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Mr .  Pres ident :

We have l is tene$ at tent ively to the presentat ion of  your proposals on the future of
the process, including the conformat ion of  a task force, which you wi l l  preside,
with three vice-presidents.  We consider that  the direct  involvement of  the
President is essent ia l  not  only to move forward this issue but also to guarantee
that the opinions of  Member States are t ruthful ly gathered, In th is sense, my
Delegation wishes to reiterate its vote of confidence in you and to offer you our
suppor l  and col laborat ion wi th the aim of  obtaining concrete progress in the issue
of the reform of the Secur i ty Counci l .

Also,  we consider i t  necessary to rei terate that  the only forum for consul tat ions
and for eventual  negot iat ions is th is Open-Ended Working Group. The
consul tat ions that we carry out must be, at  a l l  t ime, open, inclusive and
transparent and should have an intergovernmental  character that  a l lows Member
States to preserve the control  and ownership of  the process. Any decis ion that
may be adopted must ref lect  the widest possible agreement and uni lateral ,  hasty
act ions,  that  at tempt to prejudge the process, should be avoided. l f  at  least
these very basic "set  of  ru les" could be agreed, we think that  we would then have
a sol id basis to def ine other aspects.

The Secur i ty Counci l  reform has become a pr ior i ty for  th is Organizat ion.
Undoubtedly,  many of  t l re fa i lures that  are pointed out to the Counci l  der ive f rom
original  mistakes in i ts concept ion that have no solut ion in s ight .  That is why,
af ter '14 years of  d iscussion of  i ts  reform, we are convinced that the only v iable
thing to do is to t ry to establ ish new balances within that  Organ through the
modif icat ion of  i ts  structure.  of  the form of representat ion of  r ts members and of
the improvement of  i ts  working methods,

My delegat ion does not wish to repeat our fundamental  posi t ion which can be
consul ted tn our recent intervent ions.  We are ready to commence this new
phase of  ident i fy ing the elements for  a negot iat ion.  That is why we wish to of fer
our point  of  v iew to answer to the quest ion posed by the President,  in hls let ter
dated December 6.  as to what is neoot iable.



In our opinion, the task of  ident i fy ing what is negot iable is already answered, in
great length,  in the reports of  the two groups of  faci l i tators of  the 61st Session.
The fundamental  conclusion of  such repofts remains val id:  as long as there is a
radical  polar izat ion among States,  as the one that we have now, regarding the
increase in the category of  permanent members,  wi th or wi thout veto,  the only
solut ion is to bet for  a t ransi t ional  increase.

We haven not heard,  in the past 14 years,  that  any of  the f ive permanent
members is ready to accept the possibi l i ty  of  new permanent members wi th the
r ight  of  veto.  The argument of  those who insist  on having a new permanent seat,
as legi t imate as their  aspirat ions could be, looses much of  i ts  sense at  the very
moment when i t  is  known they wi l l  lack the veto power.  l t  is  paradoxical  that ,
under the argument of  bui ld ing a Secur i ty Counci l  that  ref lects the contemporary
real i ty,  we end up having a Secur i ty Counci l  that  accentuates the inequal i t ies
within th is Organizat ion.  ln fact ,  i f  we cont inue on this road, we would end up
having four categor ies of  members of  th is Organizat ion:  a)  permanent members
of the Counci l  wi th the r ight  of  veto;  b)  permanent members wi thout a r ight  of
veto;  c)  members that  eventual ly part ic ipate in the Counci l  as non-permanent
and d) States that  have never been part  of  the Counci l .

The only v iable formula to guarantee that new members can reestabl ish the
balance of  power in the Counci l  would be, in any case, through regional  seats,
even without a veto power,  precisely because their  representat iv i ty wi l l  bestow on
them an unquest ionable legi t imacy. But we must be aware that even such a
formula would requrre an intense negot iat ing work wi th in the regions and some
subregions. In Lat in America we have not advanced in th is issue and we wel l
know that other groups have not done so ei ther.  Yet,  nobody, outside of  our
respect ive regions or groups, can take the decis ion of  who should represent us in
the  Counc i l .

Al l  th is reinforces the conclusion of  the faci l i tators that  the only v iable and
real ist ic formula is the one of  a t ransi t ional  expansion. Such an expansion, could
include or not,  a new intermediate category of  members -wi th long term seats,
subject  or  not to reelect ion,  or  to a regional ly agreed rotat ion-,  that  would be
subject  to a future review mechanisnr.  That is why Mr.  President,  the f i rst  issue
we should def ine is i f  we are going to accept th is intermediary approach,
consider ing that otherwise i t  would be fut i le to embark on a discussion of  other
aspects.

Once we have def ined that th is is the negot iat ing f ramework,  to which the f ive
permanent members should commit  themselves, we could start  the task of
ident i fy ing what speci f ic  e lements of  that  intermediary approach would be subject
to  negot ia t ion .  The pr inc ipa l  e lements  wou ld  be ,  in  our  op in ion ,  the  fo l low ing .  1 )
de f ine  how many years  th is  in te rmed iary  phase shou ld  las t ;  2 )  de f ine  the
modal i t ies and temporal i ty of  the intermediate seats;  3)  def ine the form of
representa t ion  in  those seats ,  tha t  i s ,  i f  they  w i l l  be  na t iona l ,  reg iona l  o r



subregional ;  4)  set  cr i ter ia and standards for the improvement of  the working
methods and 5) set  a precise date,  even as part  of  the amendments to the
Charter,  for  a review conference, wi thout,  in any way, prejudging i ts contents or
resul ts.

We hope Mr.  President that  our point  of  v iew is proper ly registered and
acknowledged. We rei terate our commitment to part ic ipate in th is process which
we expect to be, at  the same t ime, inclusive and ef fect ive in the launching of
genu ine  negot ia t ions  tend ing  to  ach ieve  the  re fo rm o f  the  Secur i ty  Counc i l .

Thank  you


