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The Madrid CSCE Follow-up Meeting: An Assessment 

The following is a statement issued July 15, 1983 by 
Ambassador Max M. Kampelman, Chairman, U.S. delegation to the 
Madrid Follow-up Meeting of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The 35 states participating in the Madrid CSCE review 
conference, after almost three years of negotiation, are 
approaching agreement on a final document. This conclusion 
meets the Western criteria for an acceptable, balanced and 
substantive result. It confirms and expands upon the original 
Helsinki Final Act of 1975. The United States is pleased at 
the result and believes that the two years and ten months spent 
negotiating in Madrid have been fruitful and well worth the 
extraordinary effort. 

There follows a summary followed by an outline of the 
issues that have dominated the Madrid meeting, as well as a 
report on how the final document deals with those issues: 

The Madrid concluding document will add important new 
provisions to the Helsinki Final Act of 1975. These provisions 
deal with the rights of workers to organize, with human rights, 
with Helsinki monitors, religious rights, human contacts and 
family reunification, access to diplomatic and consular 
missions, information, rights of journalists and measures 
against terrorism. 

It also provides for convening a Conference on Security 
and Confidence Building Measures and Disarmament in Stockholm 
next year to work out detailed measures to reduce the fear of 
surprise military attack. An important new element in this 
decision is that the measures to be adopted at Stockholm will 
apply to all of the European portion of the Soviet Union, right 
up to the Ural Mountains, rather than only to the 250 kilometer 
(150 mile) band provided for in the Helsinki Final Act. 

In addition, the Madrid agreement schedules a series of 
additional meetings which are to take place over the next three 
years. There will be meetings on human rights, human contacts, 
and on the peaceful settlement of disputes, a cultural forum 
and a seminar on economic, scientific and cultural cooperation 
in the Mediteranean. A meeting is also scheduled in Helsinki 
during 1985 to mark the 10th anniversary of the Helsinki Final 
Act. 

Finally, the Madrid Conference will agree to convene 
the next follow-up meeting in Vienna in November 1986 in order 
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to carry forward the review process begun in Belgrade in 
1977-78 and continued in Madrid over the past two years and ten 
months. 

One of the most important aspects of the CSCE process is 
the opportunity it provides for a thorough review of the 
implementation of the Helsinki Final Act . During this review 
in Madrid, there was general condemnation of the failure of the 
East European states to live up to their Helsinki commitments, 
with special criticism of the ,Soviet and Polish government s for 
their policies of internal repression and, in the case 6~ ' the 
USSR, its interference in the internal affairs of Poland and 
Afghanistan. 

The establishment by the Madrid concluding document of a 
whole series of supplementary meetings will ensure that this 
critical attention to the behavior of the Soviet Union and 
other Eastern European governments will continue during the 
next three and one-half years . Those experts' meetings, and 
the Vienna follow-up conference, will ensure that any state's 
failure to live up to the undertakings made in Madrid and in 
Helsinki will again attract the full spotlight of public 
attention. 

IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW 

The Madrid Preparatory Meeting, which began on September 9, 
1980 and did not end until after the main meeting opened on 
November 11, 1980, a period of more than nine weeks, focused on 
Western demands that discussions of new proposals on how best 
to strengthen the Helsinki process should be preceded by a 
review of how the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 
were being implemented. The agenda finally produced by the 
Preparatory Meeting provided that opportunity. The period of 
November 11 to December 19, 1980 was set aside for that review, 
and it was a thorough one. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
and the record of human rights violations in the Soviet Union 
and Eastern Europe were explored and recorded in meticulous 
detail. 

Continuing soviet and other Eastern violations of the 
Helsinki Final Act made it necessary to extend this review of 
implementation throughout most of the Madrid deliberations. 

The final document acknowledges that this review took place 
("They ... reaffirrned ... the importance of the implementation of 
all the provisions ... of the Final Act ... as 
being ... essential .... It was confirmed that the thorough 
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exchange of views constitutes in itself a valuable contribution 
towards the achievement of the aims set by CSCE, In this 
context, it was agreed that those aims can only be attained by 
continuous implementation, unilaterally, bilaterally and 
multilaterally, of all the provisions and by respect for all 
the principles of the Final Act,"), that the review is 
essential to the health of the process, and that there must be 
an improvement in compliance. ("Serious violations of a number 
of these principles were deplored during the assessments. 
Therefore, the participating states ... considered it necessary 
to state ... that strict application of and respect for the s ~ 
principles, in all their aspects, are essential for the 
improvement of mutual relations between the participating 
states ... 11

) • 

The United States is fully aware of the fact that the 
Helsinki Final Act cannot attain its objectives when certain 
states, particularly the USSR, continue to violate its 
provisions. There are no enforcement mechanisms under the 
Act. The Madrid meeting has been, therefore, the appropriate 
forum at which to insert political and moral pressure into the 
process. The implementation review became the mechanism. The 
fact that it was efficiently undertaken by a united Western 
group of states, joined by most of the neutral and nonaligned 
states, made that possible. 

Equally important, Madrid's implementation review afforded 
the opportunity for a large number of the participating states 
to communicate to the Soviet Union their deep concerns about 
violations of the accords. The message was clear: "Conform to 
the promises made in 1975 if you wish to be recognized as a 
responsible member of the international community." 

Even as the pattern of Helsinki Final Act violations by the 
East continued, the United States took note of certain specific 
acts responding to Western concerns, The decision by Romania 
on its education immigration tax is an illustration. The 
suspension of some aspects martial law in Poland and the 
release of Lech Walesa is another, although continued arrests 
and imprisonment of thousands and the continued outlawing of 
Solidarity put the bona fides of those steps into question. We 
have also noted and welcomed a few gestures from the Soviet 
Union and will continue to encourage further such steps. We 
hope there will be other developments in response to our 
concerns. 
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POLAND 

The imposition of martial law in Poland in December 1981 
was a gross violation of the Helsinki Final Act even as the 
Madrid meeting was in session. This act of blatant defiance 
was met by a determined and unified presence of 20 Foreign 
Ministers, including United States Secretary of State Haig, 
during the week of February 9-12, 1982. 

From February 9 until March 12, 1982 negotiations at Madrid 
came to a complete halt as the West refused to engage in 
"business as usual" and instead detailed the Helsinki 
violations represented by Poland's martial law and continued 
repression in the Soviet Union. On March 12, 1982, in 
recognition of Western determination, the Madrid meeting 
recessed for eight months. 

When the meeting reconvened on November 9, a group of 
Western states introduced a series of 14 amendments to a 
proposed compromise put forward by a group of neutral and 
non-aligned states (RM-39). The amendments were designed to 
reflect the view that "business as usual" remained impossible. 
The essence of many of these proposals was incorporated in a 
revised neutral and non-aligned document, submitted on March 
15, 1983, after martial law was ostensibly and technically 
suspended (RM-39 revised). That revised document, with 
improvements to it produced by the Prime Minister of Spain on 
June 17, 1983, has become the official concluding document of 
Madrid. 

A number of provisions of that document reflect our Polish 
concerns. They deal with trade unions, religious freedom, and 
the renewed obligation to refrain from the threat or use of 
force. Summary language in the Preamble further reflects 
Western attention to developments in Poland. The United States 
and its Western allies never forgot during the course of the 
Madrid meeting that among the first of Solidarity's demands in 
August, 1980 was that the Helsinki Final Act be reprinted and 
widely disseminated in Poland. We have kept in close touch 
with representatives of the Solidarity movement in Europe and 
the U.S., and we have helped communicate their messages to the 
delegations in Madrid. 

TRADE UNIONS 

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 did not include any language 
on trade unions. The Madrid document reflects a Western 
initiative stemming directly from the suppression of Solidarity 
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in Poland. It clearly states that participating states "will 
ensure the right of workers freely to establish and join trade 
unions, the right of trade unions freely to exercise their 
activities and their rights as laid down in relative 
international instruments." This, of course, clearly refers to 
the conventions of the International Labor Organization. A 
reference to "the law of the State" follows, thereby referring 
to the fact that all states have laws which in some measure 
define union rights and activities. But that reference is 
associated with another provision asserting the requirement 
that such measures be "in conformity with the state's 
obligation under international law," again a reference to the 
ILO. 

This provision also calls upon states to encourage direct 
contacts among trade unions and their representatives. The 
West, which has always made the point that unions freely 
organized in the West are not to be confused with the 
totalitarian state-controlled organizations known as unions in 
the East, was able successfully to insist that this provision 
be applicable only to "such" unions which are indeed freely 
organized by workers and free to function under ILO standards. 

MONITORS 

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 provided a very clear basis 
of legitimacy to the courageous men and women who formed 
Helsinki monitoring groups within their own countries. Their 
purpose was to keep watch on how their states were complying 
with the provisions of the accords, a right they had under the 
1975 agreement. In deliberate decisions to violate the 
provisions of the Act, authorities in the USSR, Czechoslovakia, 
and elsewhere in Eastern Europe persecuted and imprisoned those 
who exercised that right "to know and act upon their rights." 

In Madrid, 14 states mentioned the names of 123 victims of 
repression, many of them monitors. This was in contrast to the 
Belgrade meeting where the United States was one of only two 
countries to mention the names of victims, and we mentioned 
six. The Netherlands was the other. 

The language on monitors in the Helsinki Final Act is quite 
clear and should not require elaboration. Indeed within the 
rules of Madrid requiring consensus, it was very difficultto 
formulate appropriate additional language more clearly. We 
were, however, able to incorporate language which, in some 
slight measure, further supports the legitimacy of monitor 
groups and other activities. In the introduction to the 
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section on Principles, for example, a sentence reads: "The 
participating states express their determination ... to 
encourage genuine efforts to implement the Final Act." The 
Soviets may attempt to misinterpret this sentence in order to 
distort its meaning, but we take the justifiable position that 
the very act of urging compliance with the Act is "genuine." 
This Concluding Document also states that "governments, 
institu~ions organizations and persons have a role to play" in 
that endeavor. 

An examination of the 9th paragraph of the Principles 
section reveals significant strengthening of Erinciple VII of 
the Helsinki Final Act dealing with human rights. Recognizing 
that human rights "derive from the inherent dignity of the 
human person," it calls upon states to: 

1. "assure constant and tangible progress ... aiming at 
further and steady development ... irrespective of their 
political, economic and social systems." 

2. "ensure the effective exercise of these rights and 
freedoms." 

3. recall "the right of the individual to know and act 
upon his rights and duties in the field of human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, as embodied in the Final Act." The 
provision goes on to assert that states "will take the 
necessary action in their respective countries to effectively 
ensure this right." 

We have no illusions as to soviet intentions in this 
important human rights area. Our own determination must, 
however, always remain clear. our insistence -- in this case 
with some success -- on continuing to improve the original 
wording on the Act is a clear indication of that intent. It is 
also important that we keep raising the standards for 
responsible international behavior. 

RELIGION 

The Madriu final document makes small but important gains 
over the Helsinki Final Act in four areas dealing with 
religious freedom: 

1. By extending and strengthening Principle VII to provide 
that states will "take the action necessary to ensure the 
freedom of the individual to profess and practice, alone or in 
community with others, religion or belief acting in accordance 
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with the dictates of his own conscience." 

2. By specifying that states "will consult, whenever 
necessary, the religious faiths, institutions and 
organizations, which act within the constitutional framework of 
their respective countries." 

3. By a provision, urged by the Vatican, requiring states 
to "favorably consider" registering religious communities of 
believers practicing or prepared to practice within their 
constitutional frameworks. 

4. By language in Basket III stating that participating 
states will: 

"further implement the relevant provisions of the 
Final Act so that religious faiths, institutions, 
organizations and their representatives can, in the 
field of their activity, develop contacts and 
meetings among themselves and exchange information. 

HUMAN CONTACTS 

The whole issue of human contacts has been highlighted in 
Madrid by the sadly unsatisfactory record of Soviet 
performance. Their record on reunification of families is 
abysmal. We responded to these violations of the Act by 
continuing to highlight the issue throughout the meetings. In 
addition, some forward movement beyond the Helsinki Final Act 
was achieved through six specific new provisions in the Madrid 
concluding document. The participating states have pledged: 

-- to "favorably deal with" and "decide upon" applications 
for family meetings, reunification, and marriage. The Final 
Act provided only that they would "consider" or "deal with 
applications in a positive and humanitarian spirit." 

-- that marriage and family reunification applications will 
be decided "within six months," the first reference to a 
definite time period. We believe this to be a useful 
improvement over the Final Act commitment to decide "as 
expeditiously as possible." 

-- that making or renewing applications for family 
reunification will not modify rights to "employment, housing, 
residence status, family support, access to social, economic or 
educational benefits." 
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-- to provide ' the necessary forms and information on 
procedures and regulations followed in emigration cases. This 
has been a serious problem for many trying to emigrate from the 
East. 

to reduce fees charged in connection with emigration "to 
bring them to a moderate level in relation to the average 
monthly income." The reference to monthly income provides a 
new standard by which to judge fee levels which in some cases 
have been exorbitant. 

-- To inform applicants as "expeditiously as possible of 
the decision" on their cases and inform them of "their right to 
renew applications after reasonably short intervals" in cases 
of refusal. Both the fact that applicants must be informed of 
decisions and the recognition of the right to reapply are 
important in that many refuseniks in the USSR have been given 
"final refusals" and told they could not reapply. 

The Madrid Concluding Document also adds an important new 
element to the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act by 
specifying that visitors to diplomatic and other official 
missions and consular posts will be assured of access to them 
and reaffirming the importance of facilitating the normal 
functioning of those missions. 

There was one additional step taken after months of debate 
and stalemate. The West believes that it is important to 
provide a forum after Madrid and before the next follow-up 
meeting for the issue of human contacts to be thoroughly 
explored at a meeting of experts attended by representatives of 
all 35 countries. We look upon an experts' meeting as a means 
of providing an opportunity for further clarity and, perhaps, 
understanding among us all, so that by the time of the next 
follow-up meeting this issue might be less of an irritant. 

The Government of Switzerland shared our belief and invited 
the participating states to an experts' meeting to deal with 
human contacts during April 1986. This was finally accepted by 
the Soviet Union. A late date was selected so that we will 
have time to examine how the six new provisions in the Madrid 
agreement will have been complied with. We look upon this 
meeting as an important development. 

HUMAN RIGHTS EXPERTS' MEETING 

The desirability of convening a Human Rights Experts' 
Meeting was first expressed by the West in Madrid in February, 
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1981. We looked upon this highly controversial proposal as 
vital if we are ever to achieve understanding between East and 
West. We define human rights by what we consider to be the 
reasonable standard of individual freedom. Communists think of 
freedom in terms of "class" and the "state". We are pleased 
that the proposed experts' meeting received approval after more 
than two years of consideration. It is to take place in 
Ottawa, Canada in May 1985. Its agenda focuses on the status 
of human rights "in their states," i.e., the participating 
states, so as not to broaden its scope to include other areas 
of the world. , 

i. I I 
INFORMATION 

The Madrid document contains a number of new and helpful 
provisions designed to strengthen the Helsinki Final Act 
provisions in this important area. They are: 

1. A provision that participating states will encourage 
the public sale and Jistribution of printed matter from other 
states, including making them "accessible in reading rooms." 

2. A provision that prices of foreign publications should 
not be excessive in relation to prices in their country of 
origin. This language is somewhat qualified because Western 
governments find it difficult to make commitments in this area. 

3. Language confirming that states will "further extend 
the possibilities" for the public to take out foreign 
subscriptions. In acknowledging that anyone can subscribe to 
foreign publications, this provision extends the Final Act 
which states only to "develop possibilities for taking out 
subscriptions according to modalities .... " 

4. A reference endorsing "direct contacts among 
journalists" which is not in the Final Act. 

5. A pledge to decide visa applications from journalists 
without "undue delay" and to reexamine within a reasonable time 
applications which have been refused. 

6. A sentence stating that journalists traveling for 
personal reasons will receive the same treatment as other 
visitors. This is a new element, not found in the Final Act, 
and is in response to complaints by Western journalists. 

7. A commitment to grant permanent correspondents and 
their families multiple entry and exit visas valid for ayear. 
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8. A pledge to "examine the possibility" of co-accrediting 
journalists permanently accredited to other countries. This is 
a ~seful provision for most Western news organizations who have 
only one or two journalists covering all of Eastern Europe. 

9. A commitment to take "concrete measures" to provide 
more extensive travel opportunities for journalists and to 
"inform journalists in advance" of new areas closed for 
security reasons. 

10. A sep~ ence pledging states to "increase the 
possibilities" and "improve the conditions" for foreign 
journalists to "establish and maintain personal contacts and 
communications with their sources." We look upon the word 
"personal" as implying individual contacts, thereby 
strengthening the Final Act. 

11. A provision that radio and television journalists may 
be accompanied by their own sound and film technicians and use 
their own equipment. This is another useful addition to the 
Final Act. 

12. A provision that journalists may carry with them 
reference material, including personal notes and files to be 
used for their professional purposes, an important addition to 
the Final Act. A qualifier acknowledging that import of 
printed Qatter may be subject to local regulation -- and 
Western states also have such regulations -- is itself 
qualified by a statement that these regulations "will be 
applied with due regard to the journalists' need for adequate 
working material." 

13. A provision on press centers open to national and 
foreign journalists may be helpful considering the paucity of 
such facilities in the USSR and other Eastern countries. 

14. A sentence in the culture section committing states to 
"gradually lower custom duties" on books, films and other forms 
of cultural expression, as well as "encourage wider 
dissemination of and access" to these items. This is a minor 
advance over the Final Act. 

15. A "Cultural Forum" to be held in Budapest in 1985. 
This will provide an opportunity for the West to raise, if 
necessary a review of how artists and writers in Eastern 
European states are treated. 
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16. A provision in t he education section calling upon 
states to encourage publication of "lists and catalogues of 
open archival material," an addi t ion to the Final Act which may 
aid in negotiating future exchange programs and may be helpful 
to foreign scholars doing research in the Soviet Union. 

TERRORISM 

The Helsinki Final Act does not deal with the subject of 
terrorism. The United States joined the Spanish delegation and 
others in urging that the Madrid final document include a 
provision on trris vital threat to the security of all states. 
The final document does include such a provision. It includes: 

1. A statement that signatories will "take effective 
measure~ for the prevention and suppression of acts of 
terrorism, both at the national level and through international 
cooperation .... " 

2. A provision that states will take measures to prevent 
their territories from being used for the preparation or 
organization of terrorist activities directed against other 
participating states and their citizens. 

3. A commitment to refrain from direct or indirect 
assistance, financing, encouraging or tolerating terrorist or 
subversive activities directed at t he violent overthrow of the 
government of other participating states. 

4. A pledge that states will "do their utmost" to assure 
necessary security to .all diplomatic, consular and official 
representatives of other states. 

Given the record of some of the states which approved this 
provision regarding international terrorism, there may be some 
understandable · skepticism about such a provision. We strongly 
believe, however, that it is vital for an international 
modality to be established, and this provision helps to do so. 

SECURITY 

The negotiations that led t o the signing of the Helsinki 
Final Act in 1975 had their conceptual origins in an original 
plan calling for establishment of a European Security 
Conference. The agreement that finally came out of Geneva and 
Helsinki was one t hat included a very significant humanitarian 
dimension, which the United States and its Western friends 
consider to be one of their major accomplishments. 
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Nevertheless, the security questions that are a part of the 
Helsinki process remain of great importance to all of the 
participating states. 

The NATO group of states in February 1981 presented a 
French proposal calling for the establishment of a conference 
to take place after the Madrid meeting to deal with military 
confidence building measures. The problem of surprise military 
attack is one uppermost in the minds of Europeans. The United 
States joined the Western resolve that a conference on surprise 
military attack had to be carefully structured in Madrid so 
that it did not become a vaguely worded mandate for a 
"disarmament" meeting in which propaganda speeches rather than 
constructive decisions would be the major element. 

Fortunately, the neutral and non-aligned states agreed with 
this Western objective. The East abandoned its proposal, 
originally submitted by Warsaw, and after long and intensive 
debate a mandate for the conference fully acceptable to us was 
adopted. It meets our four essential criteria: 

1. The Conference will be an integral part of the CSCE 
process. 

2. The Conference will not interfere with ongoing arms 
negotiations, such as MBFR. 

3. The first stage of the Conference will deal exclusively 
with confidence building measures. This is stated in 
paragraphs two and six of the mandate for the Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarament in 
Europe which provide that" ... the first stage will be devoted 
to ... confidence- and security-building measures designed to 
reduce the risk of military confrontation in Europe" and that 
" ... a future follow-up meeting will consider ways and 
appropriate means for ... supplementing the present mandate for 
the next stage of the Conference ... " 

4. Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBMs) 
agreed at the Conference are to be militarily significant, 
politically binding, verifiable and applicable to the whole of 
Europe. 

The extension of the area to the Urals is quite 
significant, because the limited confidence building measures 
adopted in 1975 exempted the soviet Union from their coverage, 
except for the first 250 kilometers within its borders. The 
Soviet Union, after first rejecting an extension to cover all 
of its European area, then urged that the geographic area be 
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extended into the Atlantic Ocean as compensation for its 
extension to the Ural Mountains. The Soviet objective, of 
course, was to negate the international principle recognizing 
free use of the high seas, and thus possibly t o interfere with 
movement of U.S. forces in contingencies involving areas of the 
world outside Europe. We presented a provision, which was in 
the original 1975 agreement, making certain that only 
"adjoining sea area and air space" would be included, and only 
when activities in that area are a part of military activities 
taking place within Europe itself. This was eventually 
accepted by the East. We wer ~ pleased that l~ is formulation 
was f inally approved, because it clearly excluded independent 
air and naval activities from coverage. The mandate will now 
permit concentration at the meeting, which will be held in 
Stockholm, on the crucial confidence building measures required 
to deal with the problem of surprise military attack on the 
European continent. 

FOLLOW-UP MEETINGS 

During the Preparatory Meeting in 1980, the United States 
proposed to all of the delegations, most particularly to the 
Soviet Union, that all participants immediately commit 
themselves to hold a follow-up meeting within three years after 
Madrid. The Soviet Union refused to join us in that step and 
consistently refused to provide the West with such an 
unconditional commitment. This was apparently designed to 
intimidate other states into believing that the Helsinki 
process would end if the Madrid meeting did not conclude to 
Soviet satisfaction. 

We are very pleased that the final Madrid document provides 
for another follow-up meeting which is to take place in Vienna 
in November 1986. This is a longer intervening period than we 
would have preferred, but the final document also provides that 
there will be a 10th anniversary commemoration meeting in 
Helsinki in 1985, the year we might ordinarily have held a 
follow-up meeting. 

We also have decided to hold a series of supplementary 
meetings between those in Madrid and Vienna. We hope that 
these will help keep the Helsinki issues alive and at the same 
time strengthen the Helsinki process. 

Here is a list of the eight future meetings provided for in 
the Madrid document: 

1. The first stage of a CDE commencing January 17, 1984 in 
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Stockholm, to be preceded by a three week preparatory meeting 
to take place beginning on October 25, 1983 in Helsinki. 

2. A six week Experts' Meeting on the Peaceful Settlement 
of Disputes, in Athens, beginning March 21, 1984. 

3. A seminar on Mediterranean cooperation, in Venice, from 
October 16-26, 1984. 

4. An Experts' Meeting on Human Rights in Ottawa, lasting 
six weeks and commencing on May 7, 1985. 

5. A commemorative meeting in Helsinki, in 1985, marking 
the 10th anniversary of the signing of the Final Act. 

6. A Cultural Forum, in Budapest, sometime in 1985. 

7. An Experts' Meeting on Human Contacts, in Bern, 
Switzerland, lasting six weeks and commencing April 16 1986. 

8. The third follow-up meeting of the CSCE, in Vienna, 
starting November 4, 1986. 

Note: Emphasis added. 
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The Madrid CSCE Follow-up Meeting: An Assessment 

The following is a statement issued July 15, 1983 by 
Ambassador Max M. Kampelman, Chairman, U.S. delegation to the 
Madrid FollowJGp Meeting of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The 35 states participating in the Madrid CSCE review 
conference, after almost three years of negotiation, are 
approaching agreement on a final document. This conclusion 
meets the Western criteria for an acceptable, .balanced and 
substantive result. It confirms and expands upon the original 
Helsinki Final Act of 1975. The United States is pleased at 
the result and believes that the two years and ten months spent 
negotiating in Madrid have been fruitful and well worth the 
extraordinary effort. 

There follows a summary followed by an outline of the 
issues that have dominated the Madrid meeting, as well as a 
report on how the final document deals with those issues: 

The Madrid concluding document will add important new 
provisions to the Helsinki Final Act of 1975. These provisions 
deal with the rights of workers to organize, with human rights, 
with Helsinki monitors, religious rights, human contacts and 
family reunification, access to diplomatic and consular 
missions, information, rights of journalists and measures 
against terrorism. 

It also provides for convening a Conference on Security 
and Confidence Building Measures and Disarmament in Stockholm 
next year to work out detailed measures to reduce the fear of 
surprise military attack. An important new element in this 
decision is that the measures to be adopted at Stockholm will 
apply to all of the European portion of the Soviet Union, right 
up to the Ural Mountains, rather than only to the 250 kilometer 
(150 mile) band provided for in the Helsinki Final Act. 

In addition, the Madrid agreement schedules a series of 
additional meetings which are to take place over the next three 
years. There will be meetings on human rights, human contacts, 
and on the peaceful settlement of disputes, a cultural forum 
and a seminar on economic, scientific and cultural cooperation 
in the Mediteranean. A meeting is also scheduled in Helsinki 
during 1985 to mark the 10th anniversary of the Helsinki Final 
Act. 

Finally, the Madrid Conference will agree to convene 
the next follow-up meeting in Vienna in November 1986 in order 
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to carry forward the review process begun in Belgrade in 
1977-78 and continued in Madrid over the past two years and ten 
months. 

One of the most important aspects of the CSCE process is 
the opportunity it provides for a thorough review of the 
implementation of the Helsinki Final Act. During this review 
in Madrid, there was general condemnation of the failure of the 
East European states to live up to their Helsinki commitments, 
with special criticism of the soviet and Polish governments for 
their policies of internal repression and, in the case of the 
USSR, its interference in the internal affairs of Poland and 
Afghanistan. 

The establishment by the Madrid eoncluding document of a 
whole series of supplementary meetings will ensure that this 
critical attention to the behavior of the Soviet Union and 
other Eastern European governments will continue during the 
next three and one-half years. Those experts' meetings, and 
the Vienna follow-up conference, will ensure that any state's 
failure to live up to the undertakings made in Madrid and in 
Helsinki will again attract the full spotlight of public 
attention. 

IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW 

The Madrid Preparatory Meeting, which began on September 9, 
1980 and did not end until after the main meeting opened on 
November 11, 1980, a period of more than nine weeks, focused on 
Western demands that discussions of new proposals on how best 
to strengthen the Helsinki process should be preceded by a 
review of how the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 
were being implemented. The agenda finally produced by the 
Preparatory Meeting provided that opportunity. The period of 
November 11 to December 19, 1980 was set aside for that review, 
and it was a thorough one. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
and the record of human rights violations in the Soviet Union 
and Eastern Europe were explored and recorded in meticulous 
detail. 

Continuing Soviet and other Eastern violations of the 
Helsinki Final Act made it necessary to extend this review of 
implementation throughout most of the Madrid deliberations. 

The final document acknowledges that this review took place 
("They ... reaffirmed ... the importance of the implementation of 
all the provisions ... of the Final Act ... as 
being ... essential .... It was confirmed that the thorough 
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exchange of views constitutes in itself a valuable contribution 
towards the achievement of the aims set by CSCE. In this 
context, it was agreed that those aims can only be attained by 
continuous implementation, unilaterally, bilaterally and 
multilaterally, of all the provisions and by respect for all 
the principles of the Final Act."), that the review is 
essential to the health of the process, and that there must be 
an improvement in compliance. ("Serious violations of a number 
of these principles were deplored during the assessments. 
Therefore, the participati n g states ... considered it necessary 
to state .. . t ~ at strict appii cation of and respect for these 
principles, in all their aspects, are essential for the 
improvement of mutual relations between the participating 
states ... "). 

The United States is fully aware of the fact that the 
Helsinki Final Act cannot attain its objectives when certain 
states, particularly the USSR, continue to violate its 
provisions. There are no enforcement mechanisms under the 
Act. The Madrid meeting has been, therefore, the appropriate 
forum at which to insert political and moral pressure into the 
process. The implementation review became the mechanism. The 
fact that it was efficiently undertaken by a united Western 
group of states, joined by most of the neutral and nonaligned 
states, made that possible. 

Equally important, Madrid's implementation review afforded 
the opportunity for a large number of the participating states 
to communicate to the Soviet Union their deep concerns about 
violations of the accords. The message was clear: "Conform to 
the promises made in 1975 if you wish to be recognized as a 
responsible member of the international community." 

Even as the pattern of Helsinki Final Act violations by the 
East continued, the United States took note of certain specific 
acts responding to Western concerns. The decision by Romania 
on its education immigration tax is an illustration. The 
suspension of some aspects martial law in Poland and the 
release of Lech Walesa is another, although continued arrests 
and imprisonment of thousands and the continued outlawing of 
Solidarity put the bona fides of those steps into question. We 
have also noted and welcomed a few gestures from the Soviet 
Union and will continue to encourage further such steps. We 
hope there will be other developments in response to our 
concerns. 
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POLAND 

The imposition of martial law in Poland in December 1981 
was a gross violation of the Helsinki Final Act even as the 
Madrid meeting was in session. This act of blatant defiance 
was met by a determined and unified presence of 20 Foreign 
Ministers, including United States Secretary of State Haig, 
during the week of February 9-12, 1982. 

From February 9 until March 12, 1982 negotiations at Madrid 
came to a complete halt as the West refused to engage in 
"business as usua l" and instead detailed the Helsinki 
violations represented by Poland's martial law and continued 
repression in the Soviet Union. On March 12, 1982, in 
recognition of Western determination, the Madrid meeting 
recessed for eight months. 

When the meeting reconvened on November 9, a group of 
Western states introduced a series of 14 amendments to a 
proposed compromise put forward by a group of neutral and 
non-aligned states (RM-39). The amendments were designed to 
reflect the view that "business as usual" remained impossible. 
The essence of many of these proposals was incorporated in a 
revised neutral and non-aligned document, submitted on March 
15, 1983, after martial law was ostensibly and technically 
suspended (RM-39 revised). That revised document, with 
improvements to it produced by the Prime Minister of Spain on 
June 17, 1983, has become the official concluding document of 
Madrid. 

A number of provisions of that document reflect our Polish 
concerns. They deal with trade unions, religious freedom, and 
the renewed obligation to refrain from the threat or use of 
force. summary language in the Preamble further reflects 
Western attention to developments in Poland. The United States 
and its Western allies never forgot during the course of the 
Madrid meeting that among the first of Solidarity's demands in 
August, 1980 was that the Helsinki Final Act be reprinted and 
widely disseminated in Poland. we· have kept in close touch 
with representatives of the Solidarity movement in Europe and 
the U.S., and we have helped communicate their messages to the 
delegations in Madrid. 

TRADE UNIONS 

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 did not include any language 
on trade unions. The Madrid document reflects a Western 
initiative stemming directly from the suppression of Solidarity 
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in Poland. It clearly states that participating states "will 
ensure the right of workers freely to establish and join trade 
unions, the right of trade unions freely to exercise their 
activities and their rights as laid down in relative 
international instruments." This, of course, clearly refers to 
the conventions of the International Labor Organization. A 
reference to "the law of the State" follows, thereby referring 
to the fact that all states have laws which in some measure 
define union rights and activities. But that reference is 
associated with another provision asserting the requirement 
that such measures be ~in conformity with the sta ~e's · 
obligation under international law," again a reeerence to the 
ILO. 

This provision also calls upon states to encourage direct 
contacts among trade unions and their representatives. The 
West, which has always made the point that unions freely 
organized in the West are not to be confused with the 
totalitarian state-controlled organizations known as unions in 
the East, was able successfully to insist that this provision 
be applicable only to "such" unions which are indeed freely 
organized by workers and free to function under ILO standards. 

MONITORS 

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 provided a very clear basis 
of legitimacy to the courageous men and women who formed 
Helsinki monitoring groups within their own countries. Their 
purpose waa to keep watch on how their states were complying 
with the provisions of the accords, a right they had under the 
1975 agreement. In deliberate decisions to violate the 
provisions of the Act, authorities in the USSR, Czechoslovakia, 
and elsewhere in Eastern Europe persecuted and imprisoned those 
who exercised that right "to know and act upon their rights." 

In Madrid, 14 states mentioned the names of 123 victims of 
repression, many of them monitors. This was in contrast to the 
Belgrade meeting where the United States was one of only two 
countries to mention the names of victims, and we mentioned 
six. The Netherlands was the other. 

The language on monitors in the Helsinki Final Act is quite 
clear and should not require elaboration. Indeed within the 
rules of Madrid requiring consensus, it was very difficultto 
formulate appropriate additional language more clearly. We 
were, however, able to incorporate language which, in some 
slight measure, further supports the legitimacy of monitor 
groups and other activities. In the introduction to the 
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section on Principles, for example, a sentence reads: "The 
participating states express their determination ... to 
encourage genuine efforts to implement the Final Act." The 
soviets may attempt to misinterpret this sentence in order to 
distort its meaning, but we take the justifiable position that 
the very act of urging compliance with the Act is "genuine." 
This Concluding Document also states that "governments, 
institutions organizations and persons have a role to play" in 
that endeavor. 

An examination of the 9th paragraph of the Principles 
section reveals significant strengthening of Prin ciple VII of 
the Helsinki Final Act dealing with human rights. Recognizing 
that human rights "derive from the inherent dignity of the 
human person," it calls upon states to: 

1. "assure constant and tangible progress ... aiming at 
further and steady development ... irrespective of their 
political, economic and social systems." 

2. "ensure the effective exercise of these rights and 
freedoms." 

3. recall "the right of the individual to know and act 
upon his rights and duties in the field of human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, as embodied in the Final Act." The 
provision goes on to assert that states "will take the 
necessary action in their respective countries to effectively 
ensure this right." 

We have no illusions as to Soviet intentions in this 
important human rights area. Our own determination must, 
however, always remain clear. Our insistence -- in this case 
with some success -- on continuing to improve the original 
wording on the Act is a clear indication of that intent. It is 
also important that we keep raising the standards for 
responsible international behavior. 

RELIGION 

The Madrid final document makes small but important gains 
over the Helsinki Final Act in four areas dealing with 
religious freedom: 

1. By extending and strengthening Principle VII to provide 
that states will "take the action necessary to ensure the 
freedom of the individual to profess and practice, alone or in 
community with others, religion or belief acting in accordance 
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with the dictates of his own conscience." 

2. By specifying that states "will consult, whenever 
necessary, the religious faiths, institutions and 
organizations, which act within the constitutional framework of 
their respective countries." 

3. By a provision, urged by the Vatican, requiring states 
to "favorably consider" registering religious communities of 
believers practicing or prepared to practice within their 
constitutional frameworks. 

., 
4. By language in Basket III stating that participating 

states will: 

"further implement the relevant provisions of the 
Final Act so that religious faiths, institutions, 
organizations and their representatives can, in the 
field of their activity, develop contacts and 
meetings among themselves and exchange information. 

HUMAN CONTACTS 

The whole issue of human contacts has been highlighted in 
Madrid by the sadly unsatisfactory record of Soviet 
performance. Their record on reunification of families is 
abysmal. We responded to these violations of the Act by 
continuing to highlight the issue throughout the meetings. In 
aduition, some forward movement beyond the Helsinki Final Act 
was achieved through six specific new provisions in the Madrid 
concluding document. The participating states have pledged: 

-- to "favorably ueal with" and "decide upon" applications 
for family meetings, reunification, and marriage. The Final 
Act provided only that they would "consider" or "deal with 
applications in a positive and humanitarian spirit." 

-- that marriage and family reunification applications will 
be decided "within six months," the first reference to a 
definite time period. We believe this to be a useful 
improvement over the Final Act commitment to decide "as 
expeditiously as possible." 

-- that making or renewing applications for family 
reunification will not modify rights to "employment, housing, 
residence status, family support, access to social, economic or 
educational benefits." 
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-- to provide the necessary forms and information on 
procedures and regulations followed in emigration cases. This 
has been a serious problem for many trying to emigrate from the 
East. 

to reduce fees charged in connection with emigration "to 
bring them to a moderate level in relation to the average 
monthly income." The reference to monthly income provides a 
new standard by which to judge fee levels which in some cases 
have been exorbitant. 

'd 

-- To inform applicants as "expeditiously as possible of 
the decision" on their cases and inform them of "their right to 
renew applications after reasonably short intervals" in cases 
of refusal. Both the fact that applicants must be informed of 
decisions and the recognition of the right to reapply are 
important in that many refuseniks in the USSR have been given 
"final refusals" and told they could not reapply. 

The Madrid Concluding Document also adds an important new 
element to the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act by 
specifying that visitors to diplomatic and other official 
missions and consular posts will be assured of access to them 
and reaffirming the importance of facilitating the normal 
functioning of those missions. 

There was one additional step taken after months of debate 
and stalemate. The West believes that it is important to 
provide a forum after Madrid and before the next follow-up 
meeting for the issue of human contacts to be thoroughly 
explored at a meeting of experts attended by representatives of 
all 35 countries. We look upon an experts' meeting as a means 
of providing an opportunity for further clarity and, perhaps, 
understanding among us all, so that by the time of the next 
follow-up meeting this issue might be less of an irritant. 

The Government of Switzerland shared our belief and invited 
the participating states to an experts' meeting to deal with 
human contacts during April 1986. This was finally accepted by 
the Soviet Union. A late date was selected so that we will 
have time to examine how the six new provisions in the Madrid 
agreement will have been complied with. We look upon this 
meeting as an important development. 

HUMAN RIGHTS EXPERTS' MEETING 

The desirability of convening a Human Rights Experts' 
Meeting was first expressed by the West in Madrid in February, 
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1981. We looked upon this highly controversial proposal as 
vital if we are ever to achieve understanding between East and 
West. We define human rights by what we consider to be the 
reasonable standard of individual freedom. Communists think of 
freedom in terms of "class" and the "state". We are pleased 
that the proposed experts' meeting received approval after more 
than two years of consideration. It is to take place in 
Ottawa, Canada in May 1985. Its agenda focuses on the status 
of human rights "in their states," i.e., the participating 
states, so as not to broaden its scope to include other areas 
of the world. 

INFORMATION 

The Madrid document contains a number of new and helpful 
provisions designed to strengthen the Helsinki Final Act 
provisions in this important area. They are: 

1. A provision that participating states will encourage 
the public sale and distribution of printed matter from other 
states, including making them "accessible in reading rooms." 

2. A provision that prices of foreign publications should 
not be excessive in relation to prices in their country of 
origin. This language is somewhat qualified because Western 
governments find it difficult to make commitments in this area. 

3. Language confirming that states will "further extend 
the possibilities" for the public to take out foreign 
subscriptions. In acknowledging that anyone can subscribe to 
foreign publications, this provision extends the Final Act 
which states only to "develop possibilities for taking out 
subscriptions according to modalities .... " 

4. A reference endorsing "direct contacts among 
journalists" which is not in the Final Act. 

5. A pledge to decide visa applications from journalists 
without "undue delay" and to reexamine within a reasonable time 
applications which have been refused. 

6. A sentence stating that journalists traveling for 
personal reasons will receive the same treatment as other 
visitors. This is a new element, not found in the Final Act, 
and is in response to complaints by Western journalists. 

7. A commitment to grant permanent correspondents and 
their families multiple entry and exit visas valid for ayear. 
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8. A pledge to "examine the possibility" of co-accrediting 
journalists permanently accredited to other countries. This is 
a useful provision for most Western news organizations who have 
only one or two journalists covering all of Eastern Europe. 

9. A commitment to take "concrete measures" to provide 
more extensive travel opportunities for journalists and to 
"inform journalists in advance" of new areas closed for 
security reasons. 

10. A sentence pledging st~tes to "increase the 
possibilities" and "improve the conditions" for foreign 
journalists to "establish and maintain personal contacts and 
communications with their sources." We look upon the word 
"personal" as implying individual contacts, thereby 
strengthening the Final Act. 

11. A provision that radio and television journalists may 
be accompanied by their own sound and film technicians and use 
their own equipment. This is another useful addition to the 
Final Act. 

12. A provision that journalists may carry with them 
reference material, including personal notes and files to be 
used for their professional purposes, an important addition to 
the Final Act. A qualifier acknowledging that import of 
printed matter may be subject to local regulation -- and 
Western states also have such regulations -- is itself 
qualified by a statement that these regulations "will be 
applied with due regard to the journalists' need for adequate 
working material." 

13. A provision on press centers open to national and 
foreign journalists may be helpful considering the paucity of 
such facilities in the USSR and other Eastern countries. 

14. A sentence in the culture section committing states to 
"gradually lower custom duties" on books, films and other forms 
of cultural expression, as well as "encourage wider 
dissemination of and access" to these items. This is a minor 
advance over the Final Act. 

15. A "Cultural Forum" to be held in Budapest in 1985. 
This will provide an opportunity for the West to raise, if 
necessary a review of how artists and writers in Eastern 
European states are treated. 
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16. A provision in the education section calling upon 
states to encourage publication of "lists and catalogues of 
open archival material," an addition to the Final Act which may 
aid in negotiating future exchange programs and may be helpful 
to foreign scholars doing research in the Soviet Union. 

TERRORISM 

The Helsinki Final Act does not deal with the subject of 
terrorism. The United States joined the Spanish delegation and 
others in urging that the Madrid final document include a 
provision on this vital threat to the security of all states. 
The final document does include such a provision. It includes: 

1. A statement that signatories will "take effective 
measures for the prevention and suppression of acts of 
terrorism, both at the national level and through international 
cooperation .... " 

2. A provision that states will take measures to prevent 
their territories from being used for the preparation or 
organization of terrorist activities directed against other 
participating states and their citizens. 

3. A commitment to refrain from direct or indirect 
assistance, financing, encouraging or tolerating terrorist or 
subversive activities directed at the violent overthrow of the 
government of other participating states. 

4. A pledge that states will "do their utmost" to assure 
necessary security to all diplomatic, consular and official 
representatives of other states. 

Given the record of some of the states which approved this 
provision regarding international terrorism, there may be some 
understandable • skepticism about such a provision. We strongly 
believe, however, that it is vital for an international 
modality to be established, and this provision helps to do so. 

SECURITY 

The negotiations that led to the signing of the Helsinki 
Final Act in 1975 had their conceptual origins in an original 
plan calling for establishment of a European Security 
Conference. The agreement that finally came out of Geneva and 
Helsinki was one that included a very significant humanitarian 
dimension, which the United States and its Western friends 
consider to be one of their major accomplishments. 
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Nevertheless, the security questions that are a part of the 
Helsinki process remain of great importance to all of the 
participating states. 

The NATO group of states in February 1981 presented a 
French proposal calling for the establishment of a conference 
to take place after the Madrid meeting to deal with military 
confidence building measures. The problem of surprise military 
attack is one uppermost in the minds of Europeans. The United 
States joined the Western resolve that a conference on surprise 
militijry attack had to be carefully structured in Madrid so 
tha t · ~ t did not tecome a vaguely worded mandate for a 
"disarmament"· meeting in which propaganda speeches rather than 
constructive decisions would be the major element. 

Fortunately, the neutral and non-aligned states agreed with 
this Western objective. The East abandoned its proposal, 
originally submitted by Warsaw, and after long and intensive 
debate a mandate for the conference fully acceptable to us was 
adopted. It meets our four essential criteria: 

1. The Conference will be an integral part of the CSCE 
process. 

2. The Conference will not interfere with ongoing arms 
negotiations, such as MBFR. 

3. The first stage of the Conference will deal exclusively 
with confidence building measures. This is stated in 
paragraphs two and six of the mandate for the Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarament in 
Europe which provide that" ... the first stage will be devoted 
to ... confidence- and security-building measures designed to 
reduce the risk of military confrontation in Europe" and that 
" ... a future follow-up meeting will consider ways and 
appropriate means for ... supplementing the present mandate for 
the next stage of the Conference ... " 

4. Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBMs) 
agreed at the Conference are to be militarily significant, 
politically binding, verifiable and applicable to the whole of 
Europe. 

The extension of the area to the Urals is quite 
significant, because the limited confidence building measures 
adopted in 1975 exempted the Soviet Union from their coverage, 
except for the first 250 kilometers within its borders. The 
Soviet Union, after first rejecting an extension to cover all 
of its European area, then urged that the geographic area be 
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extended into the Atlantic Ocean as compensation for its 
extension to the Ural Mountains. The Soviet objective, of 
course, was to negate the international principle recognizing 
free use of the high seas, and thus possibly to interfere with 
movement of U.S. forces in contingencies involving areas of the 
world outside Europe. We presented a provision, which was in 
the original 1975 agreement, making certain that only 
"adjoining sea area and air space" would be included, and only 
when activities in that area are a part of military activities 
taking place within Europe itself. T~is was eventually 
accep,.ted by the East. We were pleased that this formulation 
was finally approved, because it clearly excluded independent 
air and naval activities from coverage. The mandate will now 
permit concentration at the meeting, which will be held in 
Stockholm, on the crucial confidence building measures required 
to deal with the problem of surprise military attack on the 
European continent. 

FOLLOW-UP MEETINGS 

During the Preparatory Meeting in 1980, the United States 
proposed to all of the delegations, most particularly to the 
Soviet Union, that all participants immediately commit 
themselves to hold a follow-up meeting within three years after 
Madrid. The Soviet Union refused to join us in that step and 
consistently refused to provide the West with such an 
unconditional commitment. This was apparently designed to 
intimidate other states into believing that the Helsinki 
process would end if the Madrid meeting did not conclude to 
soviet satisfaction. 

We are very pleased that the final Madrid document provides 
for another follow-up meeting which is to take place in Vienna 
in Novewber 1986. This is a longer intervening period than we 
would have preferred, but the final document also provides that 
there will be a 10th anniversary commemoration meeting in 
Helsinki in 1985, the year we might ordinarily have held a 
follow-up meeting. 

We also have decided to hold a series of supplementary 
meetings between those in Madrid and Vienna. We hope that 
these will help keep the Helsinki issues alive and at the same 
time strengthen the Helsinki process. 

Here is a list of the eight future meetings provided for in 
the Madrid document: 

1. The first stage of a CDE commencing January 17, 1984 in 
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Stockholm, to be preceded by a three week preparatory meeting 
to take place beginning on October 25, 1983 in Helsinki. 

2. A six week Expe ~ts' Meeting on the Peaceful Settlement 
of Disputes, in Athens, beginning March 21, 1984. 

3. A seminar on Mediterranean cooperation, in Venice, from 
October 16-26, 1984. 

4. An Experts' Meeting on Human Rights in Ottawa, lasting 
six weeks and commencing on May 7, 1985. 

5. A commemorative meeting in Helsinki, in 1985, marking 
the 10th anniversary of the signing of the Final Act. 

6. A Cultural Forum, in Budapest, sometime in 1985. 

7. An Experts' Meeting on Human Contacts, in Bern, 
Switzerland, lasting six weeks and commencing April 16 1986. 

8. The third follow-up meeting of the CSCE, in Vienna, 
starting November 4, 1986. 

Note: Emphasis added. 



! After nearly three ye rs of negotiation, the 35 states 
par:ticipaling in the Madr d review meeting of the Confere-nce on 
security and Cooperati~n iri Europe are approaching agreement on 
a ooncluding document agre will strengthen and 
extend the undertakin s contained in the Helsinki Final Act. 
It ·is a call on all JS CSCE states -- particularly those who 
have so tragically failed to live up t~ promises made in 
Helsinki -- to giv.~ life to these commitments and to rededicate 
themselves to aov ' the freedom and justice on which security 
in Europe ultimately depends . 

. We have agreed to this concluding document, as we did in 
1915 to the Helsinki Final Act itself, with no illusions about 
th ' nature of the sovi~t Union or about the syste ~hich it 
seeks t eeCii! Je over much of Europe .. -if tbi s wer ~ an ideal 
wo~ld agreements such as this would not be necessary. But we 
believe it is the best agreement attainableJ one ~hich 
significantly improves on the Helsinki final ~ct and advances 
th• efforts of. the West to hold out a beacon of hope for those 
in the East who Geek a more free, just and secure life. 

w, · ;i, si~n his a reeme-n -w-tth the knewleac.;e ti\.at, 
09ether with the Helsinki Accor , · · sets forth a cle-arer C(')de 

of i conduct for all 35 CSCE states -- a set of standards to 
whlch we and the other Atlantic <lemocracies will continue to w~ 
hold all\ ose who will have pledged ~ eir word at Madrid • ...,.: 
..W@' will~~ - with~he hope that t..l:l-i-s a~ceemeRt will · serve as a 
step toward achiev~ er'our objective of a more stable and 
cohstructive relationship with the Soviet Union. 

The Madrid accord will add important new commitments to the 
Helsinki process, including provisions dealing with human 
rights, the trade union freedoms so tragically violated in 
Poland, ter~orism, religious liberties, reunification of 
fa~ilies, free flow of infqrmation, ~ nd mo e. It will provide 
for two important~ meetin9 tf 1 e humanitarian field, 

nd for ~curity. conference which will attempt to negotiate 
measure.s ;Hr reduc h~ danger of surprise attack in Europe-. 

&
Another full follow-up me~ting will take place in Vienna in 
1986, where we will review the conduct of the participating 
states and seek to build on the accomplishments at Madrid. 

The unity and resolve of the Western democracjes at Madrid 
have made this achievement possible. Ambassador Kampelman and 
his NATO colleagues desetve th~ highest praise for btinglng 
t~is long and often difficult conference to a successful 
conclusion. We also ow~ a special vote of thanks to Prime 
Hi.Jnister Gonzalez of Spain, whose thoughtful proposal set the 
stage for final agreement. 

Rs-e... ~ sp('~~t.A.~ co~+.,.. -
Jeen,...f ()~0., Jo ~ ~ - rp)v,~ M-L (_..(' '-fOV 

.(6V\ ~v', 



In concludin~ the Madrid i:teeting, we reaf 
commitment to the Helsinki process. We will c.,Q_..,...,..,.TITI~ w0rk 
with all ~overni;-iE>nts dnd peoples whose goal 
strengthening of pPace in freedom • @-F-,rirtn,-..:M--e-.p.,:..e,i;>.a.'"8'1-~e,-..J;_a,~ 

As Madrid has shown, dialogue, 
when based on realistic expectations and conducted with 
patience, can produce results. These results are often gradual 
an~ hard-won, but they are the necessary bui]djng blocks for a 
more secure ~nd stable worlJ. l-t rem· ~ J ~ 
consolidate and build on these gain - ensure that good words 
are transformed into good deeds d that the ideals which th~y 
embody are given concrete expr ssion. 
Giyi~g substance to the pro ·ses of Madrid and Helsinki will 
rehia1n 
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at th• conclusion o! the £Ast-W•at •gr•em~nt on th• t•xt ot th• 
:1Gdrid c~ncluding docum•nt. W• hav• ••nt you under eov•c ot a 
s•parat• ~•rnorandum a proposed text for a stat•ment by the 
?r•siJ•nt on this aubj~ct. 
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The Madrid CSC! Follow-up Meeting: An As ■eaament 

n,e following ia -a atat•aent iaaued July lS, 1983 by 
~baaaador Max H. lta■pelaan, Chaira&n, U.S. delegation to the, 
Madrid rollow-up Meeting of th• Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in !urope .. 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

'nl• 35 ■ tat•• ~rtieipatin9 in the Madrid CSCE reviMI 
conference, after al■oat thr•• year• of negotiation, are 
appr~chin9 agreement on• final document. Thia conclu.aiQQ 
meeta the Weat•r~ critaria for an acceptable. balanced &n4. 
aubatantive reault. It eonfir•• and expand• upon the orivinal 
Helafnki Final Act of 1975. Th• United Stat•• ia pleaaed &t 
th• re■ult and believe• that th• two year ■ and ten month• apent 
negotiating in Madrid have been fruitful and well worth the 
extraordinary effort. 

Th•r• followa • auaaary followed by an outline of tbe 
iaauea that have doainated the Madrid •••ting, &a well•• a 
report on how the final document deal• with tho•• ia•uea, 

. . .. 
'n'I• Madrid eoneludin9 doeuaent will add important new 

proviaiona to the Helainki Final Act of 1975. Th••• proYiaiOD■ 
deal with th• right• of worker• to organize·, with human righta, 
w1th Hel ■ inki monitors, religioua righta, human contacts ~Dd 
faaily reunification, ace••• to diploaatic .nd consular 
ai ■aiona, inforaation, right• of journalists and meaaur•• 
again•t terrori••· 

It alao provid•• for convening a Conference on a.curity 
and Confidence Building Meaa~r•• ~d Diaarma■ent in Stockhola 
n•xt year to work out detailed aeaaur•• to reduce the f.,.r of 
aurpri•• ■ ilitary. attack. An iaportllnt new eleaent in thi• 
decision ia that the meaaur•• to be adopted at Stockhola will 
apply to all o! the European portion of th• Soviet Union, ri9ht 
up to th• Ural Mountaina, rather than only to the 2S0 Kiloaeter 
{150 aile) bend provided for in the Helsinki Final Act. 

In addition, th• Madrid agretment achedule• a ••ri•• of 
additional meeting ■ which are to take place over the n~zt three 
year ■• "n'l•r• will be •••tin9a on huaan righta, hum.an conucta, 
and on th• peaceful ••ttlement of diaputea, a cultural forua 
and a •••inar on eeonoaie, aeientific and cultural cooperation 
in th• Mediteran•an. A •••ting ia alao ■ cheduled in Helainki 
durin9 1985 to aark the 10th anniveraary of th• Helainki rin~l 
Act. 

Finally. the Madrid Conference ~ill a9r•• to con•.,,. 
t.he next follow-up meeting in Vienna in November 198f> in on!er 
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to carry foiward tb• -r•view- proeeaa be9un in Belgrade in 
1977-78 and eontinued in ~adrid over the past two years and tan 
inontha. 

One of the moat important aapecta of the CSCE proe••• is 
the opportunity it provide• for• thorough review of th• 
implementation of th• Belainki Pinal Act. During thi• r•viev 
in Madrid, there waa general condemnation of th·e failute of tlle 
tast European state• to live up to their Helsinki commitHnta, 
with special criticiam of the Soviet and Polish governments tor 
their policie1 of internal repression and, in the eaae ot tb• 
USSR, -ita int•r!erence in the internal affairs of Poland and 
Afghaniatan. 

The ••tabliahment by the Madrid concluding doeun•nt of & 
whol• series of supplementary meeting• will enaure that thia 
critical attentlon to th• behavior of th& Sovi~t Onion ~nd 
other t•atern European govern••nta will continue during tbe 
ne~t thr•• and one-balf year,. Tho•• exp~rts' m•etinga, &Dd 
th• Vienna follov-up conference, will enaur• that any •t•t•'• 
failure to live up to th• und•rtakinga made in Madrid and in 
Helsinki will ag•in •ttraet th~ full apotlight of public 
attention. 

IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW 

Th• Hadrid Preparatory Meeting, vbich began on .Septeal:>er 9-, 
1980 and did not end until after the uin meetin9 opened on 
November ll, 1980, a period of nor• than nine wetka, tocuaed on 
Western demands that diacuaaiona of nev proposal• on hov beat 
to 1tren9th•n th• Belainki proc••• should b• pr•c•d•d by a 
review of how th• pzoviaiona of th• Bels1nk1 Final Act of 1975 
were being implemented. Th• agenda fin&lly produced by th~ 
Preparatory Meeting provided th~t opportunity. The period of 
Hovelllber ll to Deeemb•r 19, l -980 wa1 ••t aside for that review, 
and it vaa & thorough one. Th• soviet invasion of Afgha~i•tan 
and the record ot human rights violation, in th• Soviet Onion 
and tastern £urop• were explored and record~d in meticuloua 
d•tail •. 

Continuing Soviet and other Eastern violations of the 
B•l•inki Final Act made it n•c•1aary to extend this revi•v of 
impl•m•nt&tion throughout moat of the Madrid deliberations. 

Th• final document ackn.owledgea that this revi•v took plac• 
t•They •.• re&ffirmed ..• the importance of the implementation of 
all the proviaiona ••• of the Final Aet ••. as 
being ••• ••••ntial ••.• It waa confirmed that the thorough 
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exchange of viewa conatitutaa in itaelf a valuable contribution 
toward• th• achievement of th• ai•• ••t by CSCE. In this 
context, it waa agreed that tho•• aim• ean only be attain•d by 
continuo~• implementation, unilaterally, bilaterally and 
multilaterally, of all th• provision■ and by respect for all 
the prineiplea of the Final Act.•), that the review ia 
~••ential to the health of the proeeaa, and that there muat be 
an icproveaent in co:·plianc;e. { •serious violation• of a number 
of the•• principle• w•L• deplored during the aaaeaamenta. 
Therefore, th• participating atatea .•. conaidered it neeeaaaey 
to state . .. that ■ trict application of and respect for th••• 
princ1pl••• in all their aspects, are ••••ntial for the 
improvement of mutual relation ■ between the participating 
■ tat••· .. ·). , 

Th• United Stat•• i• fully aware of th• fact that th• 
Helsinki Final Act c&nnot attain ita objectives when certain 
atatea, particularly ~h• USSR, continue to violate ita 
provi ■ iona. · 'nl•r• •r• no enforceaent ••chaniama under the· 
Act. Th• Madrid ~••ting n•• b•en, therefore, th• appropri•t• 
torum at which to insert political and ■oral preaaure int~, tbe 
proceaa. Th• implementation review becaae the mech&ni••· The 
fact that it waa efficiently undertaken by a united Weatern 
group ot atatea, j6ined by moat of th• neutral and nonaligned 
stat••• made that poaaible. 

Equally important, M•drid'• imple■entation review afforded 
the opportunity for a large nuaber of th• partici~ting ■tat•• 
to communicate to the Soviet Union their deep concern• about 
violation■ of th• accord ■, Th• me•••9• waa clear, ·eontorm to 
the pro■i••• mad• in 197S it you wish to be recognized aa a 
reaponaibl• member of the international community." 

Even•• the pattern of Helainki Final Act violation• oy the 
E:.aat continued, th• United &tat• ■ took note ot certain ap.cific 
acta reapondin9 to Weatern concern■. Th• deeiaion oy Roaania 
on its education iaaigration tax ia an illustration. The 
au1penaion of aome aapecta martial law in Poland and the 
release of Lech Wal••• i• another, although eontinued arre■t• 
and impri•onment of thouaanda and th• eontinued outlawing of 
Solidarity put th•~ ild•• of tho•• ■ tep1 into queation. We 
have alao noted and welcoa•d • f•v 9eaturea from the Soviet 
Union and will continue to encoura9• further such &t•ps. W• 
hope there will bt oth•r d•velopaenc• _in responae to our 
concern ■• 



POLAND 

Th• imposition of m•rti1l·1aw in Poland in D•c•llk>•r 1911 
was a groa• violation of the B~lsinki Pinal ~ct even aa the 
Madrid m~~ting waa ln s~sslon. This act of blatant defiance 
was m~t by · • d~termined ·and unified pr•••nc• of 20 Foreign 
Hinist~ra, ineludin9 United Stat~• S~eretary of Stat~ Bal9, 
during the week of February 9-12, 1982. ' 

Proc February 9 until Hareb 12, 1982 negotiations at Madri4 
ca~e to a complete halt 11 the West refused to engage in 
•~u•ineas as u1ua1• •nd instead detailed the Helsinki 
violati<lnl repre ■•nted by Poland's martial law and continued 
repression in the Soviet Onion. On March 12, 1982, in 
rec~gnition of Western d~termination, the Madrid meeting 
recessed for eight months. 

When th• m••tin9 reconvened on November 9, a group ot 
West~rn slates introduced a aeries of 14 amendments to a 
propo1ed com?romiae put forward by a group of neutral and 
non-aligned states (RM-39). Th~ araendments were designed to 
r~!lect th• view that •busineas aa usual• remained imposai~l•. 
Th~ e11enee of many of these proposal• was incorp~rated in,a 
revi1ed neutral and non-aligned document, submitted ~n March 
15, 1983, after martial l•v waa ostensibly and technically 
aus.pend•d (RM-39 r~vi••d). That revi1ed document, vith 
toprovementa to it produeed by the Prim• Minist~r of Spain on 
June 17, 1983, has become the official concluding document of 
Madrid. 

A number of provision• of that doeuffi•nt r~fl•ct our ~olin­
e~neerna. They deal with trade unions, religious freedom, and 
th~ ren~we~ ~bligation to r~frain from th~ thr~at or us~ of 
force. su~mary language in the Preamble further reflects 
w~st~rn attention to Jev~lopments in ?oland. The United Stat~• 
and its W•stern alli•s n~v~r forgot during th• course of tht 
~adrid m•etin~ that among th• first of Solidarity's d~mands in 
August, 1980 was that the Helsinki Final Act b~ reprinted and 
widely dlss~minated in Poland . . We have kept in close touch 
~ith repres•ntativ~a ~f th~ S~l1datity mov~m~nt in Eutop• an6 
the u.s., · and we have h~lp~d corarau~ieate theic messages to the 
delegations in Madrid. 

TRk:lE UNIONS 

The H~lainki Final Act of l97S did not includ~ any language 
on trade unions. The Madrid doeument reflects a Western 
initiative ster.u:,ing dir•ctly from tht suppression of Soli~arity 
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1n Poland. It cl~arly statea th~t p&rticipating atatea •v111 
ensure th~ right of wor~~rs fr•~ly to establish and join tra6e 
u n i on • , the r i g h t o r t r a d·e · '1.1 n i on a f r eel y to ex er c: i s e th e 1 r 
activities and th~ir rights aa lAid down in r~lative 
)nt~rnational instruments.• Thia, of course, clearly retera to 
tht conventions of the International Lab~r Organization. ~ 
reference to •th~ law ot the State• follo~s, ther~by referring 
to the tact that all states have laws which in some measure 
de!ine union righta •nd activities. But that ref~rence 1• 
associated Yith another provision asserting the requirement 
that such measures b~ •1n confotmity with the state>, 
obligation undet international law,• again a reference to th• 
l LO. 

7hia provision al10 calla upon stat•• to encourage diri-<:t 
contact• among trad~ union• and their repres~ntatives. The 
West, which h&a alwa1a made the point that union• freely 
organiz•d in the W~st a:e not to be confused with the 
t~talitarian stat~-ccntiolled organiz•tions known as unions in 
th• East, was able suce•ssfully tc inaist that thi• proviaion 
b~ applicable only to •sucn• ~niona ~bich a,~ ind••d trHly 
organized by wor~•rs an~ fre~ to function und~t !LO stand■rda. 

/I 

MONITORS 
, 

The Belainki Final Act of 197~ provided a very clear ba ■ i• 
of legitimacy to the courageoua m•n and women who formed 
H•lainki monitorin; group& within their own countries. Th•ir 
purpoa• waa to k~ep ~atch on how their states were complying 
with the provisions of th• accorda, a right th~7 had under the 
1975 agreement. In deliberate deciaiona to violate th• 
provisions of the ~ct, authorities in the ~SSR, Czechoslova~ia, 
and elsewhere in £&stern t~ro?e peraecuted and imprison•d tho•• 
~h~ exercised that right •to xnow ~nd act upon th•ir rights.• 

In Madrid, 14 states m@ntion•d th• names of 123 victim• of 
repr~ss1on, many o! th~m monitors . This ~as in contrast to th• 
B~lgrade meeting wh•r~ th• United St•t•• was on~ ot only tvo 
countri~s to ~~ntion th• nam~s of victims, and we mention•d 
s i x . The ~~therlands was the oth~r. 

The language on monitor• in the Belainki Final Aet is qait• 
cl~ar and 1hould not r•quire elaboration. !ndeed within th• 
rules~! Madrid requiring consensus, it was very difticultto 
formulate appropriate additional langu&ge more clearly. W• 
w~re, however, able ~o incorpot•t~ l•nquag~ wnien, in SOJM 
slight measure, further support• the legitimacy of monitor 
;r~ups and oth~r activitirs. In th~ introduction to the 



-6-

s~ction on Principles, for ~xample, a aentence reads: •Th• 
participating 1t1te1 expr~•~-their determination ••• to 
•ncourag• g•nuin• •ffort1 to implement the rinal Act.• Th• 
Sovi~t• may attempt to misinterpret thi1 sentence in order to 
distort its meaning, but we take the ju1tifiable position that 
the v~ry act o! urging compliane• ~1th the ~ct ia •genuine.• 
Thi• Concluding Document alao states that ~governments, 
inatitutiona organization• and peraons have a role to play• in 
that endeavor. 

An •x••ination o! the 9th paragraph of the Principles · 
section reveals 1i9nificant strengthening of Principle VII of 
th• H~l•inki Final ~ct 6ealin9 ~1th human rj9hts. ~•cognizing 
that human right• •derive from the inherent dignity of the 
human person,• it calls upon states to: 

l. •aaaure eonatant and tangible progr~aa .•. aimin~ at 
further and steady d•v~lopment ... irr••peetive ot their 
politicAl, ~conomic and ~oeial sy1t~ms.• 

2. ••naur• the ~tfective exercise of these right■ and 
fre•doma.• 

3. recall •tn• right of th~ individual to know and act 
upon hi• rights ana duti•• in the field of human rights and 

. fundam•ntal freedoms, •• embodied in the Final Aet.• The 
provision goea on to assert that states •will take the 
neceaaary action in their respective countries to effectiv•lY 
ensure this right.• · 

We h&ve no illusion••• to Sovi•t intention• in thi~ 
important human rights area. Our own determination must, 
how~v•r, alway• remain clear. Our insistence -- in this caae 
with_ some succ•s• -- ~n continuing to improve the original 
wording on the ~ct is a clear indication of that intent. It ia 
also important that v~ keep raising the standards for 
r~sp~nsible int~rnational behavior. 

RELIGION 

Th• Madriu final document makea aaall but important 9aina 
ov~r the H~l•inki rinal ~et in f~ur areas dealing with 
r~ligiou1 fre•dom: 

1. By •xt•nding and strengthening Principl• VII to pr09id• 
that atat•• will ~tak• th• action neceaaar to ensure the 
!r••dom ot th• ind v ua to pro••• an practice, a on• o~ i~ 
comaunity with others, religion or ~•lief acting in accor4ance 



with 1 lhe dictat•• of his own conscience.• 

2. By 1peeifyin9 ~bat .atat•• •will eonault, when•••r 
n,cessary, th• r•ligiou1 f~iths, institutions and 
organizations, whieb act within the constitutional framework of 
their re~pective countries.• 

3. By• provi1ion, urged by th• Vatican, r•quiring states 
to •favorably consider• regiatering religious communiti•■ of 
belitver1 practici09 or ?repared to practie~ within their 
constitutional trameworka. 

4. By language in aaaket III stating that partieipatiDC) 
atat•■ ·will: 

•rurther implement the r•levant provision• of the 
Pinal Act ao that r•ligioua taitba, institution•, 
organi:ationa and their representativ•a can, in the 
field of th•ir activity, develop contacts and 
•••ting• aaong them1elve1 and exchange information. 

HUMAN CONTACTS 
, , 

Th• whole iaaue of hulNn contacts has b~•n highlighted in 
Madrid by the 1adly unaati1faet0ry record of Soviet 
performance. Theit record on reunification of families ii 
abyaaal. We reaponded to th••• violation• of the Act by 
continuini to highliiht the iaaue throughout the ~e•tin9■• · In 
addition, 1ome forward movement beyond the H•lsinki ~inal•Act 
wa1 achi•ved throu9h aix specific nev provision• in ~h• Madrid 
concluding docum~nt. The participating states have pledged: 

-- to •favorably u•al with• and 'd•cid• upon• applie■tion1 
for !amily me•tin~•, re~nification, ind marriage. Th• Pinal 
Act provided only th~t the, would •consider• or •deal with 
application• in a po1itive and humanitarian spirit.• 

-- that marriage and family reunification, applie•tions will 
be deeid•d •within· aix Donths,• the first reference to a 
definit• time ?eriod. We believe thia to be a uaeful 
improvement over th• rinal Act commitment to decide••• 
expeditiously•• poaaibl•.• 

-- that makin9 or r•newin9 applications tor tamily 
r•unification will not modify right• to •employ•ent, houain9, 
r~sid~nce status, family support, access to social, eeono■ic or 
•ducational benefit•.• 
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-- to provide th• neeeasary fora• and information on 
pr~c•dur•• and regulations !ollow•d in emigration cases. Thia 
has b•en a serious problem for many trying to emigrate !rom th• 
East. 

-- to reduce!••• charged in connection with emigration •to 
bring them to a moderate level in relation to th• av~r•g• 
monthly income.• . The rt!erence to oonthly income provides a 
new standard by which to judge fee levels which in so~e caaea 
have b•en exorbitant. 

-- To inform applicant• aa •expeditiously as ?oasible of 
th• deeiaion• on their casea and inform them of •their right to 
r•new applications after reasonably ahort intervals• in eaaea 
of r~fusal. Both th• fact that applicants must be informed of 
d•cisione and the recognition of the right to reapply ar@ 
important in that uny retua•nik• in th• USSR have b~~n giYeD 
•final refusals• and told th•Y could not reapply. 

The Madrid Concluding Docum•nt alao adds an important nev 
~l~m~nt to the pro~ision~ of th• H•lain~i Final Act by 
sp~cifying that visitors to diplomatic and other official' ' 
missions and consular posta will b• aaaured of access to the~ 
and reaffirming th• import•nce of facilitating the normal 
functioning of those Qi~siona. 

There was on• additional 1tep taken after months o! debate 
and 1t1lemat•. The West beli•vea that it is important to 
provide a forum atter Madrid and before the next follow-up 
m•eting !or th• issue of human contact• to be thorouqhly 
~xplored at a m•etin; of •xp•rta Att•nd•d by re~resentati~•• of 
all JS countries. ~• loot u~on an exp•rts' m•eting as a m••n• 
~f providing an opportunity for further clarity and, p~rbapa, 
und~rstanding among us all, so that by th~ ti~e of the next 
!ollow-up m~eting this issu• =i9ht o• leas of an irritant. 

Th• Gov•rnment ot Switz•rland ahar•d our beli•f and invit•d 
the participating stat~s to an eiperts' m•eting ~o d~•l ~i~h 
h uman contacts during Ap1il l9i6. Thi•~•• finally accept•d by 
th• Sovi•t Union. A l4te d~t~ was ••l•cted so that v• will 
hav~ tim~ to ~xamine how th• six nev provisions in the Madrid 
agr~•m~nt will have be~n COQpli~d ~ith. w~ look upon this 
m~~ting as an important development. 

HUMAN RIGHTS ~XP~R~s• M£&TING 

Th• d••irability of convening a Buaan Rights Experts' 
Me~tin9 wa1 first expreaa•d by th~ W••t in Madrid in February, 
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1961. We look•d upon this hi9bly controv~rsial proposal aa 
vital it ve ar• •v•r to aehi•v• understanding b•tween Eaat a.nd 
W•at. ~e define h~man righta by what v~ consider to b• th• 
r•asonabl• 1tandard of individual freedom. Communists think ot 
!r••dom Ln terms o! •class• and the •atate•. we are plea1ed 
that the propoaed •xperta' meeting reeeive~ approval after ~ore 
than two year• of consideration. It is to take place in 

• Ottawa, Canada in Kay.1985. Ita agenda focuses on the at&tua 
o! human rights •1n th•ir states,• i.e., the participating 
states, so•• not to broaden its scope to include other artaa 
of th• world. 

INP'ORHATION 

Th• Madrid docum•nt cont•in• a numb•r of n~w and helpf~ 
provision• deaign•d to atren9to•n the &•lsinki rinal Act 
provision• in this important &Iea. They are: 

l. ~ provision th•t partieip•ting stat~s will encourage 
th~ public sale and diiitri:z>uticn ct printed matt.er from other 
states, including ~king th~: 'acc•••ibl• in reading rooma.• 

2. ~ pcoviaion that p:ic•a of for@ign publications ahould 
not b• exc~ssive in, r•lation to pric•• in the,ir cc,untry of 
origin. Thia languag• is somewhat qualifi~d becaua• Western 
gov•rnmenta find it difficult to make e~mmitments in thia •t••• 

J. Lan9ua9• confirming that state• will •turthet e~t~n4 
th• possibilitie•• !or tn• public to take out foreign 
subacriptiona. In aekno~l~dginq th•t anyon• can subacri~ to 
for•ign publicationa, thj• pcovi•ion ~xt~nds the rinal Act 
which states only to •d~v~lop possibilities fot taking out 
subscriptions according to QOdalitiea •••• • 

-
,. A ref•I•nc• •ndoraing :dir•ct eontacts among 

journalists• which ia not in th• Pinal Act. 

5 . A pl•dg• to decide visa applications from journalist• 
without •undue delay• and to r~~x&■ ine within a reasonable tim~ 
applications which hav• b•en refused. 

6. A aentenc• atating that journaliats traveling for 
personal reasons will teceive the aame treatment 11 other 
viaitora. Thia i• a new element, not found in the Final ~ct, 
and is in respon•• to eompl~int• by W•atern journalists. 

7. ~ cor:unitment to 9rant p~cm•nent eorres?ond•nts and 
th•ir families •ultiple ~ntry and exit viaas valid for iye•r. 
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8. A pledg• to ••xamin• · the poa ■ ibility• of eo-aeereditin9 
journalists per••n•ntly accredited to other eountriea. This la 
a ua•ful provision tor moat Western new■ organi~ationa ~ho bAve 
only one or two journa~i•t• covering all of Eastern Europe. 

9. A commitment to tak• •concrete ~•••urea• to provide 
mor• •xt•n~iv• trav•l opportunities for journaliata and to 
•1n!orm journalist• in . advance• of new areas cloa•d !or 
security reasons. 

10. A aent•nc• pledging states to •tncr~•a• th~ 
. poa•ibiliti••• and •t■prove the condition•• for for•ign 

journAll•t• to •establish and maintain p•raon•l eontact1 and 
co~municationa with th~ir 1ources.• We look upon th• word 
•personal• •• implyin9 individual contacts, thereby 
strengthening the r1nal Act. 

ll. A proviaion that radio and televiaion journa:ista may 
b• accompanied by their ovn aound and film technieiana and uae 
th•ir own •quipa•nt. Thi• i• another useful addition to the 
P'inal ~ct. 

12. A provision th•t journalist• may carry with then , 
r•f•r•nc• material, including personal not•• and filea to be 
used tor their proteaaional purpo•••• an important addition to 
the Final Aet . A qualifier acknowledging that import o! 
printed oatt•r may be subject to local regulation -- and 
Western states also hav• such regulations -- is itself 
qualified by a statement that these r•gulationa •will b• 
applied with due r•gard to the journalists' need for adequate 
wor~ing QAterial.• 

:3. ~ ?roviaion on press centers open to national and 
!or•ign- journali•t.• may b• helprul considering the peucity of 
such !aciliti•• in the USSR and o·ther taat•rn countries. 

14. ~ sentence in the culture section committin9 stat~• to 
· •grAdu•lly lower cu~to• duti••• on books, films and other tor•• 
ot cultural . expreaaion, •• w•ll as •encourage wider 
dissemination of and ace•••• to these items. This is a minor 
advance over th• rinal Aet. 

15~ A •cultur&l rorum• to be held in Budapest in 1985. 
Thi• ~ill provid• an opportunity tor thew-at to rai~•, it 
necessary a review of nov arttsts and writers in EastPrn 
£uropean states are treated . 
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16. A provi ■ ion in th• •ducation ••etion calling upon 
states to encoura9• publieatJon ~f •111t1 and eataloguea of 
op•n arehival mat•ri~l,• an ~ddition to th~ Pinal ~ct vhicb may 
aid in negotiating future ~xchange programs and may be helpful 
to foreign 1cholar1 doing res~arch in th~ Soviet Union. 

TERRORISM 

The Helsinki rin•l Act do~• not de•l with th~ subj•ct ol 
terrorism. Th~ Unit~d States joined the Spanish delegation and 
oth~rs in urging that th• Hadri~ final docum~nt includ• a 
provision on this vital th,~&t to th~ se~urity ~tall stat••· 
Th~ fi~al document does includ~ such a provision. It includes: 

l. A statement that aign1torie1 vill •take •ff•ctiv•' 
m~asur•• for th• prev~ntion and suppression of 5Cts of . 
terrorism, both at the national l~vel and through international 
coop•ration .... • 

2. A provision that state• will tak• rn•aaur•• to pr•••nt 
th~ir territories froc b~ing used for the preparation or 
organization of terrorist activities dir~cted against ot~•r 
participating states and their citizens. 

, 
3. A cocuait••nt to refrain troa direct or indirect 

•••iatane•, financing, ~neouraging or tolerating t•rrorist or 
aubv•raiv• activitiea directed at the violent overthrow ot tbe 
g~vernment of other participating states. 

4. A pl•d9• that statea will •do their utmo ■ t• · to •••~r• 
n•c••••ry ••curity to all diplomatic, consular and official 
r•pr•••ntativea of other states. 

-Given th• reco~d o! ao■e of th• states which approved t.hia 
provision re9atdin~ internat _ional t•rrorism, there ~•Y ~ .ota• 
under1tandabl• akeptieiam about ■uch • provision. We atron9ly 
b•li•v•, howev•r, that it ia vital for an int•rn•tional 
modality to be eatablish•d, and thi1 provision help• to do ao. 

S£CURI7Y 

Th• n•goti•tiona that l•d to the ai9ning ot the H•l•inki 
Final Act in 1975 had th•ir conc•ptual origins in an original 
plan calling fot ••tabliahment ot • &uropean S•curity 
Conferene•. Th• aqr~eD•nt that finally came out of G&neva and 
Helsinki va ■ one that included• very significant humanitarian 
din•naion, which th• Unit•d Stat•• and its Western friends 
eonaid•r to be on• ~t th•ir major aceomplis~~enta. 
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H~vertheleas, th• ••curity questions that are & p~tt of th• 
tl~lsinki process r•Q•in ot . gre•t i~portance to all of th• 
participating states. 

Th• NATO group of .state• in February 1981 presented a 
French propoaal callin9 tor the eatabltahtMnt of a conf•r•ne• 
to take place after th• Madrid meeting to 'deal ~ith milit&ry 
confid~nce buildin9 measures. The problem of surprise military 
attack i1 one uppermo~t in the minds of Europeans. The United 
States Joined th• Western resolve that a conference on surprise 
military attack had to b• carefully structured in Madrid 10 
that it did not b~come a vaguely worded mandate for a 
•diaarmament• meeting in which propaganda speeches rather than 
constructive deciaiona would be the major element. 

Portunat•ly, th• neutral and non-aligned stat~• agt••~ vith 
this W•1tern obj~ctiv~. Th• S~•t ab•ndon•d its proposal, 
originally aubQitted by W•raav, and after long and int~n•ive 
d~bate I mandate for the conf•renee fully acceptable to ua v•• 
a~opt•d. It m•eta our four •saential criteria: 

1. The Conference will b• an int~gral part of the CSC£ • 
proceaa. 

2. The Conference will not interfere with ongoing arms 
negotiation■, auch •• MBPR. 

J. ~h• tir•t ata9• of the Conference will d•al ~xcluaively 
with contidenc• building meaaur••· Thia is stated in 
paragraphs two and 1ix of the mandate tor the Conference ·on 
Confid~nce- and Security-Building M•••ures and Disarament in 
turope which provide th1t• • •• the first stage will ~e devoted 
t~ . . . confidence- and aecurity-building aeasures designed to 
rejuce the riak of militacy confrontation in Europe• and that 
• ... • - future follow-up meeting will consider ways and 
appro?riat• ~•ans for ... a~pplem•nting the pres•nt ~andat& for 
th• next stag• ot th• Conference •.. • 

4 . Confidenc• and Seeurity Building Measures (CSBKa) 
agr•ed at th• Conference are to b• militarily significant. 
politica1·1y binding, ver~fiabl• and applicable to the whole of 
Europe. 

Th• extension ot th• area to the Orals is quite 
signi!icant, beeauae th~ limit~d confidenc• building ~••sur•• 
adopt•d in 1975 exe~pt•d th• Sovi~t Union fr~m th~ir coverage# 
except !or th• first 2S0 kilom•ter ■ within its borders. Th• 
Sovi•t Union, after first rejecting an extension to co~er all 
of it• European area, then urged that the geographic area~ 
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•xt~nd•d into th• Atla.ntic -Ocean as compensation for it1 
ext~naion to the Ural Hountaina. Th• s~viet objective, of 
course, waa to negate th• internation&l principle recognizing 
! r •• u a• . o ! th• h i gh a• a 1 , and t h us po s a i bl y to inter fer e vi th 
~ove~ent of U.S. force• in contingencies involving areas o~ th• 
world outside Europe. w~ present~d a provision, which was in 
th• original 1975 . agreement, making certain tbat only 
•adjoining aea area and air space• would be included, and only 
wh•n activiti•• · in that area ar@ a part of military activiti•• 
taking plact within Europ• itself. This was ~vent~4lly 
accepted by the &&st. W• ~~r~ pleased that this forDulatlon 
was finally approv•d, ~•caus~ it cle4cly ~xcludea ino~p•nd•nt 
air and·n•v•l activiti•• from eover4g~. ~h~ mandate will npw 
permit concentration •t the m~etinq, which ~ill~~ h~ld in 
Stockholm, on the crucial confidence building Q•aaurea re,quir•d 
to deal with the problem of surprise military attack on th• 
European continent. 

ro~LOW-UP MEETINGS 

Dur in9 the ?reparatory Meeting in 1980, th~ United Sta't.ea 
propoaed to all or th• del•gations, most p~cticul•tly to th• 
Soviet Union, that ~ll participants immediately comcit 
the~selv•• to hold• follow-up =••ting within three yeara after 
Madrid. Th• Sovi•t Union r•fu•ed to join us in that step and 
consiat~ntly r•tuaed to provide th• W••t with such an 
unc·onditional commitm•nt. This was apparently d••ic;n•d to 
intimidate oth•r stat•• into b•li•ving that the B•lainki 
process would end if the Madrid meeting did not conclude to 
Soviet a•ti•faction. 

We •r• very pl••••d that th• final Madrid document pcovidea 
for another follow-up. meeting which 11 to tak• place in Vi•nn• 
in Nove~b•r 1986. Thia 1• a longer interv~ning petiod than~• 
would hav• pref•rr•d, but th~ final docu~~nt also pcovid•• that 
th~r• ~ill be a 10th anniv~rsary commem~ration m~eting in 
H~lsinki in 1985, the y~ar we ~ight ordinarily have held a 
follow-up meeting. · 

We also have decid•d to hold a s•ries of supplementaty 
rn~~tings between tho•• ln Kadrid and Vi•nna. w~ hop• that 
these will help k••P tbe aelainki issues aliv~ and at the••_. 
time strengthen tbe H•lainki proc•••· 

Here 1• • list of th• •ight future m•etings provide4 for 1~ 
the N•drid doeum•nt: 

l. Th• first stag• of a CDC commencing January 17, 1984 in 
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Stockholm, t .o be prec~d~d by• the•• week preparatory m~•ting 
to take place be9innin9 rm· October 25, 1963 in Helsinki. 

2. A aix w••~ tx~rta' ~••tin9 on the Peaceful Settlement 
ot :,isputea, in >.th@ns, beginning Karcb 21, 1984. 

l 

3. A seminar on H•dit•rr•n••n coo~ration, in Vtnie•, f:oz 
Octob•r 16-26, 198( • . 

4. An Experts' M~~tin9 on Human aights in Ottawa, laatinq 
six v~ek1 and comm~ncing on MAY,, 1985. 

5 •. A commemorativ• =••ting in B•l•inki, in 1985t marki~9 
th• 10th anniversary of th• aigninq ot th~ Final Act. 

6. A Cultural rorum, in &udapeat, aometi .. in 1985. 

7. An !xp.rta• M .. tin; on Bu .. n Contacts, in Bern, 
s~itz•rland, !astin~ •ix w••ks and comaencing April 16 lt86. 

8. Th• third follov-up DPPting ot th~ csct, in Vienna, 
starting Nov~cber: 4, 'l986. 11 


