to promote the harmonization of telecommunications practices to facilitate the interconnectivity and interoperability of systems and networks.


The Summit of the Americas has confirmed the need for the rapid dissemination of information and connectivity technology.  CITEL has recognized that terrestrial digital television broadcasting offers new ways to have access to and share information. Following various studies, a resolution was adopted in which it was decided that a common hemispheric standard pertaining to this broadcasting would be adopted and put into practice.  This will encourage the OAS member states to continue their work to ensure that terrestrial telecasting makes the transition as rapidly as possible from analogue to digital technology.

Hemispheric positions at international conferences

It is recognized that the regional coordination of views, together with the possibility of inter-regional debates prior to international conferences, have facilitated the work of achieving consensus during those conferences, and have reduced the work load of participants.  Through its work on coordination, CITEL has made sure that it presents a harmonized position and that the voice of the Americas is heard forcefully in the global forum of the International Telecommunication Union (ITU).

This is evident in the preparations for the World Radiocommunication Conference (WRC), in which member states in the world meet to examine the international agreement known as the Radio Regulations.  It assigns frequencies to over 40 radiocommunication services.

At the Plenipotentiary Conference, the supreme body of the ITU, telephone rates, the Internet, universal service, and electronic trade are discussed.  The proposals presented by CITEL have dealt with support for the connectivity program and strengthening of the regional presence of the ITU, among other things.

The World Telecommunication Standardization Assembly (WTSA) is the forum where member states and the members of the ITU sector coordinate development of global standards for telecommunications services and networks, and where they can discuss the future of the standardization sector.  CITEL participated in the first Assembly in 2000 with common proposals, and decisions were made to reduce the time for delivery of standards to the market, in an effort to meet the needs of rapid changes in the industry and the market.

In 2002, CITEL developed and presented joint inter-American proposals, most of which were adopted at the World Telecommunication Development Conference held that same year.  The objective was to establish priorities, strategies, and plans of action designed to develop ICT technology to guide and direct the work of the ITU Development Office.

Among other things, CITEL introduced proposals related to the Agenda for Connectivity in the Americas and the Plan of Action of Quito, a telecommunications development plan for indigenous peoples, regional tele-health programs, the inter-american tele-health network, and implementation of regional tele-education programs.

At the same time, preparation for the World Congress on Information Technology (WCIT) has begun.  This event will take place in 2006 or 2007, and its objective is to adopt global standards for distribution of the resources of international telecommunications services.

A large number of organizations have established programs for the development of information and communications technology.  Cooperation between CITEL and international and regional organizations continues to grow, as a way of improving efficiency, preventing duplication of efforts, and reducing the time for settlement of disputes, by virtue of the early consideration of various issues.  CITEL has established cooperation agreements on topics of interest with the principal telecommunications associations in the world.

Best practices to deal with constant change

This objective is closely related to the traditional role played by CITEL, as the forum for mutual support on matters related to universal service, changes in regulatory structures, investments and financing, regional cooperation and coordination, and the impact of new technologies.  A recent area is the reduction of vulnerability of telecommunications to natural disasters, and the way to respond to an emergency that has repercussions on national infrastructure.

The contributions of CITEL to education have been important.  In 2001, the book and CD on Tele-education in the Americas were published.  This document contains a compilation and analysis of tele-education programs in the region.  It includes the preparation of a model for establishing a distance education system, prepared in the framework of the first pilot project on tele-education for the Americas.

At the same time, the existence and increasingly affordable cost of telecommunications have made it possible to expand access to health services and to improve their quality for a larger number of persons.  The book on “Tele-health in the Americas” has been completed.  It recommends policies and strategies for developing tele-health systems and the inclusion of new applications of information and communication technology.

Training in telecommunications

In view of the growing need for trained, specialized personnel to deal with the changing circumstances of telecommunications, CITEL has been working with 11 recognized training centers, and especially with the Center of Excellence for the Americas Region of the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), to provide training programs for telecommunications professionals in Latin America and the Caribbean.


Between 1994 and 2000, 254 fellowships were offered, and, since the introduction of tele-education in 2001, CITEL has offered over 517 fellowships on regulation of new IP applications and services, interconnection of networks, telecommunications systems for  non-technicians, regulatory issues and privatization of telecommunications, analysis of the prices and costs of telecommunications, and spectrum management.  For 2004, 12 courses and approximately 370 fellowships are offered.

XXII.  TOURISM

In recent years, the OAS has received recognition for its leadership in providing assistance to member countries for developing tourism.  Sectoral policies and plans have been developed, and assistance and technical training have been provided to improve resources and strengthen tourist institutions in the region, in both the public and private sectors.  Throughout this process, the Inter-American Travel Congresses have constituted the principal forum in the Americas in this area.


At the Summit of the Americas held in Miami in 1994, the Heads of State and Government recognized the potential of tourism as a catalyst for economic development and for enhancing understanding among the nations of the Americas, and so agreed to take steps to promote it.  As a result, they decided to establish an Inter-Sectoral Unit for Tourism within the organizational structure of the General Secretariat, with responsibility for promoting tourism, strengthening cooperation with other regional and international organizations, revitalizing the Inter-American Travel Congress, and directing technical cooperation and training programs that foster and support the sustainable development of tourism in member states.


At that time they also defined the following thematic areas of responsibility for the Unit:  formulation of policies and plans; education and training; development of the tourist product; and information systems and technology transfer.


In the mid 1990s, the Unit focused its efforts on the following areas:  institutional development and the integrated planning of tourism; development of research and marketing; policy formulation; and technical cooperation, external relations, and fundraising.


More recently, the Unit has been working to fulfill the mandates of the Summits of the Americas, the Inter-American Program for Sustainable Tourism Development, the plans of action of the Inter-American Travel Congresses, and the Strategic Plans for Partnership for Development of CIDI.  As a result, in the Unit’s annual work program, emphasis has been placed on the following:  improving the quality of the tourist industry, standards and certification; development of capacity and institution building; strengthening intersectoral links; adoption of best practices; and promotion of small and medium-sized businesses in the sector.

Formulation of policies and plans

The integrated and orderly planning of the sector, taking into account the physical, environmental, social, and economic impact of its development, has been recognized as the key to maximizing benefits and minimizing negative effects.  The dynamics of the tourist industry are such that adequate planning and policies must be constantly reviewed and developed, to ensure that they respond to the emerging requirements and trends of the sector.  The formulation of policies and plans has been and will continue to be a mandate and an important activity of the tourism unit.

In the early 1990s, there was growing interest and rapid growth in ecotourism, as a product and a new segment of the market.  Since there were a number of member states with the potential to develop this market segment, but which needed guidance in planning and policies, the Tourism Unit assisted them by preparing the “Comparative Study of Ecotourism Policy un the Americas.”  One of the main results of this exercise was the preparation of various studies and plans for the development of ecotourism in the Amazon region of Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, and Peru.

The special focus on sustainable tourism, as a strategy for the development of the sector, and an emphasis on environmental, social, and economic effects, gave rise to an interest in developing tourism policies and plans based on and guided by concepts of sustainability.  As part of its effort to assist this process, the Inter-Sectoral Unit for Tourism helped in the preparation of the Soil Use Plan and Development of a Legal Framework for Tourism Development in the Coastal Areas of Costa Rica, Nicaragua, and Panama.  The Unit also assisted in the preparation of integrated tourist development strategies for Belize, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras.

At the same time, national plans for the sustainable development of tourism were completed for Panama, Honduras, El Salvador, and Grenada, and the Grenadian islands Carriacou and Petit Martinique.  In addition, consultations pertaining to a report on the Strategy for Sustainable Tourism in the Organization of East Caribbean States were conducted.

We further supported the preparation of plans for areas and development projects.  In this context, studies on the restoration and preservation of cultural heritage were done in Cap Haitien, Milot, and la Citadelle in Haiti; the historic site of Fort Charlotte in The Bahamas; and Greater Falmouth, in Jamaica.  Feasibility studies were pursued for development of handicrafts programs, and assistance was provided to Belize, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras for preparation of specific tourism projects designed to integrate Mayan cultural sites and to diversify their tourism products.

Research and planning


The development of plans and policies should be based on solid research to support them.  The Unit for Tourism helped complete the “Economic Analysis of Tourism in Jamaica,” to improve the contribution of tourism to national accounting, and to use it in policy analysis and preparation of adjustments.  The Unit also prepared databases to facilitate a comparative analysis of national tourism development policies, investment codes, and programs to encourage tourism in OAS member countries.


In addition, a study was initiated to give support to the development of policies and programs in the area of indigenous tourism, covering Belize, Dominica, and Saint Vincent, and in the area of sports tourism.  The initiatives and research objectives included, among other things, the creation of databases on national tourism development policies, and a diagnosis of the industry and its degree of competitiveness in the Caribbean.

Training


Between 1994 and 2004, the growing dependence of some OAS member countries on tourism led to efforts to step up training in order to improve the industry’s performance and to offer a competitive and high-quality tourism product.  Training of personnel, institution-building, and promotion of intersectoral links have been components of the technical assistance programs offered to the sector by the Unit for Tourism.


In the past decade, training in the form of seminars or hands-on courses has been one of the key components of technical assistance provided to member countries.  In the middle of the 1990s, courses were given on integrated planning, marketing, environmental and social impact, ecotourism, evaluation mechanisms, accounting, and agrotourism.  Three of the main training projects, at different stages of implementation, are the Small Hotel Assistance Program, the Tourism Competitiveness and Sustainability Project, and the Project for Small Tourism Businesses.


The purpose of these programs is to raise quality standards to international levels, and to strengthen intersectoral links to expand the benefits of the industry.  The Project for Small Tourism Businesses, which received funding from USAID, was initiated with the participation of important training and certification institutions, such as the American Hotel and Lodging Association (AHLA).  These programs received financial support from CIDA-CEPEC.  For instance, at the end of 2003, the Training for Success program trained close to 400 persons and certified 41 as Certified Hospitality Department Trainers-CHDTs.  Moreover, with the cooperation of Canadian Executive Services Overseas, assistance was provided to over 150 hotel establishments in hotel management, operations, food, and beverages.  The Spirit of Hospitality program, created in 2003, is one of the main programs of the Unit.  Its purpose is to use local food products to strengthen the links between tourism and agriculture.  In view of its potential impact on the agriculture and employment sectors, its coverage is expected to be expanded.

The Unit for Tourism has prepared training kits for small businesses.  They are designed to introduce best practices in operations and management, and their use is expected to improve the efficiency and development of the sector.  The kits cover areas such as environmental conservation, energy management, quality of housing, financial management, health, and market positioning.  The Unit has also prepared a database of institutions involved in tourism education and training in the Americas.


Technological training has been a focal point of the Unit for Tourism’s program to develop small tourism businesses.  From 1998 to 2003, with the assistance of Net Corps America and Net Corps Canada, training in technology was provided to over 600 hotels in areas such as computer use, creation of places on the network, and computerization of certain operations, including accounts and reservations.  Hotel owners were also exposed to the Internet as a business tool.

In view of the growing concern of travelers for their security when they are abroad and of its potentially negative impact on the economies of the member countries that are dependant on tourism, in 2003, the Unit for Tourism initiated security programs.  The Unit negotiated an agreement with the Educational Institute of the American Hotel and Lodging Association (AHLA) to offer seminars on security for workers in the industry.  Two of these seminars have already been held, and more are planned.  As part of its future activities, the Unit will step up efforts to promote measures to build self-confidence, as a way of fostering tourism.

The growing importance of tourism as an economic and a social activity has led to the need to introduce it in school curricula, not only to enhance awareness of the industry and its contribution to the economy and society, but also to prepare students to participate productively in the industry.  Through a continuing cooperation program with the Caribbean Tourism Organization (CTO), the OAS has provided funds for the production of education manuals for primary and secondary schools.  A series of seminars for teachers has also been offered to help them in presenting the materials in the schools.

Tourism resource centers


In order to strengthen the institutional framework of the Project for Small Tourism Businesses, tourism resource centers have been established to ensure the sustainability of aid given to the member countries participating in it.  These centers include training materials, environmental management tools, an audiovisual library, and Internet access.  There is also a mobile resource center to facilitate access to assistance and training for small enterprises located at a distance from the main tourist centers.  The concept of resource centers has been shared with tourism officials in Central and South America, and other similar centers are expected to be established, as part of the infrastructure of these subregions.

Virtual resource center


A virtual resource center, Caribbeaninnkeeper.com, has been created, to provide hotel operators, research workers, students, and personnel in the industry with pertinent information on the operation of tourism businesses, via the Internet.  This center was established as a result of the cooperation of the Caribbean Development Bank and the Caribbean Hotel Association.  Between 2001 and 2004, work was done to establish and improve the contact space and content of the web page.  Over time, more improvements and expansions will be made, to provide additional information and to increase the use of places on the network to disseminate more tourism data.

Product development 


The growing competitiveness of the global tourism industry and the changing demands of consumers shape the nature and the condition of the products created for the tourism market.  Between 1994 and 2004, products and segments based on cultural, environmental, and sports tourism emerged.  In these circumstances, assistance for product development materialized through studies and diagnoses, provision of guidelines and plans, and implementation of projects and programs.

Small hotels


In some member states, small hotels offer a large proportion of the total lodging, provide a significant number of jobs, and are an important source of foreign exchange.  Although the projects on small Caribbean hotels, and tourism and sustainability in the Caribbean are geared to training, marketing, and operations, the small tourism businesses project is structured to provide a regional integrated approach to improving competitiveness and the sustainability of small tourism enterprises, with an initial emphasis on small hotels that are not affiliated with any chain.


The project began in the Caribbean and has been extended to Central America, as a project to assist small hotels in Central America.  The concept has been discussed with tourism officials from South America.  In accordance with the mandates emanating from the Inter-American Program for Sustainable Tourism Development, the project is to be implemented in the areas of product development, education and training, exchange of information, information systems, and technology transfer. 

Creation of quality standards


The direct participation of the Unit in specific tourist sites began in the mid-1990s with assistance in establishing tourist information centers in three national parks in Panama.


Later, in 2002, a project was designed for the development, management, and sustainable use of fortresses, botanical gardens, museums, and national parks.  The project, which is currently being implemented as this report is prepared, is also meant to help small and medium-sized nonhotel enterprises to use places and attractions as part of the tourism product, by raising quality standards to international levels.

Environmental management—cooperation with CAST

Between 2001 and 2004, the Unit for Tourism worked with USAID and the Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism (CAST) on an environmental program for small hotels.  This was the first of a series of initiatives to help apply environmental management systems.  At the end of 2003, over 200 small hotels had been evaluated.  Subsequently, environmental evaluations were performed as part of a program for certification of select properties.  Hotel managers also have access to information on environmental management, training programs, technology, and sets of tools, through the tourism resource centers, and at the web site: caribbeaninnkeeper.com.

Community tourism

The community tourism initiative of the Unit for Tourism has been linked to the development, preservation, and sustainable use of indigenous goods for tourism purposes.  It is also designed to take advantage of natural products (forts, fortifications, and other structures that are part of the cultural legacy, tropical gardens, nature paths, and waterfalls), festivals, and the local cuisine.  The inclusion of these products not only helps diversify the tourism product, but it also adds value, benefits, and jobs as part of the contribution of tourism to the economy.

One component of community tourism of particular importance has been the heightened interest in indigenous festivals on the part of tourists.  Aware of the benefits of these events and of the need to raise their standards to make them more attractive, in 2002 the Unit for Tourism organized a regional symposium on planning and management of events for more than 60 promoters and organizers of events.  The Unit will continue to work on these aspects of community tourism with a view to fostering the adoption and use of best practices.

The coffee road in Central America

At the end of 2003, the “Coffee Road’ project was initiated to generate local benefits by developing the tourist product of coffee in the participating Central American countries.  The project, which was designed to try to mitigate the impact of low coffee prices in communities, is based on concepts similar to those used to develop successful tourism in wine-growing areas in the United States and France.  Thus, the coffee experience seeks to combine other attractions and points of interest in the communities.  Coffee producers and tourism officials in Guatemala, Panama, and Honduras have reviewed the design, implementation mechanisms, and results of the pilot project in Costa Rica, and have established a regional structure for cooperation and implementation of the project in those countries.

Integrated management system for tourist destinations via the Internet

In recognizing the potential that the Internet offers for dissemination of the tourism product and as a source of information for purposes of marketing and management, in 1996, the Unit for Tourism implemented a pilot project for preparation of data bases and studies on tourist destination management systems.  The project, carried out in the Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, and Peru, also involved use of a prototype tourist destination management system, the centralized reservation system, which would also provide additional tourist services.

In compliance with the mandate to support member states in the field of technology, the Unit for Tourism also put into operation a program to enable innkeepers to adopt and use the technology, with a view to improving the operation and marketing of their businesses.  The Unit developed a virtual resource center to disseminate information on the tourism industry.

Emergency assistance program for vulnerable countries

In October 2001, the Permanent Council adopted initiatives to assist member countries whose tourism sectors and economies had undergone sharp declines as a result of the infamous terrorism problems in 2001.  Implementation of these initiatives began in 2002 and entailed marketing, planning, and product development activities, technical assistance to the small hotel subsector, establishment of resource centers, and development of a short-term tourism recovery plan for the island of Dominica.

Mandates of the Summits of the Americas and Congresses

Between 1994 and 2004, there were two Inter-American Travel Congresses, the main forum in the Americas for discussion of tourism policies by the public and private sectors.  At the 17th Congress, held in Costa Rica in April 1997, the following items were discussed;  strategic planning for the sustainable development of tourism; tourist security; technology for marketing of destinations; funding of technical cooperation activities; tourism and health; consciousness-raising and training; cruise tourism; and, proposals to strengthen the Congresses.

During the 18th Inter-American Travel Congress, held in Guatemala in June 2003, discussions focused on the impact of terrorism on tourism-dependent economies, health issues affecting international tourism, factors affecting the commercial viability of tourism sectors, the impact of technology on the way business is currently done in the sector, and the growing importance of ecotourism and community tourism, as niche products and market segments.

Delegates adopted a plan of action and received the 2003-2005 Inter-American Program for Sustainable Tourism Development.  These instruments will guide the work program of the Tourism Unit in the next three years.  The delegates to the Congress reviewed the concepts of the projects that were proposed to improve the availability and management of information for tourism purposes, and to increase the capacity of the tourist sector.  The Tourism Unit, after consulting with member countries, will endeavor to put these proposals into practice.

From 1994 to 2004, the Unit for Tourism offered assistance to member countries in preparing projects to be submitted to the OAS FEMCIDI program for consideration and possible financing.  It also provided technical assistance and advisory services for implementation of projects and programs to requesting member countries.

XXIII.  MANAGEMENT

During the past 10 years, the Organization of American States has found itself in a political climate that has forced it to operate with strict financial and personnel limitations, partly as a result of the economic difficulties facing many of the member states.  The Organization has adopted measures to modernize and to increase its efficiency and productivity, and, despite the problems arising from a policy of maintaining the budget frozen in nominal terms, which has been in effect for nearly the entire decade, it has managed to fulfill the mandates of member states with a considerably reduced staff.  It has modernized its staff policy, which is more flexible and competitive in today’s market.  In the field of technology, innovative advances have been implemented that have made it possible to decentralize management functions.  Finally, the main facilities of the Organization have been completely renovated.  The combination of all these activities has enabled the OAS to perform its functions and fulfill the mandates of member states during times of increasing challenges from a budgetary standpoint.  Nonetheless, as budget restrictions continue, the risk of losing the capacity to meet its main responsibilities increases.
Budget challenges

The Organization’s budget consists of the Regular Fund and the Special Multilateral Fund of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (FEMCIDI).  The Regular Fund is financed with the quota contributions of the member states, and FEMCIDI is funded with voluntary contributions from the member states and with other assets.  The purpose of the Regular Fund budget is to finance the General Secretariat and the general support services provided by the Secretariat, while FEMCIDI contributes to financing national and multilateral cooperation projects.  This fund was established at the initiative of the member states, in compliance with the 1997-2001 Strategic Plan for Partnership for Development, on the basis of a proposal of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CIDI).

The Organization has been involved in an ongoing conflict between an increase in mandates and limited human, technical, and financial resources.  This restriction has required the General Secretariat “to do the same with less,” or, in the best of cases, “to do more with the same.”  In actual fact, we have had to do a great deal more with significantly fewer real resources.

Austerity continues to be the norm in the Organization, in view of the fact that the budget has remained stagnant for nine consecutive years in nominal terms, its value has eroded as a result of the increase in inflation, and there have been regulatory increases in the cost of living and rises in the cost of medical care and other items.

To counter these budget and performance pressures, the General Secretariat has focused its efforts on raising specific funds, so as to offset the shortage of resources in the Regular Fund and the growing demands and requests of member states.  With these funds, donors or contributors have been able to ensure the implementation of projects and programs of great interest to the governments, multilateral institutions, and NGOs, and the programming areas have managed to better meet the challenge of fulfilling mandates in a situation of limited resources in the Regular Fund.  This effort has met with great success, as is clear from the steady increase in the frequency of use and the monetary value.  In 1997, specific funds rose to nearly US$14 million, or 11% of the total budget executed.  In 2002 and 2003, the amount raised as specific funds grew to over US$60 million, and US$82 million, respectively, or 80% and 106%, in comparison with Regular Fund resources.  This result has been certified by the auditors.  Nearly all the Organization’s activities have benefited from these specific fund raising efforts, but the areas that have received the most donations or contributions from these sources are the Unit for the Promotion of Democracy at US$16 million, the Secretariat for Conferences and Meetings at US$10.7 million, CICAD at US$8 million, and the Unit for Sustainable Development and Environment, at US$8.6 million.  The General Secretariat raised a total of US$200 million in specific funds from 2000 to 2004.  This is a positive trend, in view of the reduced purchasing power of the Regular Fund, but the reliance of the OAS and member states on outside resources to perform the work of the Organization shows that the General Secretariat cannot continue to operate effectively with a fixed amount of basic financing and growing demands.

Reduction of arrears

One of the Organization’s greatest problems, aside from operating with a frozen budget, is to try to keep arrears in quota payments at a minimum.  The constantly fluctuating economic situation of member states has meant that the capacity to pay quotas on time and in full has fluctuated as well.  At the end of 1998, quota arrears of the Regular Fund rose to US$57 million, an amount equivalent to nearly nine months of budget expenses.  The member states initiated an active policy to reduce this amount, by putting into practice measures stipulated in a series of resolutions on the subject.  By 2002, largely as a result of the efforts of the governments of the United States and Brazil, member states had reduced their arrears in the Regular Fund to just a little over US$10 million, which represents a decrease of more than 80% in those four years.

Although it is true that the commitment of member states to meet their financial obligations vis-à-vis the Regular Fund by prompt payment of their quotas was stimulated by the measures adopted by them to encourage those payments, we believe that there is still an opportunity to pursue this effort further.  The General Assembly resolution on “Measures to Encourage the Timely Payment of Quotas,” adopted in 2000 and ratified every year since, includes in its operative section the following text:  “To instruct the Permanent Council: a. To continue evaluating the merits of adopting the five proposals set out in Annex B of this resolution … ; b. To examine additional measures to encourage the timely payment of quotas.”  Among the measures still to be considered, there are various ones used by other international organizations successfully to encourage the prompt payment of quotas.  These measures have not been evaluated by the member states in the course of the five years following the adoption of that resolution, and our recommendation is that the time has come to review this issue once again.

Capital investments

With the resources from payment of quota arrears, the General Secretariat could allocate funds for various long-term financial investments and capital improvements, in accordance with the terms of Permanent Council resolution CP/RES. 831, “Use of Excess Resources of the Reserve Subfund for Capital Investments and to Meet OAS Mandates.”  For the first time in over a decade, the Reserve Subfund is fully financed.  The following are some of the many projects that have been carried out with these resources: the renovation and technological modernization of the Bolivar Room, and construction of the new delegates’ lounge; financing of the Deloitte & Touche management study; US$600,000 for the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, used to build its new offices; and US$5 million for the Capital Fund for OAS Fellowship and Training Programs.

It is important to bear in mind, however, that the cancelled arrears were paid directly into the Reserve Subfund, and not into the Operating Subfund of the Regular Fund, and that therefore the payments did not have a significant impact on the budget crisis, which worsens day by day.  Moreover, at the end of 2003, because the quotas for that year were not paid in full, the Reserve Subfund dropped below the statutory minimum.

Increase in quotas

As we have already mentioned, although liquidity improved as a result of payment of arrears, these payments had virtually no effect on budget restrictions, and hence on the Organization’s recurrent obligations.  In order to mitigate this problem, it is imperative for member states to approve a quota increase.  Throughout my term of office, I have spoken strongly in favor of this, and I have mentioned it individually to member states and in the annual statement I present on the program-budget, as well as in my opening speeches at the General Assembly sessions.  Unfortunately, the response to this appeal has not met with a sufficient echo in the countries.

The political will to implement an increase, however, took a positive turn in 2002, when the Brazilian delegation presented a proposal to increase quotas by three percent.  Unfortunately, despite the support of several major contributors, such as the United States, the proposal did not achieve the required consensus.  One of the reasons given for rejecting the proposal was that member states should first of all agree on a revision of the quota scale, or decide whether quota increases should be designated for a specific purpose or not.  These are all obstacles that can be overcome, and I am happy to say that the members of the Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Affairs have devoted long discussions to these issues, sometimes with more success than others, but their work is appreciated by everyone in the General Secretariat.

I would like to take this opportunity to reiterate the importance of increasing the Organization’s revenue through a quota increase.  Member states should continue to examine this issue and make an early decision, in order to guarantee the future financing of the Organization.

Institutional modernization

It has been possible to effect important changes in our personnel policies, operating systems, and management procedures in these years.  The General Secretariat met the significant challenges in these fields with effective modernization programs.

Personnel policy

When I took over as Secretary General, I found that I was limited in terms of personnel policy by a previous ruling of the Administrative Tribunal, according to which, prior to my term of office, the General Secretariat had to absorb personnel payments of US$11 million, covering four years of arrears in the salaries of our employees, in addition to various weeks of leave to complete what could not be paid in cash.  As a result of that initiative, the General Secretariat had met all of the obligations resulting from the Tribunal’s ruling by the end of 2003.

During the first part of my term of office, in 1995, there were 674 posts financed by the Regular Fund, while in the our 2005 budget, we will be operating with only 528, which represents a 22%  decrease in our human resources.  Several hundred performance contracts which were eliminated between 1995 and 1996 are not included.

In view of the many new areas in which the General Secretariat required professional services, it began a reform of staffing policies.


The worldwide labor market has changed dramatically as a result of the growing influence of the forces of globalization, and the OAS must constantly change the capacity and knowledge of its staff to meet the terms of the mandates we receive from many sources, including the Summits, the General Assembly, and ministerial meetings.  The General Secretariat therefore wanted to have flexibility to hire persons with various skills on temporary contracts, to meet the changing needs of the Organization, and the career service did not offer this flexibility.  The decision to gradually eliminate it was effective in terms of cost and work flexibility.  Now the Secretariat has a more balanced structure that combines a core staff, which maintains the institutional memory and the quality and continuity of our administrative services, with an additional group which can change dynamically depending on the Organization’s demands.


Among other personnel reforms, there has been a modernization of benefits, such as offering an alternative retirement plan to employees interested in a shorter-term employment, and granting employees a moving allowance, instead of paying the real cost of moving personal effects.  In addition, strict controls have been placed on the costs of acquisition, travel, and communications.


Finally, as part of the effort to enhance the efficiency of the offices of the General Secretariat in member states, and based on a mandate by the member states, we have begun a competitive process for the posts of director of the General Secretariat offices in the member states.  In some cases, we have encountered the obstacle that the host country rejects the candidate selected in the competition.  In my opinion, the Secretariat should continue to apply this requirement, but we need to ask if in fact it does improve productivity and efficiency when countries have the power to reject the proposed candidate.  For reasons of austerity, the offices of the General Secretariat in Chile, Colombia, Brazil, and Argentina have been closed.

Technological innovations and renovation of facilities

At the end of the 1990s, the General Secretariat began to implement technological reforms, which included an improvement in equipment and incorporation of OASES (Management System of the Organization of American States), a new management system which covers all management processes.  The system was already in use in most of the areas of the OAS by the beginning of 2000.  The new versions of OASES introduced in recent years have given the OAS one of the most advanced financial management systems.

As happens with any change in procedures, the greatest challenge is frequently to win the confidence of the end users and their participation in the system.  To ensure that all the areas of the Organization can enjoy the advantages offered by OASES, the General Secretariat has put into effect an extensive training program offered throughout the year.  OASES is a comprehensive, sound system, and it has fostered efficiency and productivity on the job.

Another benefit of the technological reforms has been decentralization of management functions.  It was imperative to revise procedures to bring them in line with the modernized system provided by OASES.  Every department is now ultimately responsible for execution of its own funds, and the work that had been the sole responsibility of the program-budget department was delegated to area managers, thereby giving them greater control over expenses, accounts, and funds.

Another important achievement in this field was the renovation of the OAS buildings, which was started in 2001 with the General Secretariat Building (GSB).  This was the largest-scale construction project undertaken by the OAS in 30 years, and it transformed that building into technologically sound operating headquarters, efficient in terms of space, that generate income.  The building renovation was a great success, it reduced maintenance costs by approximately US$1 million a year and improved the working environment for OAS staff, by transforming it into an attractive “intelligent building” with the latest technology and more meeting rooms.  The cost of renovation will be offset to a great extent by leasing part of the second and third floors at commercial rates.

One of the major engineering achievements in the renovation of the GSB was the multipurpose room on the eighth floor.  With some 2,500 square feet of space, the room has a flexible design, and can be adapted to meet the many needs of the Organization.  A wireless system is also being installed, as are a sound system, multimedia aids, and facilities for videoconferences and use of multiple media.  The space occupied formerly by the Columbus Library in the Main Building was also transformed to accommodate more meeting rooms and a delegates’ lounge.

The second phase of the remodeling of the Main Building includes the complete transformation of the Bolivar Room, which is scheduled to be completed in early 2005.  The objective of this project is to restore the historic architecture of the room and give it all the technological advances needed for its functions.

The goal of transforming the OAS goes beyond the important renovation of the GSB.  The General Secretariat recently modernized the simultaneous interpretation system in the Simón Bolivar Room in the Main Building.  The current system consists of digital equipment with a modern sound system.  It also has a multimedia system used for transmitting documents and DVD, VCR, and TV signals, which are projected on the monitors at the delegates’ seats and on the screens placed on the walls of the room for the public.

During the final part of my mandate, member states requested a management study, which was carried out by the Deloitte & Touche LLP consulting firm, on the initiative and under the responsibility of the Permanent Council.  My long stay in Venezuela prevented me from assisting in this effort as I would have liked.  The study had four main components:  evaluation of the structure of the organization; analysis of the work load, the staff structure, and procedures; identification of specific areas for reallocation of resources; and, identification of strategies to enhance effectiveness and efficiency, to fulfill the mandates of the Organization in an appropriate and cost-effective way.

The results of the study were disseminated at the end of 2003, as I reported to the political organ.  We shared its recommendations on the General Secretariat offices in member states, the more advanced training of our staff, and the consolidation of certain areas of the Organization.

One of the principal points underlined in the study was recognition of the fact that the OAS cannot continue to operative effectively without a well-defined strategic direction and a considerable increase in resources.  We cannot, however, disregard the pitfalls to be encountered along the way in adopting a decision such as that in an organization with responsibility for virtually all of the items on the inter-American agenda.

Board of External Auditors

We should also mention that the Board of External Auditors confirmed the need to adopt some of the recommendations of the Deloitte & Touche study.  One of their observations had to do with the fact that for a number of years, the program-budget has not included sufficient funds to cover staff training programs.  Human resources are our greatest asset, and so member states should consider measures to enable the Secretariat to respond to this problem in future years.

I am pleased to report that most of the recommendations presented by the Board, for which we had adequate resources, have been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.  Furthermore, the independent auditors issued “clean” opinions with regard to the financial statements of the Organization and related entities, without reservations, which is the best possible result of an audit.

Before concluding my comments on management, I would like to thank the Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Affairs (CAAP) for its ever-present support.  An austerity program and the mobilization of human and financial resources of such a magnitude would have been impossible without the dedication and professionalism of the members of that Committee.  Although the mechanisms used at times might have entailed making decisions that should have been the purview of management and not of a deliberating body, the legitimacy resulting form the fact that the Committee’s decisions were made by consensus, and the good judgment with which CAAP operated by far outweigh the disadvantages that could have ensued in terms of management authority.

The Organization has made notable progress since 1994, but there still remains a great deal to be done.  We have made great strides in terms of financial soundness, staff policies, and management operations, and we have initiated technological innovations, but all these policies must continue to drive the OAS to fulfill its functions and mandates in the coming years. 

XXIV.  THE OAS OF TOMORROW

Now I would like to refer to multilateral institutions in the Americas in comparison with those in Europe.  In Europe, there has been a phenomenal, extraordinary integration process.  The European Union, with all its institutions, and despite the problems involved in bringing together very different states and nationalities, would seem to be moving towards a federation.  It is just beginning to be a union of citizens with a European Constitution in the process of being adopted.

We in the Americas have been building institutions for more than a century, and with particular intensity in the past decade.  They are not like the European institutions, but they have enabled us to move forward with a series of treaties, agreements, and conventions, and to create forums for mutual cooperation and the exchange of information and experiences.  This has made it possible for us to discuss the items on our collective agenda, items related to democracy, human rights, sustainable development, hemispheric security, social policies, and common challenges and threats, such as corruption, terrorism, and transnational organized crime.  All of this has been done in the context of an integration process we are developing in the Americas.

However, we need to reflect on the fact that if we are actually able to achieve a Free Trade Area, our principle economic and political project, we should at the same time be doing much more to build hemispheric institutions.  We cannot copy or imitate the institutions of the European Union, but we can and must do much more, and in a more organized and systematic way, to consider and decide on the fronts on which we should work, where we need more collective action, and where we need more inter-American legal developments and instruments.

Of course, we must always bear in mind that our integration will never be the same as in Europe.  It will not include exclusively political aspects, because there are many issues that it would not be relevant for Latin America, the Caribbean, the United States, and Canada to consider.  But there are many others that are relevant and that we should focus on.  We have a great deal to learn from the Europeans, especially in designing, implementing, and monitoring collective policies.  In this respect, the inter-American system has just begun to work, with a still limited scope, through ministerial meetings and other similar hemispheric forums.  On the other hand, it is important to note that there are also processes in this Hemisphere that are viewed with interest by other continents, because they are unique, successful, and innovative experiences.

Throughout the past ten years, as we have tackled the job of making our leaders’ vision of integration a reality, we have made headway towards our goal of having a more relevant OAS, one with more universal political objectives, and much more capable of performing its work and coordinating the activities assigned to it by the states.  We have confronted challenges and we have taken advantage of opportunities.  We have progressed steadily in our work to implement our expanded agenda with all its new mandates.

We in the OAS, and our governments, our foreign ministries, and the other multilateral institutions have been put to the test, in our effort to put into practice mechanisms and procedures that are capable of realizing the objectives of integration as defined by our heads of state and government.  We are in the process of arriving at a situation in which all the entities and organizations in the inter-American system work with the same priorities and the same hemispheric agenda.  Achieving this objective entails not only clarity of purpose, but also creativity in our action and political will.

During the time I have held the office of Secretary General, regional institutions and countries have had to cope with the tremendous demands that globalization and the information revolution have imposed on our economies and societies:  more volatile capital, enormous demands on our education systems, intense pressure on our social security systems, and the dangers hovering over our cultures.

We have had to demonstrate to our citizens that we are capable of governing globalization, that we are not impotent in the face of its consequences, problems, or challenges, and that we are not going to take the easy and dangerous road of isolating ourselves from the world economy because we are incapable of dealing with the serious problems afflicting us today.

Of course, this has led us to a situation in which we have to acknowledge that our destiny and our future do not depend only on economic factors, and we could even possibly say that they are not the most important factors.  We have to make sure that our political and economic institutions represent the people and that the people participate in our political systems, we must make sure that minorities are integrated in society and regard themselves as beneficiaries of government activities, and we must ensure that our governments are capable of fulfilling their principal social responsibilities and functions.  All of us should find our hemispheric institutions to be relevant for our lives and regard them as performing a useful and important function in confronting collective challenges and problems.

This is why, despite the tremendous headway we have made in building new institutions and a new hemispheric architecture, we need to say in full confidence that in the Americas today, we need multilateralism more than we need institutions to act.  Despite the significant transformations in hemispheric relations within the OAS, we must recognize that, apart from the IDB, we have an inter-American system which is extremely small and chronically underfinanced.  

In the midst of the current economic difficulties, I think that I am interpreting the feeling of everyone when I say that we have gone through this decade imbued with a high degree of optimism over this stage in our hemispheric relations, which is based on a community of shared values and ideals.  We are all ready to respond to the challenges ahead and to build our common destiny.  We have tried to hold a steady course and not to lose our way in the midst of the pitfalls, difficulties, and setbacks encountered along the way.

During this time we have not moved away from the principles on which our system is based, namely international law as the rule of conduct of states, legal equality of all nations, nonintervention in the internal affairs of states, and the peaceful settlement of disputes.  But at the same time, this has been a time in which we have reconciled these precepts with out obligation to defend representative democracy and to protect human rights.  In any event, we have not used the original principles of the 1948 Charter to impede the application of policies or measures to deal with the problems of our states.

During this time it has also been necessary to be aware of the new realities of the world order and our hemisphere.  The challenges facing all of us in defending our democracies are enormous. Yet we have defended democracy actively, in a way that goes well beyond the mere passive application of the principles of the Democratic Charter.  Above all, this has been a time in which we have generated an extraordinary process of cooperation around the significantly expanded agenda, which is virtually the same as the domestic agenda.

We cannot say, however, that we have a system that operates with solidarity.  In disaster prevention and intervention, we have taken very timid steps.  In our cooperation activities, this solidarity is very limited.  In our process of establishing the Free Trade Area, in spite of the fact that we have a system that can operate in many areas that the developed world considers important today in increasing world trade, there are no compensatory funds.  And the system lacks the humanitarian component of the United Nations system.  In this aspect of solidarity, we still have a long ways to go.

There is no question that we have made major strides towards the integration objectives our leaders have set.  But there is still a long road ahead to make the Organization an expression of the collective wishes of our governments and our people.  We have unquestionably made notable progress in political and security matters, but the same is not true of the social sector.

We are faced with the major challenge of building hemispheric institutions that interpret the dreams and aspirations of all the inhabitants of our Hemisphere.  Beyond our own realities, beyond our own problems, we need institutions that will take us to a horizon where we can think more in terms of our ideals, our values, and the conviction we have in a common destiny.

In the Americas today, economic and political freedoms go hand in hand, and are more interlinked than ever.  Only with more reforms and more democracy will we be able to meet the renewed expectations regarding government obligations in areas such as human rights, administration of justice, new infrastructure, social policy, or its regulatory capacity vis-à-vis individuals.

We have made progress in training the inter-American system to deal with the heavy hemispheric agenda arising from the needs in this time of globalization and integration.  We find ourselves in a paradoxical situation in which we need more and not less market, more and not less government, more and not less reform.  We have to take advantage of the strengths we have acquired to eliminate what weighs us down, holds us back, or prevents us from taking action, in order to make this region a promised land of well-being, peace, prosperity, and union.


This is not the time for complacency, but for reflection, for asking ourselves what we have not done right, what is still left to be done, and how long will it take us to finish the task.  Today, in the midst of globalization, we have to continue transforming the inter-American system of institutions so that it will meet the objectives outlined by our people and our leaders:  integration, peace, and democracy, but also equality, justice, and freedom.  And solidarity, preservation of nature, growth and prosperity.

Perhaps the final question we have to ask ourselves is:  Do we really want to unite our peoples in a common destiny?  Although the subjects of the OAS Charter are states, our supreme objective is the dignity of all our citizens, their public freedoms, their prosperity, their right to equality or peace.  Our ultimate goal is the people, who must be educated, offered security, a healthy environment, and of course freedoms and protection of their rights.  We must create a true community of nations of the Americas, based on common principles, ideals, and values.  To this we must add institutions, in which cooperation and collective action are the norm.


In completing my term as Secretary General of the OAS, I would like to launch an appeal to focus our energies not so much on the present, but rather on the future.  We must reflect on our ideals, our values, and on the conviction in our common destiny.  This is the path of progress toward creative and collective action.
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