NOTE NO, 182005

The Permanent Mission of Barbados to the Organization of American States
presenis 1ts compliments to the General Secretariat of the Orpanization of the American
States and has the honour to submit the position of Barbados, Bahamas, Trinidad And

Tobago, St. Kitts and Nevis, Antigua and Barbuda and $t. Vincent and the Grenadines on

the Legal and Institutional Relationship between the OAS and The IADB.

The Permanent Mission ol Barbados to the Orpanization of American Staies

avails itself of this opporiuniiy (o renew te the Organization of American States the

assurances of its highest consideratien.

Permancnt Mission of Barbados to the Organization of American States,
Washington, D.C.

4" Fehruary 2005



POSITION OF BARBADOS, BAHAMAS TRINIDAD AN TOBAGO, ST KITTS
AND NEVIS, ANTIGUA AND ST VINCENT AND TIE GRENADINES
ON THE EEGAL AND INSTITUTIONATL REILATIONSH{P
BEETWEEN THE (A8 ANI) THE 1ADB

In the Declaration on Secunty in the Amencas, the mermnber states rejterated the
need 1o clanly the juridical and institutional relationship between the Inter-American
Dretense Board (JADI) and the OAS {parapraph 49).

In the Declaration on Secunty the member states rccommended thal the
Penmanent Council through the committee on Hemispheric Secunity complete an analysis
and submit recommendations to the General Assembly, so that 3t could determine the
norns that povern that relavonship and the mandate of the [ADRB.

In thai Declaration, the member states also recommended that an analysis of that
relationship be conducted in accordance with the criternia set forth in the General
Assembly resolutions on this matter, in particular:

Resalution AG/RLES, 1240 (XXIIT-(393): *advice and the delivery of consultancy
services of a technical-rmilitary character which 1n no case may have an operational
nature™;

Resolution AG/RES. 1848 (20001-0/02): “including the principle of civilian
oversighl and the democratic formation of its authorities”; and AG/RES. 1908 (20OCX11-
Q02 and AG/RES. 1940 (3OXXI1-0/03}: “to provide the OAS wath technical, advisory,
and educational expertise on defense and security jssues™.

It is recogmzed that the requests made to the 1ADB by member states directly
concerned, have focused on receiving advice and consultancy services of a technical and
mulitary, nen-operational nature, which have been given in accordance with the cnlena
and with the due oversight of either the General Assembly, the Meeting of consultation of
Ministers of forcign affairs, or the Pennanent Council, as OAS political orpans or bodies.

The IADB's reports on confidence and secunity-building measures, it's
positioning to provide assistance in cases of natural disasters, education for peace, its
support throvgh the Inter-Amencan Defense College in devising guidelines for the
preparation of “defense white papers™ and its outstanding humanilarian demining
programs, among others, have been carried out in accordanee with the ertena sel forth m
the preceding paragraph,

It is alse noted that for their relevance and clarity of commiiment, the criterion
reaffimmed in the alorementioned resolutions AG/RES. 1908 (XXXXI1-0/02) and
AG/RES. 1940 (XXXIII-0/03), since its adoption was based on the recognition that
change and modemization are needed for the QOAS to suppert “the ongoing examination
of the institutions of the inter-American system related to t hemispheric security.”
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Both of these resolutions note that the (AS requires technical, advisory, and
educatiomal expertisc on delense and secunty matters in order to lend that support.

Resolution AG/RES, 1848 (XXXT1-0:02) refers to the recommendations of the
Permancnt Council to the General Assembly and the FADB to modify the structure and
basic instruments of the Board *“to the extenl necessary to clarfy and obtain consensus on
11s status with respect to the OAS ™

The same resolution indicates thal thas will be 2 muitidimensional exercise.

Any prapmatic and comprehensive review of the institutional relationship
between the IADE and the OAS must be puided by the new reality of security in the
hemisphere as interpreted and recopnized by Ministers of foreign Affairs and Heads of’
Delegation and stated i the Bridgetown Declaration of 2002, and reemphasized in the
Declaration on Securnify in the Americas (paragraph 4) that:

“security threats, concerns and other challenges in the hemispheric conlexi are diverse in nature
and multidimensrenal in scope, and thar the traditional concept and approach ost be expanded to

encompass new and nomraditional threats, which inelude political, economic, social, health and
environmental aspects”

This was reiterated in paragraph 2 of the shared values and commeon approaches™
of the Declaration on Secunity in the Americas:

“our pew cancepl of security in the Hemispliere is multidimensional in scope. includes raditiona)
and new threats, concerns and uther challenpes o the secunty of the states of the llemisphere,
incorporate the priceities ol sach staie, contributes to the consolidation of peace, mtegral
developroent, and social justive, and is based on democratic values, respect for the promotion and
defense of human rights, solidarity, cooperation, and respect for national sovereignty.”

It is also 1mportant to note paragraph 4 (m):

“the secutity of states of the Hemisphere is affected, in different ways by traditional threats and
the following new threats, concerns, and other challenges of a diverse nature [...]”

Consislent with the foregoing and pursvant to the mandates as outlined in paragraph 49 of
the Declaration on Security in the Americas:

“we reiterate the need to clarify the juridical and instituliomal relationship hetween (he Inter-
American Delcnse Board (1ADB) and the OAS [...]"

In the Declaration, the states acknowledge different perspectives on threats to
their sceurity and their relative priorities. For the Caribbean. security is multidimensional,
with social, political, economic, military and other dimensions, Tt would be a fundamental
error on the part of the hermigphere to limit our security to any one area.

It is therelore considered. that the definition of the legal and institutonal
relationship between the LADB and the QAS, and the IADB’s mission, should take into
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accounl the needs of the smallest states, whaose level of vulnerahility is greater in the face
of the traditional and of the new threats, concerns and other challenees. In keeping with
that view, the future mandaic of the JTADB should involbve nol only matters of defense,
but also maiters of secunty.
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