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Canadien Statement at Helsinki Meeting

The Right Hanourable Joe Clark,
Secretary af State for Externat
Affairs, attended the meeting ta
commemnorate the tenth anniversary
of the signing of the Final Act of the
Con ference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe, held in Helsinki,
Finland, July 31. Foilowing are
excerpts from that address..

"Ten years ago, the signature of the
Final Act evolced a wlde range of reac-
tins. Some believed that the hostlity and
uncertalnty which had marked East-West
relations for so long would quickly melt
away under the bright suni of détente.
Others viewed the Final Act as a horta-
tory set of puinciples which would be
ignored and soon forgotten. Most of us,
however, viewed the Final Act with both
hope and realism. Certainly Canada did.

Hope was essential-. Canada has deep
rmots In Europe; our historical origins are
In Europe; and we have shared both the
profound benefits of Europe's political
and social ideals and the traglo costa of
Europe's wars. Experience had shown
that even longstanding divisions could

be healed, or at least managed
peaceably. We wanted to nurture the
hope that solutions could be found to
those divisions which still threatened the
peace and security of the family of
Europe, whereverwe mlght live.

Hope, however, was tempered by
reallsm. The tortuous negotations which
had led to the Final Act made It painfully
clear that distrust and hostility were very
deeply rooted and that productive
dialogue would take time, patience and,
above ail, commitment.

The Final Act, nevertheless, repre-
sented a beglnning. A balanced product
of compromise, it seemed to express a
common determination amnong the parti-
cipating states that desire for under-
standing and cooperation prevail over
sterile confrontation. The 080E had
established itself as a multilateral forum
In which partlcipatlng states, without
seeking to threaten the systems of
others, could seek common ground. it
agreed upon a set of norms and prIn-
cIples which, If adhered to in their
totality, formed a sound basis for the
coniduct of clvilized relationships not
only among governments, but also be-
tween governments and their own
citizens. Finally, the 080E provided an
opportunity for ail signatory states to
contribute to efforts to relax tensions
between East and West.

It was therefore possible, in 1975, to
be hopeful without being unrealistic, and
Canada was determlned to make a con-
structive contribution to a process which
held out the promise of a new and
positive approach.

We have maintalned that commitment,
Mr. Chairman, but when the
accomplishments of the past decade are
measured against the potential which
seemed to exist in 1975, Canadians feel
dlsappolntment and concerfi.

Durlng the review of the implementa-
tion of the Final Act in Belgrade and in
Madrid, It was clear that there had been
very little progress in lmplementing the
undertakinge of 1975, and what is
worse, that in most fields, there had
been a slipplng back.

Since then, the situation has becomne

even less promising. Denial of self-
determination to the people of one
country began even before the Madrid
meeting opened. It continues today, and
is Intervention in the true meaning of the
sixth principle, aven If the victim is flot a
particlpating state, since we ail agreed in
1975 to, behave towards states outslde
the circle of the 35 in the same way we
behave towards the states withln it. We
have seen the fear of Intervention affect
a partlcipating state during the course of
the Madrid meeting. Non-compliance on
this scale inevltably corroded the hopes
we shared In 1975 and threatened the
credibility of the CSCE process.

Canadians have a deep and ablding
concern about human rights. The situa-
tion In some countries is much worse
than It was in 1975. Individuals who
believedi the assurance of their leaders
that they had the right to know and to
act upon their human rights have paid
for their trust in prison, in labour camps
and in exile. In the recent Humnan Rlghts
Experts Meeting in Ottawa, we did not
attempt to expand the human rights
whIch should be assured to ail indi-
viduals. There is little point in addlng
new undertaklngs when some states will
not implement the rights which they
have already agreed are inherent In the
dignity of human beings.

The Ottawa meeting did produce one
good result: some states had claimed
that the discussion of human rlghts In ail
countries of the Final Act was beyond
the ambit of CSCE meetings, but made
their own dlaim indefensibie by themn-
selves engaglng in crlticismi of practices
in other countries. This is a development
we welcome. However, those counies
- and they lncluded those which main-
talned that the Final Act was a sacred
text which could not be varied, having
been signed by the hlghest political
leaders - made an attempt to turn the
Final Act on its head by claiming that
rights which received only indirect treat-
ment in the Final Act were of greater
consequence than those fundamental
human rights which were the main object
of the seventh principle, It wifl have to be
recognlzed that certain rights are fun-
damental and others are goals to be pur-
sued - goals which will be progressively
eiaborated and expanded. This distinction
is found in the language of the seventh
principle and also in the United Nations
documents to which the final paragraph
of that principle particularly refers.


