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The Permanent Mission of the Argentine Republic to the Organization of American States presents its compliments to the permanent missions to the OAS and has the honor to forward herewith the position of Argentina with respect to resolution AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11), “Future of the Mission and Functions of the Instruments and Components of the Inter-American Defense System.” Pursuant to the aforementioned resolution, the delegation of Argentina will present said position on Thursday, March 22, at the meeting of the Committee on Hemispheric Security (CSH).


The Permanent Mission of the Argentine Republic to the Organization of American States avails itself of this opportunity to convey to the permanent missions to the OAS renewed assurances of its highest consideration.

Washington, D.C., March 16, 2012

Enc.

To the 

Permanent Missions to the 

Organization of American States

Washington, D.C.

IADB.  Presentation to the CSH, March 22, 2012

I.
Current situation of the IADB

Two key factors characterize the situation of the Inter-American Defense Board: 

a.
Increasing political institutional anachronism, which poses obstacles to full reflection in the inter-American framework on the system of rule of law itself, a system based on representation and civilian leadership of national defense systems, where military authorities carry out without autonomy decisions taken at political leadership levels; 

b.
A dysfunctional institutional reality as regards concrete results, which absorbs human and financial resources that do not yield real and effective benefits for the member states or the inter-American reality.
With regard to the first point, it should be noted that the international system that made possible the creation of the Board differs markedly from that of today:  we have moved from a system of collective defense that arose from the Cold War to a cooperative security system in the defense area. Owing to the profound transformation in the hemispheric and global strategic landscape in the past 20 years, today’s situation calls for a hemispheric institutional authority whose nature differs from that of the Board, which is composed specifically of civilian/political representatives of the ministries of defense rather than armed forces members. This would render viable the hemispheric cooperation agenda regularly agreed by the Ministers of Defense at meetings of the Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas (CDMA), an agenda which, under the Statutes of the IADB, goes beyond military functions per se. In the political area, it is also important to note that not all 35 members of the hemispheric system are IADB members, also a factor with bearing on the organization’s existing institutional dysfunctionality, especially in today’s cooperative security context.

To summarize, it should be noted that the above-mentioned political institutional anachronism also calls for ongoing efforts to supervise, neutralize, and correct initiatives and autonomous operation in IADB actions—behavior appropriate in another historical era—initiatives in many cases contravening the principle of political leadership and with its own specific functions in the defense area.

As regards dysfunctionality in IADB operation in terms of results, it is important to note the scant specific and substantive benefits arising in recent years from the operation of the Board, although the resources to support the organization required individually and collectively of its members may readily be documented. One indicator of this, and of scant fulfillment of the expectations of its members, are the reiterated OAS resolutions in the last five years for the strengthening of the Board so that its efforts yield some type of concrete result.

In fact, under its new Statutes, no specific advances have been made in the key areas that in recent years have been and now are the competence of the IADB that would indicate that the military organization headquartered in Washington has been of tangible benefit to the OAS or to its member states.  Conceptually and succinctly, based on recent official reports of the Board itself–whose military representatives self-“evaluate” and assess—, a stock-taking of the IADB’s main work areas shows that: 

· In the area of destruction of stockpiles of weapons and spent ammunition, the IADB is carrying out marginal tasks, merely compiling information on protocols used by states, without adding any value to member state efforts, although it has repeatedly requested its member states to send it specialized personnel, the practical purpose of which is unknown.

· In the demining area, the IADB only performs coordination tasks through workshops and meetings with AICMA-OAS representatives, and requests the member states to support that Program by sending specialized personnel to relieve personnel deployed on-site.

· In the area of providing states with advisory services regarding studies on national defense and security policy—formulation of White Papers, for the last year, the IADB has confined its efforts to hearing a presentation by a delegation of Brazil on the process of preparing this document in that country.

· In the area of mutual confidence-building measures, in recent years, IADB efforts have been solely to receive and inventory confidence-building measures concluded by the member states, its only value added being to develop a “format” for use by countries in submitting their reports in this area.

· With regard to natural disasters, a key area that the Board now uses as justification for much of its existence, despite the fact that a couple of years ago the IADB assumed without any mandate a key role in this area, no concrete progress has been made with the Military Assistance Plan it says it is formulating. In this area, where the military organization has operated with unprecedented autonomy in recent years, the IADB has been expanding its influence in connection with authorities of other OAS areas that are in fact working effectively, such as the Permanent Executive Committee of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development (CEPCIDI), which is coordinating the OAS disaster response plan in the Hemisphere, an area that, furthermore, is also a responsibility of the Inter-American Committee on Natural Disaster Reduction (IACNDR).

· In the search and rescue area, in the past year, the IADB participated as an audience member in an International Civil Aviation Organization seminar. 

II.
Analysis of recent actions and official reports submitted to the OAS General Assembly and to the Committee on Hemispheric Security

In recent months, the Chair of the Inter-American Defense Board, Lieutenant-General Guy Thibault, presented to the Committee on Hemispheric Security a series of reports describing the operations of the IADB and evaluating its activities.  These reports warrant special consideration, since they delve deeper in connection with earlier observations. They are: 

a.
Strategic Plan for 2011-2016, submitted on December 5, 2011.

b.
Analysis and Review of the Technical and Consultative Assistance Services of the IADB, presented on January 12, 2012. 
c.
Compliance Analysis for Resolution AG/RES. 2631 (XL-O/11) from June 7, 2011, presented on January 12, 2012.

In that regard, from both the nature and the content of these reports presented by the IADB to the OAS Permanent Council and to the Committee on Hemispheric Security, the following conclusions may be drawn:

1.
They do not reflect the provisions of resolution AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11), "Future of the Mission and Functions of the Instruments and Components of the Inter-American Defense System," adopted at the fourth plenary session, held on June 7, 2011, in El Salvador, and sponsored by Argentina, whose aim is comprehensive evaluation of the IADB.

2.
They refer to participation by the IADB in UNASUR, especially in its Defense Council, and in the Conference of Chiefs of the Joint Main States of UNASUR. In that regard, it should be noted that the IADB does not participate in the South American Defense Council (CDS), and that UNASUR does not have a Conference of Chiefs of the Joint Main States.

3.
They also make evident the autonomy of operation of the Chair of the IADB himself in connection with the Council of Delegates.  These reports, prior to presentation to the Committee on Hemispheric Security of the OAS, were not formally submitted to the Council of Delegates for its consideration and approval, as should have taken place under the provisions of the Statutes of the organization.

4.
The 2011-2016 Strategic Plan itself officially acknowledges the dysfunctionality of its operation in terms of concrete results. In fact, the Plan indicates its analysis of the activities of the IADB shows minimal results in connection with the following functions (set forth in Article 3 of the Statutes of the IADB):

· To provide OAS member states with technical advisory services in the management, security, and destruction of weapon stockpiles (Article 3.e of the Statutes).

· To provide OAS member states with technical advisory services in developing other studies and papers on matters within the competence of the IADB (Article 3.g of the Statutes).

· To provide OAS member states with technical advice and consultancy services for search and rescue (Article 3.1 of the Statutes).

· Studies on confidence and security-building measures (Article 3.e of the Statutes).

In addition to this official acknowledgement of the scant concrete progress made with the above-mentioned items, an in-depth review of the operation of the IADB in the last year made based on its own documents [“Analysis and Review of the Technical and Consultative Assistance Services of the IADB” and “Compliance Analysis for Resolution AG/RES. 2631 (XL-O/11)”] makes yet more evident the scant fulfillment of other functions assigned to the IADB under its Statutes. In that regard, among its established functions should be noted:

· To provide OAS member states with technical advisory services in developing national defense doctrine and policy papers (“White Papers”) (Article 3.f of the Statutes).
In that connection, according to the report “Analysis and Review of the Technical and Consultative Assistance Services of the IADB,” and as indicated in paragraphs above, in 2011, the only IADB "participation" in this area was a presentation on the process of preparing the Defense White Paper of Brazil, given on July 7 at the Casa del Soldado. Moreover, in fulfillment of that responsibility, the Board confines itself to “continue requesting the collaboration of the Member States to update the inventory of their White Books and to disseminate the updated information and promote the creation of Books in those States that do not have them yet.”

As well as the scant effective fulfillment of this function, acknowledged in the report, should be noted that the preparation of defense white papers exceeds the technical-military scope assigned to the IADB under its amended Statutes: 

· To provide OAS member states with technical advice and consultancy services for relief and humanitarian assistance in the case of disasters (Article 3.k of the Statutes).

Paragraph 10 of the report “Compliance Analysis for Resolution AG/RES. 2631 (XL-O/11) from June 7, 2011” indicates that the IADB “is in the process of elaborating a Military Assistance Plan to the civil authorities in cases of Natural Disasters in the Hemisphere.”

In that connection, it should be noted that, as indicated in the second paragraph of the introduction to that report, "the Inter-American Defense Board lacks operational nature."  Therefore, in accordance with its own technical advisory functions, it can do nothing beyond making available studies on lessons learned with regard to optimizing response plans prepared by different countries in the event of a natural disaster and refraining from intervention as a coordination organization once an event has occurred. 

· To provide OAS member states with technical advisory services in the development of transparency measures and confidence- and security-building measures (Article 3.h of the Statutes).

· To maintain, for the OAS, updated inventories of confidence- and security-building measures both in the Hemisphere and in other regions, as well as an electronic database of the information contained in those inventories; and to prepare, when requested, studies on such measures and draft guidelines for the standardized presentation of reports on the application of such measures by member states (Article 3.i of the Statutes).

Regarding the fulfillment of these functions, the IADB report itself "Analysis and Review of the Technical and Consultative Assistance Services of the IADB" indicates its scant impact in practice, noting that "[d]uring 2011, we received reports issued by 9 member states of the Board on the MFCS applied in 2010,” whereas that year, reports from 12 member states were received. The number of reports received has been decreasing “year after year.”

Of greater concern, further on, it also mentions that "[i]n spite of the efforts and the actions to convince the Member States of the OAS about the importance of the MFCS in the peace process and security in the Americas, and about the need to inform such measures to the OAS/IADB through annual reports, we are delayed in the process of analysis and the number of reports presented by the Member States is lower than what we had in the previous year.”

It is also important to note that in some activities carried out in mid-2011 on trips to countries of the region, the Chair of the Inter-American Defense Board, Lieutenant-General Guy Thibault, discussed ”security”-related topics, exceeding the limits established under Articles 2 and 3 of the Statutes of the IADB, such as “(...) to provide the OAS and its member states with technical and educational advice and consultancy services on matters related to military and defense issues (...).”

In that regard, it should be noted that under Article 16 of those Statues, a function of the Chair is to "Represent the IADB at the meetings of the OAS and in its external relations," he being “directly responsible to the Council” (of Delegates). This assumes prior agreement by a majority of the Delegates on the matters for discussion that are beyond the scope of the IADB, since, as regards “security” matters, not only are they not within the scope of the IADB, but also were not proposed to the Delegates prior to the above-mentioned activities, which are promoted by its Chair.

III.
Analysis of participation by the Chair of the IADB in the Security Conference of the Caribbean Nations, in December 2011 

With regard to this item, participation by the Chair of the IADB in the Security Conference of the Caribbean Nations, in December 2011, it should be noted from the outset that the main theme of that Conference was “Regional Information Sharing to Combat Transnational Organized Crime.” Therefore, discussion as a key player of “security”-related matters—transnational crime and drug trafficking, clearly exceeds the limits established under Articles 2 and 3 of the Statutes of the IADB.

Moreover, the report prepared by the Chair of the IADB himself highlights and recommends: (a) "Establish IADB Secretariat contacts with Caribbean regional security and defense organizations” and “with the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency (CEDEMA)"; (b) "the excellent opportunity [constituted by the Conference] to reinforce the IADB’s role in support of multi-dimensional security initiatives"; (c) the distribution of the official report of the IADB to eminent individuals of selected countries not members of the institution or of organizations formally related to it. 

IV.
Considerations on the document “Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas, Organization of American States & Inter-American Defense Board,” presented by the Chair to the IADB at the formal meeting of the Council of Delegates held on January 17, 2012.

As regards the document “Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas, Organization of American States & Inter-American Defense Board,” presented by the Chair of the IADB at the Formal Meeting of the Council of Delegates held on January 17, 2012, from the outset it should be noted that it is remarkable in that it unequivocally establishes the alteration and distortion of the role and institutional functions incumbent upon the Inter-American Defense Board under its Statutes.

In fact, without delving into detailed analysis of this document, to be noted is its core characteristic and nature:  in it, the IADB self-assigns, without any type of corresponding hemispheric mandate, the authority to define the political and institutional system of different hemispheric authorities, and to seek—in the terms of the document itself, to “[a]lign Hemispheric Defense and Armed Forces Mechanisms (CMDA and Service Conferences) with OAS programs and priorities by assigning IADB as permanent secretariat and coordination body.”

In pursuance thereof, the document, in referring to “defense and hemispheric security institutional alignment,” moves forward in defining “D & S Roles, Functions and Inter-Relations in the Americas,” expressing views regarding the “roles, functions and inter-relations of the components of the hemispheric defense mechanisms within the Inter American System” and committing levels and authorities:

· Political [Summit of the Americas, ministerial conferences (OAS, GA, CMDA, MISPA), Permanent Council of the OAS].
· Hemispheric organizations [OAS CSH, Secretariat for Multidimensional Security (SSM), IADB, CAA, System of Cooperation among Air Forces of the Americas (SICOFAA), Inter-American Naval Conference (IANC)].

· Regional organizations [South African Development Community (SADC), Conference of Central American Armed Forces (CFAC), CARICOM/RSS (Regional Security System)].

· National and operational organizations:

For these purposes, the document sets forth a work plan for 2012, based on which the IADB will seek to establish the above-mentioned definitions and decisions.

V.
Remarks on the document “Plan for improving IADB advice and guidance to the inter-American system for response to disasters”

The IADB presented the document “Plan for improving IADB advice and guidance to the inter-American system for response to disasters,” issued under a mandate in operative paragraph 11 of resolution AG/RES. 2631 (XLI-O/11) and adopted at the formal meeting of the IADB Council of Delegates on February 13, 2012.  The mandate to the IADB is, "in accordance with its Statutes, to draw up, taking into account existing mechanisms and bodies at the multilateral, regional, and subregional levels, and to present to the CSH, before the next regular session of the General Assembly, a plan for improving advice and guidance to the inter-American system for bolstering hemispheric capacity for response to disasters, where appropriate.”

Instead of such a plan, the Board devised one in which it reconfigures responsibilities in this area, placing itself at the center of the proposed structure, with functions that are inconsistent with its Statutes.  The Board is exceeding its technical advisory functions by defining for itself a different set of coordinating and operational tasks and powers in a proposed hemispheric scheme for the disasters arena, contravening the position maintained by the OAS General Secretariat itself. 

Likewise, when it maintains that “the continuous participation of the Armed Forces in these activities has provided them with a lot of experience; therefore, their actions, either on their own or together with the authority at the corresponding level, are consistent with the magnitude of the effects.” it departs from points of consensus adopted in various specialized forums.  Those points hold that it is civilian authorities who decide, coordinate, and act in emergency or disaster situations and who, if they deem it necessary, request logistical support from the armed forces. 

Moreover, we must recognize that, since the summit that gave rise to the 2005-2015 Hyogo Framework for Action and within the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR), the approach supported by the world’s governments is “humanitarian assistance.”  This approach respects the sovereignty of nations, receives organizational support and participation from the communities, and focuses on disaster risk reduction, prevention, and preparedness, rather than on responding to events after the fact. This is the approach taken at the national level and upheld in multilateral forums by national organizations working in this area.  But the IADB proposal still takes the “directed assistance” approach (a subset of humanitarian intervention), characterized by top-down, external action, without participation by local communities, and focused on response.

This IADB plan also is inconsistent with the provisions of item 16 of the declaration of the most recent Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas (CDMA) (as regards the recommendation that workshops be held to develop strategies based on collaboration and cooperation in the region, allowing for better risk management in the event of natural disasters).  Therefore, we applaud the offer by the Government of Mexico to organize, in the OAS framework, a workshop to define a responsive, coordinated regional mechanism for attention to natural disasters, and we recommend participation therein by the ministries of defense, so that their contributions to this regional effort may be considered.

Lastly, the OAS and the IADB must not ignore the efforts of the OAS Working Group to draft the Inter-American Plan for the Coordination of Disaster Prevention and Response and Humanitarian Assistance, mandated by AG/RES. 2647 (XLI-O/11).  That plan is to be presented for approval at the OAS General Assembly session this June, in La Paz, Bolivia.

VI. Conclusions and recommendations

On the basis of the foregoing analysis concerning the Inter-American Defense Board, we conclude that:

· The IADB’s performance over these six years since the amendment of its Statutes not only has failed to meet expectations but, on various occasions, has failed to reflect, both politically and institutionally, the guidelines, shared by the nations of the Hemisphere, on the command of military bodies and their subordination to civilian authority.  Nor has it contributed to stronger differentiation between approaches to military and defense matters, on the one hand, and to the states’ public or internal security issues on the other.

· As for the scarce functions which the IADB performs satisfactorily, whether in their entirety or partially, none of these activities is essential in formulating responses to the challenges of hemispheric defense.

· On the basis of resolution AG/RES. 2631 (XLI-O/11), the Board has invigorated its "institutional relations" and has moved to take up issues without a mandate to do so.  Thus it has entrenched a status quo that impedes progress on resolution AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11), which calls for comprehensive evaluation of the Board in the light of the foregoing arguments and analysis.

· Therefore, we find it inadvisable to proceed with the IADB’s current plans to expand its institutional authority and purview.  It would be unwise to proceed with assigning to the IADB the functions of Executive Secretariat of the CDMA, and unwise for the Board to assume any sort of directing function in a potential Hemispheric Disaster Response System.  Despite the lack of any such mandate, the IADB is focusing most insistently on these two aspirations.

· Accordingly, we find it imperative to launch discussions leading to consensus on the necessary political and institutional update to reflect the new regional and hemispheric reality in the defense arena, which is very different from the reality at the time the Inter-American Defense Board was established.

· The outcome of such discussions should recognize existing and developing defense mechanisms and agencies, both subregional and regional (for example, the South American Defense Council of UNASUR). A potential new hemispheric defense body would be justified only as a means of interregional coordination to complement and support the existing regional and subregional mechanisms mentioned above.

· In accordance with these conclusions, Argentina recommends the following actions and objectives:

a.
Promote analysis of resolution AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11) within the OAS Permanent Council.

b.
The proposed agenda for that analysis should be based on the foregoing thoughts concerning the political and institutional anachronism that is the IADB, on its proven dysfunction in terms of formulating practical and concrete responses to needs arising in this area, and on the urgent need for discussion leading to consensus on the necessary political and institutional update to reflect the new regional and hemispheric reality in the defense arena, which is very different from the reality at the time the Inter-American Defense Board was established.

c.
Until this discussion is begun, under the terms set forth in the aforementioned OAS General Assembly resolution, there should be no “innovations” concerning new measures to strengthen the IADB, or concerning its current aspirations to expand its institutional authority and purview.  In more than a few cases, there is no consensus or mandate for the Board to proceed toward such aspirations.
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