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I.

The start of this debate within the OAS on the future of the mission and functions of the instruments and components of the inter-American defense system has to be seen in connection with the circumstances that prompted the initiative to embark on a review.

Thus, in line with Argentina's position at the Ninth Conference of Ministers of Defense of the Americas (CMDA, Santa Cruz de la Sierra, 2010), at the Organization of American States in 2011 and 2012, and its contributions to the Tenth CMDA (Punta del Este, 2012), following is a list of the principal factors that, in our opinion, explain the need to conduct a review process that results in an agreed-upon set of proposals for an updated Inter-American System for Cooperation on Defense. 
II.

Instruments and Components of the Inter-American Defense System (IDS)

For the purposes of this discussion, and continuing the rationale underlying the Argentine Republic's previous proposals in the above-mentioned forums, "instruments” means those elements of the inter-American system that make up the international legal "core" of treaties, agreements, letters, resolutions, and other preliminary documents on defense matters, and "components" means the institutional set-ups created in order to make the instruments operational and which, explicitly or implicitly, make up the institutional architecture of the inter-American system and the OAS. Based on these criteria, the most important "instrument" to review would appear to be the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (TIAR, or Rio Treaty), while the most important "components" worth analyzing, in terms of their effectiveness and ongoing relevance, are the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) and the Inter-American Defense College (IADC). In addition, and although they are only an implicit (not an official) part of the IADS and do not report to any organ in it, it is felt that the various Conferences of the American Armed Forces -- the Conference of American Armies (CAA), the Inter-American Naval Conference (IANC), and the System of Cooperation among Air Forces of the Americas (SICOFAA) -- should not be left out of the discussion,. Finally, it is also worth highlighting, for this analysis, the important future role of the Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas (CMDA).

III.

Reasons why the principal instruments and components of the IADS need to be reviewed

The purpose and design of the IADS instruments were shaped by circumstances in the aftermath of World War II (IADB, 1942; the Rio Treaty, 1948) and then further developed in the Cold War era (IADS, 1961; IANC, 1959; CAA, 1960; SICOFAA, 1965), marked by political, ideological, and strategic confrontation between the two super-powers. 

The fact that the core instruments of the IADS, the Inter-American Defense Board, the Inter-American Defense College, and the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, are no longer in sync with the times is evidenced by:

a. First, the end of the Cold War and the consequent radical transformation of the international strategic scenario. The new context presents objective circumstances that are not addressed by the system's current set-up, which has failed to adapt its original doctrine based on the notion of preparation for an attack from outside the Hemisphere and the solution of intra-hemispheric disputes. Post-Cold War efforts to adapt the agenda and activities of the components of the IADS in such a way as to address public security issues have come up against insurmountable obstacles ranging from the unsuitable nature of the components and their members to the domestic laws of many of the countries of the Americas that draw a sharp line between defense and security matters.

b. Second, the emergence of a "positive" defense agenda, replacing the "negative agenda" proper to the Cold War. In other words, the traditional rationale based on conflict potential has given way to one shaped by international relations shaped by dialogue and respect for internal political and legal orders, mutual confidence-building measures, and cooperative, complementary actions on defense issues. 

c. Third, a substantive, hemisphere-wide change at the political-institutional level, whereby, as part of the almost universal effective exercise of the rule of law, it is recognized and asserted that national defense systems are subordinate to political and civil authorities, with the military implementing, within their legally defined spheres of competence, the decisions taken by the national political leadership. This "political management" of defense has not been internally institutionalized in such organs as the IADB and IADC, or, for that matter, in the Conferences of the armies, navies, and air forces of the Americas.

d. Fourth, the consolidation in Central and South America of a trend toward regional cooperation on defense matters, as reflected, for instance, in the strengthening of UNASUR's South American Defense Council, the increased activities of the Conference of Central American Armed Forces (CFAC), and the recent defense cooperation arrangements among the member states of the Bolivarian Alliance for the Americas (ALBA).

The four above-mentioned factors are all clear indications that the instruments and components of the IADS have become obsolete with regard to today's needs, because, by their very nature and design, they address the collective defense needs of the second half of the Twentieth Century that are now no longer relevant. 

In today's new environment, the IADB, the IADC, and the Rio Treaty all suffer (to a greater or lesser extent, in each case) from the following political and institutional flaws: 

a. the establishment of autonomous institutional agendas, based on self-assigned missions and functions that are poorly supervised or controlled by national and/or hemispheric bodies and do not match, at the inter-American level, the institutional order in effect within our countries.

b. Lack of representativeness, because membership has declined and there is scant active and collective participation in these institutions by the countries of the Hemisphere, a fact that detracts from their legitimacy.

c. The paucity of concrete and relevant outcomes that could help address the member countries' defense cooperation needs.

d. The increasing difficulty of funding their budgets, which rely heavily on the financial and material support provided by a very small number of countries.

IV.

These "common denominator" political and institutional shortcomings manifest themselves in different ways in each of the instruments.

In the case of the IADB, apart from the expectations generated by the reform of its Statutes in 2006, it should be noted that:

a) It has not turned into a mechanism that is representative of the national defense systems, because its performance as an institution does not live up to its function of providing technical advice on military matters to either the political organs of the OAS or the member states. 

b) There is a major "legitimacy" crisis in that, of the 35 members of the inter-American system, only 17 states have had any kind of representation in the IADB in the past year and only 11 countries had appointed delegates devoted exclusively to the IADB's work.

c) As a political institution, it is increasingly anachronistic and unable to fully reflect at the inter-American level the core characteristics of a constitutional state governed by the rule of law, based on representation and civilian management of national defense systems, in which the military are not autonomous, but rather implement the decisions taken by the political authorities. 

d) Contrary to its Statutes, it promotes a tendency to dilute the distinction between defense and domestic security issues. This is manifested in the systematic incorporation of the public security concerns of states -- the so-called "new threats" - in its own work agenda. This has triggered doubts as to the appropriateness of the IADB assigning to itself tasks that go beyond the sphere of defense, such as the aforementioned public security issues, which fall within the remit of the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security.

e) The IADB comes across as a rather unproductive institution, in terms of concrete results, absorbing human and financial resources without the member states or the inter-American system receiving real and effective benefits. 

f) Along the same lines, it has not managed to become a significant body to consult or a source of advice for the States Party; nor, judging by its own annual reports, has it generated concrete outputs.

g) There is little effective "participation" by the member states' ministries of defense in the IADB's day-to-day activities and tasks, as evidenced by the scant information that the Board elicits from them for the tasks it performs (see the Board's own reports).

In the case of the IADC, specific shortcomings include:

a) Its excessive reliance for budget, infrastructure, and personnel on just a few member states. Last year the OAS contributed US$534,000, while the host country (United States) contributed approximately US$1,200,000, in addition to 33 people who make up the IADC staff and the facilities it uses at Fort Lesley J. McNair. For its part, Canada financed the Peace Support Operations Seminar, while Brazil made almost US$100,000 available for translation/interpretation into Portuguese.

b) A management structure that does not meet the standards of a modern multilateral organization. Since it was founded in 1961, the Director of the College has always been a U.S. citizen and other U.S.-born persons occupy other important positions, such as Chief of Staff, Head of Operations, Assistant Head of Research, and so on. These are commanding positions within the College, with power to make the principal decisions regarding programs, contents, and doctrines, without the participation of representatives of other countries. Likewise, the hiring of teachers and most of the staff of retirees of the IADC is, in practice, something that College Management is entitled to decide on, without any supervision process or approval by the corresponding political body.

In the case of the Rio Treaty, current inconsistencies include the following:
a) Of the 24 countries that signed and ratified the Treaty, several have, over the years, pointed out its obsolescence, either denouncing the treaty or announcing that they would move in that direction. The United Mexican States denounced the Rio Treaty in 2001. One year prior to that, the then President of Mexico, Vicente Fox, explained to the OAS Permanent Council that the Rio Treaty was a "grave case of obsolescence and uselessness" and "a relic of the Cold War." Of the 35 countries in the Hemisphere, only 17 are parties to the Rio Treaty.
b) At the last regular session of the OAS General Assembly (Cochabamba, 2012), the Plurinational State of Bolivia, the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, the Republic of Nicaragua, and the Republic of Ecuador announced that they were formally denouncing the Treaty. 
V.

Conclusions and Recommendations for the Discussion

The above highlights the necessity and importance of debating and updating the nature, role, and functions of the component parts of the IADS, especially the Inter-American Defense Board, the Inter-American Defense College, and the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, without prejudice to a review in due course of the so-called military conferences.

At the same time, it needs to be borne in mind that the structure and functions of the IADS are not merely of diplomatic or military interest. Rather, they constitute essentially political matters. For that reason, it is vital to ensure participation, in the discussions and the consensus resulting from them, by the national authorities that are primarily responsible for defense and military matters (the Ministries of Defense, in particular). This is what Argentina is doing through this national position paper, which represents the shared views of our country's Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Defense.

Based on the above, and with the intention of contributing actively and constructively to this process, we invite the states participating in this debate to consider adopting the following guidelines and basic objectives during the discussions:

1. Forge a suitable hemispheric arrangement for preserving peace and security, based on "cooperation in defense,” and rooted in the new historical context characterized by a democratic institutional order and the role of defense as a tool at the service of regional, hemispheric, and global peace.
2. Build into the core institutional design of a "cooperation in defense" system in the OAS framework the principle in force today that defense is subordinated to the political authorities, represented institutionally by the Ministries of Defense, and that the role of the Armed Forces is consequently to act as advisors and executors at the military-technical level of the decisions taken by the constitutionally designated authority.
3. Derived from the above two recommendations, propose formalizing and institutionalizing the Conference of Ministers of Defense of the Americas (CMDA) in the new inter-American system of "Cooperation in Defense" as the leading forum for dialogue, consultation, and cooperation in defense matters, without thereby belittling the role and participation of the subregional organizations.
4. Replace today's mainly military structures in the IADS, such as the IADB, the IADC, and the armed services conferences (CAA, IANC, and SICOFAA), with a new arrangement in which the CMDA is incorporated into the Inter-American Cooperation in Defense System. 
5. Define the new spheres and opportunities for multilateral cooperation among the member states that help to consolidate regional peace and security through mutual confidence-building measures, transparency, and cooperative actions between both countries and subregional schemes.
6. Ensure that the future arrangement recognizes the subregional bodies and mechanisms for cooperation in defense matters (such as UNASUR's South American Defense Council). In that way, the future "Inter-American Cooperation in Defense System" would serve as a true space or forum for dialogue and consensus-building at the hemispheric level, as well as for coordination among regions, supplementing the aforementioned groups and thereby fulfilling a function that no other body performs today.
7. Propose that the new hemispheric "cooperation in defense” arrangement be fully participatory, actively advocating the incorporation of all the countries in the Hemisphere.
8. Embody the aforementioned changes in a new American international legal framework that reflects the principles, objectives, and commitments taken on by the States Parties.
9. Disseminate the new hemispheric "cooperation in defense" arrangement by fostering mechanisms for rapprochement with state entities and regions outside the Hemisphere that share similar objectives and values of peace and international security.
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