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I.
BACKGROUND AND MANDATES

1.
The special meeting of the Committee on Hemispheric Security  (October 1996) and the first High-Level Meeting on the Special Security Concerns of Small Island States (San Salvador, February, 1998) concluded that the security of small island states was multidimensional in scope and application and encompassed, inter alia:

a.
“the military-political aspects traditionally associated with the security of states;
b.
the protection and preservation of the state’s sovereignty and territorial integrity; 
c.
freedom from external military attack and coercion; 
d.
freedom from external interference by state or non-state actors in its internal political affairs;
e.
protection from environmental conditions and ecological disasters which could imperil its viability;
f.
the link between trade, economic development, and security; and
g.
the ability to maintain and protect democratic institutions, which ensure domestic tranquillity.”

2.
As a follow-up to the San Salvador meeting, and acting in compliance with AG/RES 1640, operative paragraph 1, the Committee convened another meeting in February 2000 to continue deliberations on these special security concerns. One of the main issues discussed at this meeting focused on the need to develop a more harmonised and co-ordinated system to address the multidimensional threats to the security of small island states. The Committee subsequently endorsed a proposal for the development of a security management model. 

3.
At its March 2001 meeting, the Committee engaged in further deliberations on the development of a proposed management model.
 Several member States represented at the meeting  “…expressed their support for such a model and agreed that this could be the focus of the Second High-Level Meeting on the Special Security Concerns of Small Island States.”
 
4.
The Thirty-First Regular Session of the General Assembly, reaffirming that the security of small island states has peculiar characteristics which render these states specially vulnerable and susceptible to risks and threats of a multidimensional nature, and recognizing that there is a pressing need for a management mechanism to assist the small island states in dealing with such threats to their security, resolved to  “… convene the Second High-Level Meeting on the Special Security Concerns of Small Island States with a view to  adopting a management model through which the security of  small states can be appropriately and adequately addressed as well as formulating a definition of security  for small states to be forwarded  for consideration at the 2004 Conference on Security.
  

5.
During its inaugural meeting of September 28, 2001, the Committee gave active consideration to this mandate and formed a Working Group to prepare for the Second High-level Meeting on the Special Security Concerns of Small Island States.  The working group met subsequently on October 30, 2001 to commence discussion on this mandate and to initiate the necessary preparatory work for the Second High-level Meeting which is scheduled to be held immediately prior to the 32nd Regular Session of the General Assembly in Barbados.  As indicated in the Work Program
, the first task before the Working Group is the formulation of the essential elements of the proposed security management model.  This document seeks to stimulate discussion on and invite input in the development of a security management model as mandated by the General Assembly.

II.
ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

6.
In formulating the proposed essential elements for such a model, there are some fundamental issues which should be addressed at the outset. These include, but are not necessarily limited to:

a.
The concept of security from the perspective of small states; 

b.
The scope of the model; 

c.
The nature of the model;

d.
The actors (State and non-State); 

e.
The principles governing the design and application of such a model; and

f.
The anticipated outcomes.

7.
Generally, sovereign states, under normal circumstances, aspire to the achievement of peaceful, prosperous and stable societies in which their national development can flourish for the benefit of all citizens, and in which their national values, freedoms and other interests can be protected and, where necessary, preserved.  Consistent with the principles of the sovereign equality of States and the inherent right of self-determination, each state’s concept of security will of necessity be influenced to a great extent by its perception of the nature of the threats to its aspirations and to its strategic goals and interests. Therefore, as an initial step in the development of a security management model to address the special security concerns of small states, consideration should be given to the formulation of a generic concept of security which should be reflective of such common aspirations and interests. 

8.
 A brief reflection on the wide-ranging repercussions from the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States of America clearly highlights the inescapable vulnerability which all states face as they seek to shield their well-guarded national independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity, economic prosperity, and democratic freedoms from the negative effects of the multidimensional security threats and challenges confronting the world community today. While serious and careful note must always be taken of national perspectives, priorities, preferences and of the perceptions of what constitutes ‘national security’ and the threats thereto, global, hemispheric, regional and sub-regional approaches and responses to such threats must, however, be seen as a necessity in this vulnerable, uncertain, complex and interdependent environment of the 21st century. 

9.
No State can ever be totally secure in this insecure world. Therefore, co-operation, co-ordination and, where necessary, compromise must form the underpinnings of effective responses especially by small and vulnerable states in their ongoing battle to safeguard their aspirations and interests.  These responses should, however, be based on focused, politically driven, and mutually agreed and co-ordinated policies, strategies and actions against common security threats and challenges in order to safeguard and promote common interests. 

10.
One group of small states in the Hemisphere, CARICOM, recently reiterated the need for such responses during its 22nd Meeting of the Conference of Heads of Government. The Heads of Government recognised the need for regional action on crime and security issues and expressed grave concern over the threats posed to the security and stability of the countries of the region. They also recognised that concerted and co-ordinated responses at the national, sub-regional and regional levels, building on existing machinery, would be required in order to bring about lasting and effective solutions.
  However, for small and vulnerable states in the Hemisphere, the realisation of such lasting and effective solutions will be difficult -if not impossible- without the establishment of a suitable and politically acceptable framework geared to facilitate the effective management of and response to the security issues which confront them.  

11.
The requirement for co-ordinated responses stems from several fundamental realities. These include, but are not limited to: 

a.
The inadequacy of capacity and resources at the national level.

b.
The commonality of security concerns.
c.
National management of security alone may not suffice in the radically changed circumstances of the new security environment.  

d.
The new security issues are basically global or trans-national concerns. To deal with them effectively, a high degree of co-operation is indispensable. 

e.
The multiplicity and scope of issues, tasks and actors (both State and non-State) compound security management at a solely nationalistic level.

12.
The central elements of the proposed management model should address the fundamental questions of:

a.
How best can small States, through concerted and co-ordinated action, address the common threats and challenges confronting them?

b.
What framework (model) best facilitates their responses?

13.
Purpose. The purpose of the management model has been clearly articulated by the General Assembly in its resolution, AG/RES. 1802 (XXX-O/01), operative paragraph 1, which  envisages a management model through which the security of small states can be appropriately and adequately addressed.

14.
Scope. The scope of the proposed management model should be directly related to the small States’ common concept of security and to their perception of the common threats and challenges confronting them. It should address the full spectrum of traditional and non-traditional concerns and threats, but limited resources and capabilities will dictate that response efforts be prioritised and focused on those threats which pose the most likely danger. 

15.
Key Actors. The new defence and security realities of the 21st   Century call for a co-ordinated and multi-disciplinary approach in response to transnational threats. In this regard, the key actors in any process or framework that seeks to address the security concerns of small states should include:


a.
 State actors in the following functional areas:



(1)
Political



(2)
Diplomatic



(3)
Economic



(4)
Legal



(5)
Social



(6)
Defence

(7)
Security





b.
Non-State actors:



(1)
Civil society



(2)
Academia


(3)
International, Hemispheric, regional, and sub-regional organisations which have a vital role to play in the promotion and maintenance of peace and security.

16.
Principles. Consistent with the accepted principles enshrined in the Charter of the OAS, the proposed security management model and its application should be governed by the following:


a.
Respect for national sovereignty;

b.
Non-interference in internal or external affairs of States;

c.
Respect for individual rights;

d.
Mutual co-operation and co-ordination of efforts while respecting the inherent right of States to identify and pursue national policies, which are in their best interests;

e.
The legal equality of States; and  

f.
Respect for the rule of law. 

17.
Nature of the Proposed Model. The proposed security management model and its application should aim to take the collaborative processes beyond mere rhetoric to the implementation of more action-oriented, measurable and achievable strategic objectives. An initial conceptual framework for a management model could include the processes of policy formulation and direction, consultation and response, and focused strategic analyses.   These processes should result in:

a.
Clearly defined and mutually acceptable strategic policies which seek to address common security threats, challenges and concerns.  

b.
Focused analyses to inform the strategic decision-making process at the political level;

c.
An effective, co-operative, and multi-disciplinary network that is strategically directed to respond to and counter the common security threats, challenges and concerns. 

18
These processes are expanded further in the attached Table 1 below.

19.
Member States are invited to express their views on the formulation of the essential elements, structure, development and application of a security management model to address the security concerns of small states in accordance with AG/RES. 1802 (XXX-O/01). 

	ELEMENT/PROCESS
	GROUP INVOLVED
	ACTIONS/OUTCOMES

	STRATEGIC POLICY FORMULATION AND DIRECTION
	POLITICAL DECISION-MAKING BODY
	1. Identification of common security concerns, threats and challenges. 

2. Development of mutually agreeable and achievable strategic objectives to counter threats through the judicious employment of the various elements of combined national power.

3. Consideration of sustainable strategic responses to counter/mitigate common security threats and challenges.

4. Provision of clearly articulated policy direction to facilitate focused and co-ordinated action by State actors and to influence co-operative response by non-State actors

	STRATEGIC AND OPERATIONAL   CONSULTATION AND RESPONSE
	STATE AND 

NON-STATE ACTORS
	1. Harmonization of strategic and operational approaches at the  intrastate and interstate level to counter security threats and challenges.

2. Co-ordination of combined responses.  

	STRATEGIC ANALYSIS
	TECHNICAL SUPPORT ORGAN 
	1. Provision of focused strategic analyses on the trends, threats, challenges and concerns to inform the political decision-making process.
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