
N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  

ORICIPLL; ENGLISH 

To: P o l i t i c a l  Committee 

From: Acting Chairman 

t h e   l a s t  
20th  and 
um-dated 

In  response t o  requests from delegations  following 
meeting of  t he   Po l i t i ca l  Committee with CSCE Experts, 
21st October, 1976, the   In te rna t iona l   Secre ta r ia t   has  
Annex A t o  POLADS(76)38 of 4th  October, 1976, 

entitled “Eastern,  Neutral and Non-aligned points of  view on 
various  questions  concerning  preparations for the  Belgrade 
meetings. 

2. Because o f  the  considerable  increase  in  information 
currently awil-able t o  the  Internat ional   Secretar ia t  , the 
up-dated  version of  t he   ea r l i e r  document i s  a summary of the 
main p o i n t s  of interest   only.  If any delegation  wishes t o  
r e f e r  t o  thz fu l l  compilation of  information drawn up by the  
In te rna t iona l   Secre ta r ia t ,  would they please contact 
Nr. L. Edwards. 

(Signed) E.L. KILLHAM 
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PZPARATION FOR THE BELGRADE l'IEBTIPJGS 

The following  points of  view  have  been expressed by 
the  countries  concerned t o  A l l i e s  o r  other  contacts.  

1, REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION 

. .  1. General  approach t o  review , , . . . . . . . , . .  , . .  

A .  East 
(a)  Soviet Union and others  (excluding Romania) 

Repeated a s se r t ions   t ha t  Belgrade  must 
fur ther   l l re laxat ion o f  tensionsf1, and t h a t  
therefore  the  review should emphasize 
"positive  experience", If not,   Eastern 
countries w i l l  Itgo on the  offensive" against 
the  Western  performance, 

(b) 

Claims to  favour an objective  review, 

B. Neutral2 

Review i s  main purpose of Belgrade; should be 
thorough  but  avoiding  confrontation  (Austria, 
Finland , Sweden) 
Switzerland, ES an  exception,  prefers less 
a t t en t ion  on  review and more on development of  
détente. 

C . Non-aligned 
Review is the  main task of Belgrade;  but less 
interested  than  Neutrals  i n  pursuing  Eastern 
implementation ( ~ u g o s ~ z v i a ) ,  

2. Form of  review 

A .  - East 
(a)  Soviet Union and others  (excluding Romania) 

Each country  should  describe i t s  own 
performance,  positive  aspects of  develop- 
ment i n   r e l a t ions   w i th   o the r s ,  and what 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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could be done i n   f u t u r e ,  Should not con- 
centrate  on act ions o f  separa te   s ta tes .  

(b) Romania 
Review should be conducted  taking  section by 
section  within each  Basket. 

B . Neutrals 
( i )  most have said that  while  the  review should 

. . .  

be conducted i n  a thorough manner, there  
should  not be a " t r ibunal f t ;  

(Finland, Sweden, Switzerland P ; (ii) not a flcountry by country"  ap  roach 

(iii) draw up a "balance sheet11 (Austria) p' 

( iv)  s e r i e s  of statements  concentrating on 
one*s own s i t u a t i o n  and not  naming any 
other  country (Sweden may wel l  not  be 
representative of  most Neutrals). 

C , Non-aligned 
Each count ry  should  point t o  i t s  own prodress,  
and ask questions of o ther   par t ic ipants  PYugoslavia). 

3 .  Where review should be conducted 

A -  - East 
No c lear   ind ica t ion ,   except   tha t  Romania wmts 
opening  statements in   plenary,   then  fur ther  work 
i n  committees, one €or  each  Basket. 

B . Neutrals 
Opening statements  in  plenary,  then  thorough 
analysis  i n  committees, one f o r  each  Basket 
(Austria,  Finland, Sweden). 
Switzerland, as an exception,  wants  the whole 
review i n  plenary. 

C . Non-aligned 
Opening s ta tements   in   plenary,   then  into committees, 
one €or  each  Basket  (Yugoslavia) , 

4 ,  sonnection between  review  and new p r o p o s a 3  
Committees, one on each  Basket, should proceed  section 
by section  through  each  Basket,  reviewing  progress 
then  draf t ing new t e x t s  on proposals and follow-up 
before moving on to   the   next   sec t ion  (Romania), 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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1. General  approach 
_I 

. -  . .  

. ,. 

A .  - East 
(a)  Soviet  Union and others  (excluding Romania) 

(i) Eastern views  on the number and nature 
of new proposals seem s t i l l  uncertain, 
They are   indicat ing  that   they might 
forego  detailed  discussion of  t h e i r  
own proposals:  presumably  they would 
do this i f  they  thought  they  could 
e i ther   ob ta in  a short anodyne meeting 
or avoid new proposals from others  
which  cause them embarrassment, 
Meanwhile they  are  pursuing  the Brezhnev 
Proposals and the  non-first-use o f  
nuclear weapons, apparently  leaving 
open a t  present  whether  they  want 
detailed  discussion a t  Belgrade; 

(ii) Belgrade i s  merely " c o n s ~ l t a t i v e ~ ~   i n  
nature ,  and there  should be  no revis ion 
o f  o r  s h i f t  of emphasis i n   t he   F ina l  
Act, . New pro  osa13  should  implement or 
(occasionally P ttdeveloptf  Final Act 

. provisions. 

(b) pomania 
(i) s t r o n g   i n t e r e s t   i n  new proposals. 

Although it has said tha t   on ly   p ro jec ts  
t o  implement  the' Final Act should be 
considered, it i s  nonetheless  supporting 
the  idea o f  developing  the CBPI pro- 
vis ions.   Six t o  10 new projects   could 
be sanctioned  but probably mostly by 
establishing  expert  groups t o  work on 
them a f t e r  Belgrade; 

. . .  . 

(ii) on organization of  new proposal item, 
see  1.4. 

B. Neutrals 
(i) danger o f  new proposals   dis t ract ing f rom 

review  (Finland, Sweden); BUT 
more emphasis on new p r o p o a s   t h a n  review 
(Switzerland) ; 

(il) should  not modify the  Final Act: new pro- 
posals  should  elaborate  existing commitmests 

N A T O  C O F ? J I D %  
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and be directed a t  more thorough i lementa- 
tion  (Austria,  Finland,  Switzerland 7 , 
Should not   resurrect   proposals   re jected a t  
Helsinki  (Finland, Sweden); 

( i i i )   proposals   should  not  be submitted  too  early 
i n  case   they   d i s t rac t  from evaluation (Finland) 

early  discussion even  before  Belgrade (Sweden) , 
. .  BUT . .  I 

C , Non-aligned 
( i )  should  Ilenlarge" Final  Act i n  all three 

Baskets  (Yugoslavia); 

Belgrade  (Yugoslavia) , 
(ii) early  discussion o f  new proposals even before 

2, Specif ic  new proposals 

Note: for new proposa ls   in   the  CBI3s f i e l d ,  see POLADS - 
(7717 dated 27th Jaauary9 1977. 

A *  - E a s t  
(a) Soviet -.Union and others  (excluding Romania), 

. .  

non-first-use o f  nuclear weapons and 
-uestlons 
While the  East w i l l  undoubtedly r e f e r  
to th i s  proposal e t  Belgrade, it i s  
not   c lear  that  they w i l l  aim a t  
detai led  discussion  there ,  It is also 
no t   c l ea r  that they want de ta i led  dis- 
cussion o f  any other  disarmament 
question a t  Belgrade.  In  October/ 
December, 1976 Bulgaria,  Czechoslovakia 
and the GDR said t h a t  disarmament issues 
should be d e a l t  with i n  d e t a i l   i n   o t h e r  
ex is t ing  f o r a ,  and not a t  Belgrade, 
(GDR spec i f i ed   t ha t  t h i s  included  the 
non-first-use proposal)  , m, Gromyko's 
c a l l   f o r  a special  meeting of  CSCE 
s t a t e s  as  soon as possible  t o  discuss 
the  non-first-use  proposal shows t h a t  
the Sast are  determined  to  keep  the 
proposa l   a l ive   in  a CSCE contextp  bxt 
leaves open  whether  they want it dis- 
cussed i n   d e t a i l  a t  Belgrade, 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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(ii)  MBFR.  Belgrade  should  not deal in any detail m PIBFR; 
(iii)  Swiss  Proposal  on  peaceful  settlement of dispute? 

should be discussed,  but  not  in  detail  and  only 
a  procedural  decision; 

(iv) opposed to discussion  on human rights, 

(b) Romania 
(i)  extension of CSCE principles  to  Mediterranean 

(Romania/Yugoslavia); 
(ii) 

.B .' II Neutrals 

possible  discussion  on  re  ional  disarmament  and 
on bilateral  non-use O f-9"- orce  agreements  between 
CSCE participants , 

Non-first-use of nuclear  weapons.  Cautious  attitud 
'fn  principle  against  any  such  proposal  at  Belgrade 
(Austria); 

.e , 

(ii)  MBFR. Do not  favour link between  MBFR  and CSCE 

(iii)  Sweden  uncertain  whether t o  make  same  proposal  on 
I ( d e n ,  Switzerland) ; 

defence  budgets  as  made  in UN. 
(iv) Swiss Proposal.  on  peaceful  settlement of disputes. 

General  support  for  procedural  decision  at  Belgrade. 
Swiss  are  re-working-  their  proposal  but  may n o t  
have  completed  their  review  in  time f o r  Belgrade, 

C, Non-aligned 
(i) extension of CSCE principles  to  Nedite-rranean  (Malta 

(ii) contribution  in  the f i e l d  of human  rights  (Yugoslavia) 

possible  esta of follow-up  experts  group 
(Yugoslavia) ; 

(iv)  MBFR,  Need f o r  Belgrade  to put  new  life  into  MBFK 
=some de  ree of link  between  CSC3  and MBFR 
(Yugoslavia 7 

(probable),  Yugoslavia/Romania); 

(iii)  discussion'on  disarmament  problems  including 

BASKET II 
A .  East 

(a)  Soviet  Union  and  others  (excluding  Romania) 
. . .  (i)  Brezhnev  Proposals,  Will  probably  seek 

procedural  decisions  including  possible 
establishment  of follow-up working 

L1.A T O C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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group,  unless  agreement  before  Belgrade, 
Several   indications t ha t  do not  w a n t  
detailed  discussion, though h i n t  from 
Soviet Union tha t  energy  conference 
might be discussed  in  depth a t  Belgrade. 
(Eventual  position a t  Belgrade w i l l  
depend on proceedings o f  3Znd Plenary 
Session  of Economic Commission f o r  
Europe, 18th t o  29th April 1977. ) 

(b) Romania 

( i )  Brezhnev Pro osals .  West should  submit 
s g h a l  of t h e i r  own 
within-area of Brezhnev.  Proposals; 

( i i )   d i scuss ion  on navigation on in t e rna l  m. 
B . Neutrals 

( i )  Brezhnev Proposals. Emphasis on r u l e  of 
Economic  Commission f o r  "Ebroge; 

c.  m 
( i )  Brezhnev Proposals.  Procedural  discussions 

energy  which should be d iscussed   in  a wider 
forum (Yugoslavie) ; 

( i î )   t r a f f i c : .  and t ranspor t  i n   t h e  Mediterranean 
m e a  (Yugoslavia) 

.. . at Belgrade  but  substanc-e a t  ECE except f o r  

BASW3' III 

A .  East 
. . . . .  , , (a) Soviet Union and others  (excluding . . . Romania) . . . . - .  

.(i) opposed t o  discussion on human r iph ts ;  

m v e  
Youth exchan e s9   t hea t r e  and folklore 

B. Neutrals 
( i )  would l i k e  new i n i t i a t i v e  on guman contacts 

(Austria) ; 

(ii) cons ider ing   in i t ia t ive  on writ ten  information 
(Switzerland). 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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C. Non-aligned 

(iii) 

(iv). . 

POLADS ( 77) 9 

European  Year of Culture  (Yugoslavia); 
abolishment  or  simplification of visa 
requirements and easier  procedure- 
passports  (Yugoslavia).; 

promoting  youth  travel  (Yugoslavia) ; 

co-operation  between news agenc.ies and . . .. - 
TV ormnizations (Yugoslavia); 

in Mediterranean  area,  co-operation  in 
cul'ture,  tourism,  emigration  and sports  
(Yugoslavia) ; 

brief  discussion on emigration  in  Europe 
(Yugoslavia) . 

III a FOLLOW-UP TO BELGRADE 

East 
(a) Soviet  Union and others  (excluding  Romania) 

A *  - . .  

Unclear  attitude. Some 
they  want  to  avoid  experts 

groups  as  much as possible,  apart  from 
experts  meeting  on Swiss Proposal and 
possibly  working  group  on  Brezhnev 
Proposals; but  other  indications  that 
they  would  prefer  the  establishment of 
experts  groups  to a prolonged  Belgrade; 

(ii) Further-Belmade.  Apparently.stil1 
uncertain; . .  ., .. 

(iii) MewCSCE. No interest; 

,(.iv)  Permanent  secretariat. No interest. 

(b) Lonania 
denies  wish for institutionalization  but  propo- 
s a l s  for  pattern of political/technicd follow- 
up  meetings  come.close  to  this. 
(il . Favours 5-8 ad  hoc  groups 

tasks, e.g. on CBMs; 
(ii) . Favours  "re,daritytt 

itytO:  at  Belgrade  decide 
date of next  such  meeting  only; 

_ A  IT A T 0. L 
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(iii) New CSCE. In   f ive   years  a t  t he   ea r l i e s t  

( i v )  Permanent s e c r e t a r i a t .  Not advocating this. 

B, Neutrals 
Some (Finland,  followed. by Sweden) are  sympathetic t o  
Ins t i tu t iona l iza t ion   bu t   Aus t r ia  is  less interested.  

(1) Sympathetic t o  ad hoc  groups 
. .  andates (Sweden).  Xxperts  meeting 

required on Swiss Proposal  (Switzerland); on 
CBMs (Austria,  Switzerland); 

m e  next  ueeting (all Neutrals):  favours 
" indicat ive  per iodici ty"  with Belgrade s e t t i n g  

(Finland) ; 

(ii) Further  Belgrade.  Belgrade  should se t   t he   da t e  

. .  date by which "Belgrade III" should be held 

( i i i )  New CSCE. L i t t l e   i n t e r e s t   a t   p r e s e n t ;  

( i v )  Permanent s ec re t a r i a t .  Mo i n t e r e s t ;  

. .. (v) Follow-up questions  should be discussed  in  
p l ena ry   a t  Belgrade  (Austria). 

C Non-aligned . .  

0 )  Advocates  establishment  on, 
sarmment  problems  (Yugoslavia) ; 

(ii) Further  Belgrade.  Belgrade  should  set  the  date 
?or €he next  meeting i n  2-3 years  (Yugoslavia), 

IV. 

A .  East  
_II 

(a )  Soviet Union and others  (excluding Romania), 
The Soviet Union has' apparently  dropped i ts  hopes 
f o r  a substantive  preparatory  meeting which would 
prepare  the way f o r  a b r i e f  formal main meeting, 
I t  now concludes  the  preparatory  meeting w i l l  l a s t  
4-6 weeks and simply s e t  the da te ,  agenda and 
organization of the  main meeting. 

(b) Romania 
Although it once  thought the preparatory  meeting 
would, be substantive,  it 'appears now t o  advocate 
a 'technical  meeting of 4-6 weeks duration. 

N A T O  
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B b Neutrals 
The ITeutrals  too  seen t o  have  once thought that  the 

preparatory  meeting w o u l d  include  substantive work over a long 
period.  Despite some remaining  fears that  substance w i l l  be 
unavoidable,  they now  seem t o  p re fe r  a short   technical  meeting. 

C Non-aligned 
The preparatory  meeting should set   only  the  date ,  

agenda  and modalities o f  the  main meeting; the  duration from 
4-10 weeks (Yugoslavia) 

1 Orffanizztion 
A b  East 

( 4  
There are no up-to-date firm indicat ions 
from Eastern countries on preferred 
organization. The Soviet Union said i n  
Ju ly ,  1976 that  the  meeting should avoid  the 
mixture of  main and sub-committees  which 
exis ted 2.t Phase II of  the CSCE. Since  then 
there  have  been  only two vague references 
Prom other  Eastern  countries to the  need 'Co 
avoid  "too  organized1! a meeting  which would 
compete with Helsinki, and t o  the  desirabi l -  
i t y  of g iv ing   pr ior i ty  t o  plenary  sessionso 

(b) gomania 
Plenary Tor spening  statements,  then 
committees f o r  review and new proposals. 

B. 

(i) Plenary 
- for opening  statements and then  review 

discussion  (Austria,   Finland, Sweden? 
S w i t z e r l y d ) ;  

(Finland, Sweden) ; 

(Austria);  

- plus  general   discussion on detente 

- plus  Mediterranean and follow-up questions 

- plus a l l  review  discussion  (Switzerland); 
- plus concluding  session  (Finlmd); 

. . .  

-10- 
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( i f )  Committees 
One f o r  each o f  th ree  f irst  Baskets: for 
detailed  discussion on  review  and new 
proposals  (Austria,  Finlcand9 Sweden) . 

c .  
( i )  Plenary: f o r  opening  statements and general 

. . renew  discussion (Yugoslavia).;. 

( i i )  Committees: one for each of  four Baskets: 
m e d  discussion on review and new 
proposals  (Yugoslavia). 

A .  East 
( 4  

No clear   indicat ion.  

(b) Romania 
Simple  agenda  based on t e x t  of  Basket I V :  

B. Neutrals, and 
C. Non-aLiffned 

Li t t l e   i nd ica t ion .  

3.  Procedures 
CSCE ru les  of  procedure t o  continue t o  Epply  (Ronania, 
Switzerland) . 

4. Level of  attendance 
A .  

B. 

East - 
Soviet Union and others  
Preparatory  maeting:  officials Main meeting: 
o f f i c i a l s  with p o s s i b i l i t y  of temporary 
presence o f  Deputy Ministers: a t  no poin t  
should it exceed l e v e l  of Deputy Minister, 

Neutrals 
Preparatory  meeting:  officials. Plain meeting: 
Vice-Ministers a t  main sessions .. 

c 0 1  

-11- 
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c .  
Preparatory  meeting:  officials Main meeting: 
o f f i c i a l s  with Deputy Ministers at opening and 
closing  sessions  (Yugoslavi,a) , 

5, Duration 

A *  __p_ 
East 
(a )  met Union and others  (excluding Romania) 

. Not too  long, and confined t o  1977. 
Bulgaria  recently said perhaps 2-3 months9 
but added t h a t  it should. las t  8s long as 
necessary. 

. .  . 

(b) Ftomania 
Begin 1st October and cont inue  unt i l  
f in i shed  - 2-4 months. 

B,  . Neutrals 
Duration o f  secondary  importance  (Finland, 
Sweden). If necessary  continue beyond 1977 
(Finland) .I 

C.  Non-aligned 
Begin 1st or 15th  September or on 1st Oc,tober. 
Continue until end o f  19770 Termination by 
consensus  (Yugoslavia). 

A ,  3ast  
(a> 1 

No !!new Final Act" o r  "g rea t   po l i t i ca l  document". 
Night be a f i n a l  conmuniqu6 (GDR) . 

(b) Romsnia 
Docurnent o f  about 10 pages i n   t h ree   pa r t s :  

(i) fac tua l  summary 02 proceedings; 
( i i )  conclusions' o f  evaluation; 

(iii) decisions on îu tu re  proposa ls  including 
the mandates OZ experts  groups. 

Should no t  compete with  Final Act. Early  Neutral  idea 
tha t  should be a series of documents, b u t   l a t e s t  
Finnish comments suggest one document with several  

; 
-12- 
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N A T O  C O N F I D E N T 1 A . L  

par t s   inc luding   tex ts  o f  opening  statements and any 
r e b u t t a l s  m d  new proposals. 

VI1 . PUBLIC INFORP~ATION 

(i) public  general  debate (Romania, Yugoslavia) ; 
- .  I . .  (ii) . public,opening  session,  debate on dgtente and general 

debate on review  (Finland) ; 
, .  

(iii) each  Delegation  should  inform  the  press of i t s  own 
interventions and not  those o f  others  (Finland) 

1. Par t ic ipa t ion  bv no 

A .  East 
(a> 

Unclear. 
(b) m 

Supports  participation by these  countries,  
but no t   spec ia l   pa r t i c ipa t ion  o f  any sub- 
regional  group. 

B . peu t ra l s  
Support   participation as a t  Geneva but opposed t o  
l a rge  261e (Swede& including  those who d id  not 
appear at Geneva (Switzerland) 

C . Non-aligned 
Psr t ic ipa t ion  on same basis as Geneva (Yugoslavia); 

p a r t  o f  non-aligned  Mediterranean  States 
(Yugoslavia,  Malta) . 

' presentation t o  Belgrade o f  a common pos i t ion  on 

- .  

2. Mediterranean  issues 

A .  East 
" 

(a)  Soviet Union and others  (excluding Romania) 
Indicat ions  that   they wish to   avoid dis- 
cussion of  Mediterranean  issues. 

(b) Romania 
Favours  extension of Pr inc ip les  t o  
Mediterranean; s t r e s s  on economic questions 
r a the r  thm securi ty   in   Mediterrmean  area;  
against   separate   f inal  document on 
Mediterranean, 

N A l' O C O N F I D E-,M-T I A L : - 
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?3 . Neutrals 
Cautious  towards  discussion of' Msditerrmean 

yues-Lions, espec ia l ly   po l i t i ca l  and security  questions,  a t  
Belgrade  (Austria,  Finland, Sweden, Switzerland) 

(i) Mediterrenean !"ocean of  peace"; 
( i i )  development of maritime  context  within CB4 sect ion 

with  application t o  the  Mediterranean; 

by all; 
(iii) Non-alimed  character of Halta t o  be recognized 

( iv)   extend  Pr inciples  t o  Nediterranean; 
(v) co-operation i n  

( a )   t r a f f i c ;  
(b)  t rensport ;  
(c)  tourism; 
( 2 )  eaviroment;  
(e)  emigration; 
(f) sports ;  
(g) co-operation between por t s ;  
(h) co-operation with UJT Regional -Commissions f o r  

Etmope, .! f r i c a  and the Middle Eas t   i n   t he   f i e lds  
02 science and technology  (Yugoslavia; Mdta 
( i ) - ( iv) (probable) ) .  

Yugoslavia plans t o  take  an  ini t ia t ive  before  
Belgrade t o  impleuent  the  invitation of the Colombo Non-aligned 
Summit t o  Won-aligned c o w t r i e s  o f  the Mediterranean t o  consult  
among themselves  with a view t o  a r r iv ing  a t  a common posi t ion,  
re f lec t ing   the   asp i ra t ions  of  the Non-aligned movement as a 
whole, t o  be presented t o  the CSCE review  conference i n  Belgradet1. 

MATO 
1110 Brussels. 
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