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What are the Next Steps in Multidimensional Security?
Ambassador Skinner-Klee, Ambassador Blackwell, Abraham Stein, Distinguished Ambassadors, Permanent Representatives and friends.  It is a pleasure to be here with friends and former colleagues and an honor to be invited to speak again in the Forum on the subject of the Declaration on Security in the Americas.

I recently have gained something of a reputation for asking, in forums like this:  “Where are the Protocols” (for responding to the security challenges confronting our region)?   I will argue here that is it time to stop “celebrating the anniversary” of the declaration of multidimensional security and to start designing and implementing programs and processes that effectively address multidimensional security issues. To that end, I would like to address:  What are the next steps we should be taking to accomplish this challenge?  The 2003 Declaration defined our broad field of action, but it did not tell us how to address the challenges of our subject matter.  We have spent considerable energy debating the definition of multidimensional security and its architecture.  It is time to do something concrete with the Declaration.  That is a task that remains before us.  

Roadmap to where we are
Let’s first reflect on the goals that guided the evolution of thinking behind this document.  In 1991, the delegates at Santiago called for a process of consultation “on hemispheric security in light of the new conditions in the region and the world, for an updated and comprehensive perspective of security and disarmament, including the subject of all forms of proliferation of weapons and instruments of mass destruction, so that the largest possible volume of resources may be devoted to the economic and social development of the member states.”

In keeping with these themes, Amb. Patiño Mayer, chair of the Special Committee charged with initiating the consultation, proposed that Cooperative Security should  replace the collective security concept of the cold war era.  Cooperative Security, a concept associated with the OSCE and the transitions of Eastern Europe would focus attention on working together under common frameworks of action.  Moreover, Patiño urged the Special Committee to  

· Re-examine definitions of security and defense;

· Refocus the military dimension of Hemisphere Security; 

· Build a positive civilian-military relationship based on civilian political leadership;

· Work for incorporation of the IADB as an advisory unit of the OAS

Over the ensuing years, confidence building measures, the concerns of small island states and later drug trafficking, terrorism, organized crime, public security, gang violence, and other issues were added security agenda .  Increasingly the themes reflected topics raised in the evolving UN discussions of human security
 with the security focus on the well- being of the citizen rather than the well-being of the State. 

After 13 years of discussion,  leaders of our region declared a new concept of security that is “multi-dimensional in scope, includes traditional and new threats, concerns, and other challenges to the security of the states of the hemisphere, incorporates the priorities of each state, contributes to the consolidation of peace, integral development, and social justice, and is based on democratic values, respect for and promotion and defense of human rights, solidarity, cooperation, and respect for national sovereignty” (OAS 2003). A year later, at the Special Summit of the Americas in Monterrey, Mexico, they reiterated that “the basis and purpose of security is the protection of human beings” (OAS 2004). 

This was indeed a new way of thinking about security.  Today this committee is mandated to address some 20 different security themes, many quite different, though some overlapping.   I would group them broadly as 


(1) arms trafficking and proliferation,  


(2) organized crime, gangs and trafficking in drugs, persons and other;  


(3) public security and its institutions, more generally; 


(4) emergency and disaster response 


(5) the concerns of small island states, and 


(6) cooperation in addressing all of the above.

Implementing Multidimensional Security

The 2003 declaration implicitly recognizes the multiple sources, causes, contributions to and consequences of insecurity in society today.  Security, understood today, is much broader than defense.  It is both a condition and a perception of conditions.  Security concerns are clear in the minds of the region’s citizens.  The 2010 Latinobarometro reports that  19% of respondent named unemployment is the more serious problems facing their country (down slightly from high of 30 in 2005) while 27% claimed that delinquency is the most important problem, a figure that has been increasing since 2004.

Many agencies of government and civil society may be involved in addressing remedies to each of the security concerns addressed in the declaration.  They include Ministries of public works (roads, sanitation), housing (standards), health, education, sports.  They include civil society and community organizations and the private sector which must generate the necessary job to keep young people off the street.  They also include the police, corrections and the judiciary.  

Achieving security depends importantly on the institutional capacity of the State –not just the military and not just the police, but the capacity of all of the above institutions-- to manage and deal with, and, more importantly, to prevent the complex manifestations and inter-relationships behind insecurity.  When security encompasses issues as diverse as community decay, gangs, drugs, guns, disasters, it is both multidimensional and very complex.  It requires an equally multidimensional and complex response.

The questions that confront us is how can we best address these issues and how can we begin to generate collaborative frameworks that can facilitate results that impact the state of security in different countries and regions.   We must view each of the major security issue groupings as cross-cutting issue spaces.  For each issue-space:  terrorism, organized crime, disaster response, youth gangs, and so forth, we must begin to identify

· The nature of the problem and its environment;

· The relevant organizations and actors – those who cause the insecurity and those who must engage to prevent insecurity and restore security ;

· The relevant actions that can be taken to address the problem;

· Ways to bring the relevant actors together to cooperate, collaborate, share information and develop a shared vision of who can respond and how;

· Best practices and lessons learned.

 We cannot look at these security questions and depend solely on meetings of Justice, Public security, or Defense ministers talking to themselves.  We need to create an atmosphere of collaboration across agencies and among agencies,  within borders and across borders.  Some would call this a “whole of government” approach.  Perhaps “whole of community” approach is better.  At least it must be a 21st century government approach.

I understand that the mandate of this Committee is to promote cooperation among member States (underscored on the Committee home page!).   This is an important challenge for the OAS.  The mandate can be a constraint on Committee initiative, but it need not be.  We need a more agile OAS to promote creative thinking across organizations, to promote collaboration among disparate parties, and to ensure that information is shared with those who need it – most likely the operators on the ground.  

We must begin thinking of the security response as enabling a network of actors to operate more effectively and efficiently in task-oriented clusters.  We have to focus on creating and enabling the networks of these actors in the task oriented clusters that we identify with the different multidimensional security issue-spaces .  Figure 1, attached suggests graphically what these networks might look like. 

There are some examples of incipient networks that might serve as models for the organizational effort.


In disaster response, the Caribbean community had made important advances that can be studied by other regions.  The Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency, established in 1991 as CDERA (Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency), has evolved from a mutual response network to a proponent of more comprehensive disaster preparedness and management among the 18 member States.  Its activities in building a shared and complementary set of response practices is both impressive and worth studying for best practices.


Complementing this, the OAS has sponsored a just completed project addressing strengths, weaknesses and gaps in Caribbean legislation relating to disaster.
  This 487 page  (sic!) document focuses on legal and institutional frameworks that facilitate disaster responsiveness.   It looks as budget adequacy, infrastructure and administrative capacity, legal impediments and other issues.  This document and project might usefully be examined by countries in Central and South America.  The findings are definitely worth sharing as we seek to build compatible frameworks for mutual response to disasters.  How can we best socialize this information and help expand the project – which might be especially useful for Central America, but also for Earthquake prone Andean countries, or for more recent flood responses in Colombia and Brazil?  What can other countries learn from and take from the Caribbean effort.


Citizen Security is, as noted earlier, the most important concerns in our region.  It is very encouraging that this is the theme of the 41st General Assembly in El Salvador this coming June.  A number of countries have developed promising citizen security activities – Brazil, Colombia, El Salvador.  Salvadoran government officials have presented their latest approaches in a number of fora here in Washington, explaining new approaches to prison reform, tying together of law enforcement and judicial reforms,  building community support for rule of law, and ever present concern for job creation.  There is much to learn from the Salvadorian experience, as well as those of other countries.  Central America is making an effort to deal with its security challenges on a regional basis.  This is encouraging, because crime does not respect borders.  With the very large youth populations that characterize our region, governments and communities must focus proactively on youth gangs, overcrowded and corrupting prisons, inadequate judicial capacity and community based projects that address security.  What can we learn from one another to make those tasks easier?

  
Countries in the region are cooperating more closely in the fight against organized crime.  It is encouraging that Colombia has become engaged in sharing its experiences with Central America and Mexico.   Chile has lent support to this effort as well.  As countries become more and more collaborative, share information more effectively, and develop more robust legal responses to crime,  hopefully we can begin to contain the scourge of international organized crime.  All who study this subject recognize that criminal organizations are much more agile, innovative and networked than governments.  We have to begin to take those advantages away from the crime groups.  And we can only do so by being more agile, networked and innovative ourselves.  


Defense Ministers meeting in Santa Cruz, Bolivia, expressed their “support for ongoing international, regional and sub-regional initiatives, in order to strengthen the coordination, capacities, and hemispheric cooperation in the area of natural disaster response.”  It light of the many lessons learned in each of our experiences in responding to the Haiti earthquake, it is imperative that we move ahead with a process of sharing  insights, exchanging and discussing new mechanisms for cooperation, and finally in developing those Protocols  that our colleague, former Permanent Representative from Colombia,  Camilo Ospina, called for in the aftermath of the Peruvian earthquake of 2007.  2007!  What have we done since 2007?   I am hopeful that the efforts to encourage closer collaboration between the Inter-American Defense Board, the Secretariat of Multidimensional Security and this Committee might generate some real progress in this area.  We should call upon all of those involved to commit themselves to this end.  Disaster response is the one clear area in which military support to civil authority is almost always needed.  We need those protocols!  And, to permit the Protocols to work, we will need to practice together;   to really collaborate.  

For each of these and other concerns, we need to undertake a concerted effort to begin to identify the individual agencies and organizations that must be included in key networks that must work together to address security challenges in the different issue-spaces.   Every agency must begin to look outside its own walls to identify those other agencies whose efforts can reinforce or inhibit results.  Those are the organizations with which we have to plan, coordinate, collaborate and train together on both specific and general tasks. 

The cardinal rule of emergency response is:  Do not be in the position of exchanging cards for the first time when you are responding to the emergency.  I would argue that the “whole of government” approach which much touted and often criticized, but nevertheless the prevailing way we think about responding to security challenges – both the conflict and the human security kind – requires that we begin to exercise together.   Can we expand initiatives like the Chilean emergency response exercises of several years ago;  seminars that the Pearson Peacekeeping Center has organized recently with South American countries and which recognized the need to better coordination for disaster response;  the conferences of Central American CFAC members, and those of our Caribbean friends.  Can we find ways to share the lesson learned from these interactions so that all may take advantage.  Can we adopt a “learning organization” approach to multidimensional security that will encourage adaptation, innovation, and 

In any case,  let us get on with it!  Tempus fugit,  The Region is not becoming more secure on many of the dimensions identified of concern: Where there is small progress, it comes from sub regional, often voluntary collaboration – as Colombia and Central America/Mexico on crime and trafficking;  CEPREDENAC in Central America and CDEMA in the Caribbean.  

Can the OAS and this Committee play a role is expanding and enhancing these initiatives?  Can the Committee be more proactive in facilitating information sharing?  

Can the Committee sponsor, promote workgroups – perhaps even of volunteers from delegations and countries to promote what NATO calls “consultation and liaison.”   Can we begin to focus more directly on lessons learned….?  

I understand that Ambassador Blackwell will recommend developing a user-friendly tool for nations to report on “what they have done” in support of the multidimensional security agenda,  but can we expand that tool to cover what we have shared, what we have practiced together, and what we have agreed upon?     

In building a program of action, I urge the Committee to focus on the cardinal rule of disaster response:  “you must meet your colleagues before the disaster….”  University research, the experience of emergency response teams, organization management studies,  collaboration exercises and real world experience all recognize that “humans communicate best when they are physically brought together.   More networked organizations are able to communicate more rapidly between those at the sharp end and those who support them; are better at maximizing the knowledge potential of an enterprise as network members tap into expertise wherever it may reside; have greater resilience to operate even if some parts fail (e.g., in a natural disaster), and finally are more responsive and adaptive, for like an amoeba, a network is sensitive to stimuli and adjusts accordingly.

.  

In short, we need to “push this issue set down.”  We need to focus on the practice, not the paper.  We need to expand the participants in different issue groups, and we need to address the sharing of information, especially, how to coordinate decisions among sovereign, semi-sovereign and non-governmental entities.  

In closing, I would like to reflect again on the challenge that confronts us.  Our governments are mostly organized to address the challenges of an industrial age – the 19th century.  We are in a new world, the 21st century, the Twitter world.  Government must become as agile as international businesses, as “the enemy—organized crime.”  We must adjust our practices to the present world order.  We need an agile OAS.  An agile Committee on Hemispheric Security, and agile participation by the entities you all represent here today.

Figure 1.  Collaboration on tasks by elements of Issue (entity) Spaces: A Visualization
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Figure 14. Edge C2: Interactions between and among participating entities


Source:  NATO NEC C2 (Collaboration) Maturity Model (NATO: SAS-065, 2010) http://www.dodccrp.org/files/N2C2M2_web_optimized.pdf 
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� Human Development Report:  New Dimensions of Human Security (United Nations Development Programme, 1994) and subsequent reports.


� Latinobarometro 2010.  
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� David Skyrme & Associates. “The Networked Organization.” Insights. No 1. 1999. � HYPERLINK "http://www.skyrme.com/insights/1netorg.htm" ��http://www.skyrme.com/insights/1netorg.htm�.
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