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In the Declaration on Security in the Americas, we the member states reiterate the need to clarify the legal and institutional relationship between the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) and the Organization of American States (paragraph 49).

The Declaration recommends that the Permanent Council, in turn, submit recommendations to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth regular session so that it can determine the norms that govern that relationship and the mandate of the IADB.

In that declaration, the member states also recommend that the relationship in question be analyzed in keeping with the provisions of General Assembly resolutions on the matter, in particular:
· Resolution AG/RES. 1240 (XXIII-O/93): “advice and the delivery of consultancy services of a technical-military character which in no case may have an operational nature”;
· Resolution AG/RES. 1848 (XXXII-O/02): “including the principle of civilian oversight and the democratic formation of its authorities”; and
· Resolutions AG/RES. 1908 (XXXII-O/02) and AG/RES. 1940 (XXXIII-O/03): “to provide the OAS with technical, advisory, and educational expertise on defense and security issues.”

It is recognized that requests to the IADB from member states directly involved have focused on military advisory and consultancy services of a technical, non-operational nature, according to criteria set and due monitoring by either the General Assembly, the Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, or the Permanent Council, these being the policy-making bodies of the OAS.

Its reports on confidence- and security-building measures, positioning for assistance in cases of natural disaster, and education for peace; its support, through the Inter-American Defense College, in devising guidelines for the preparation of defense white papers; and its renowned humanitarian demining programs, among others, have been carried out according to the criteria specified in the preceding paragraph.

We also recall, for their relevance and clarity of commitment, the criterion reaffirmed in the aforementioned resolutions AG/RES. 1908 and AG/RES. 1940, since its adoption stemmed from the recognition that changes and modernization were needed in order for the OAS to support “the ongoing examination of the institutions of the inter-American system related to hemispheric security.”

Both resolutions note that the OAS requires technical, advisory, and educational expertise in matters of defense and security in order to lend that support.


Resolution AG/RES. 1848 refers to recommendations by the Permanent Council to the General Assembly and the IADB to modify the structure and basic instruments of the Board “to the extent necessary to clarify and obtain consensus on its status with respect to the OAS.”


The same resolution establishes that this will be a multidimensional exercise.

That multidimensional exercise reflects the multidimensional approach to hemispheric security developed in the Declaration of Bridgetown, which recognizes that many of the new threats, concerns, and other challenges to hemispheric security are transnational in nature.  The Declaration on Security in the Americas lists them (paragraph 4.m) after affirming that traditional threats affect the security of states in the Hemisphere.

In the Declaration the states recognize different perspectives on threats to their security and their relative priorities.


In that light, we are of the opinion that the definition of the legal and institutional relationship between the IADB and the OAS, and of the Board’s mission, must take into account the needs of the smaller states, whose level of vulnerability is greater in the face of traditional threats and of new threats, concerns, and other challenges.  In keeping with that view, the future mandate of the Inter-American Defense Board would involve not only matters of defense but also matters of security.

Belize, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama, the Dominican Republic, and Guatemala have weighed the options for modernizing the IADB as presented by the Chair of the Working Group and consider the option that involves establishing a Hemispheric Security Board to be feasible.

In terms of its constituent bodies, the proposal to create two units responsible, respectively, for promoting security and promoting defense makes sense.  It reflects both the principles and criteria framing the exercise of clarifying the legal and institutional link between the OAS and the IADB and the need to deal with the multidimensional aspects of hemispheric security.


As for the different levels of participation by individual states in such units or dependencies, each member state has the power to decide how it will participate, both on matters of security and on matters of defense.


This vision is a contribution to the process of moderization and changes needed to provide the OAS with technical, advisory, and educational expertise on matters of defense and security.  It is intended to aid in the preparation of coordinated strategies and integrated plans of action relating to the new threats, concerns, and other challenges to hemispheric security.
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