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ABOUT THE ORGANIZATION (OSCE)

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, dso known as the Helsinki process,
traces its origin to the sgning of the Helsinki Find Act in Finland on August 1, 1975, by the leaders of 33
European countries, the United States and Canada.  Since then, its membership has expanded to 55,
reflecting the breakup of the Soviet Union, Czechodovakia, and Yugodavia. (The Federa Republic of
Y ugodavia, Serbiaand Montenegro, has been suspended since 1992, leaving the number of countriesfully
participating at 54.) Asof January 1, 1995, the formal name of the Helsinki process was changed to the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).

The OSCE is engaged in standard setting in fidds including military security, economic and
environmenta cooperation, and human rights and humanitarian concerns. In addition, it undertakes a
variety of preventive diplomacy initiatives designed to prevent, manage and resolve conflict within and
among the participating States.

The OSCE has its main office in Vienna, Austria, where weekly meetings of permanent
representatives are held. In addition, specialized seminars and meetings are convened in variouslocations
and periodic consultations among Senior Officias, Ministers and Heads of State or Government are held.

ABOUT THECOMMISSION (CSCE)

The Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), aso known as the Helsinki
Commisson, isaU.S. Government agency created in 1976 to monitor and encourage compliance with the
agreements of the OSCE.

The Commission conggtsof ninemembersfromthe U.S. House of Representatives, nine members
fromthe U.S. Senate, and one member each from the Departments of State, Defense and Commerce. The
positions of Chair and Co-Chair are shared by the House and Senate and rotate every two years, when
anew Congress convenes. A professiond staff of gpproximately 15 persons assists the Commissioners
in their work.

To fulfill its mandate, the Commission gathers and disseminates information on Helsinki-rdated
topics both to the U.S. Congress and the public by convening hearings, issuing reportsreflecting the views
of the Commission and/or itsstaff, and providing information about the activities of the Helsinki processand
events in OSCE participating States.

At the same time, the Commission contributesiits views to the generd formulation of U.S. policy
on the OSCE and takes part in its execution, including through Member and gaff participation on U.S.
Ddegations to OSCE meetings as well as on certain OSCE bodies. Members of the Commission have
regular contact with parliamentarians, government officias, representatives of non-governmenta
organizations, and private individuas from OSCE participating States.
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THE 1999 OSCE
SUPPLEMENTARY HUMAN DIMENSION MEETINGS

BACKGROUND

As pat of an effort to enhance its review of the implementation of OSCE human dimension
commitments, the OSCE Permanent Council decided on July 9, 1998 (PC DEC/241) to restructure (by,
in effect, tightening the schedule for) the Human Dimension Implementation Meetings periodicaly held in
Warsaw.! Inaddition, it was decided to convene annualy threeinforma Supplementary Human Dimension
Meetingsin the framework of the Permanent Council. Holding these meetingsin Vienna, a the gte of the
weekly meetings of the Permanent Council —the OSCE's sanding decision-making body —isintended to
foster greater consideration of human dimension issues by the Permanent Council which, as a rule,
convenes behind closed doors.

The subjects for the Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings are to reflect key substantive
issues raised at the previous Human Dimension Implementation Mesting or Review Conference? The
selection of topicsis made by the OSCE Chairman-in-Office. For 1999, the chosen topics werereligious
liberties, gender issues, and Roma and Sinti issues.

These meetings are, as arule, one-day meetings. Asinforma meetings, they need not be hdd in
dl sx officid OSCE languages (German, English, Spanish, French, Itdian, and Russian), resulting in a
consgderable reduction in the cost of convening these meetings. The meetings may be attended by
representatives of OSCE participating States, internationa organizations, and non-governmenta
organizations.

The OSCE Chairman-in-Officeis mandated to provide the Permanent Council with apresentation
on the proceedings of each Supplementary Human Dimension Mesting. In addition, the OSCE's Office
for Democratic Ingitutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) is mandated to compile any written Satements
circulated through the Secretariat at the Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting and re-distribute them
to OSCE participating Statesin advance of the next Human Dimension Implementation Meeting or Review
Conference.

For adiscussion of the shortcomings of theimplementation review process, see THE OSCE A FTER THE LISBON
SumMIT (1997) and THE 1997 OSCE M EETING ON HUMAN DIMENSION IssUES (1998). For a discussion of improvements
to the review process, see THE 1998 OSCE Implementation Meeting on Human Dimension Issues, (1999) (all reports
prepared by the staff of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, available at <www.house.gov/csce>).

2Review Conferences precede summits of OSCE Heads of State or Government. They are usually held every
two years. Review Conferences are mandated to review implementation of OSCE commitments in all areas (military
security, economic and environmental cooperation, and the human dimension). In every year in which thereis not a
Review Conference, there is a Human Dimension Implementation Meeting. (“Human Dimension Implementation
Meetings” were originaly called, in the 1992 Helsinki Document, “Implementation Meetings on Human Dimension
Issues.” For no particular reason, a1998 PC decision changed their nameto the slightly more straightforward “Human
Dimension Implementation Meetings.”)



Thisreport providesasummary of the three Supplementary Human Dimension Meetings convened
during 1999.

SUPPLEMENTARY HUMAN DIMENSION MEETING ON RELIGIOUSLIBERTY

The OSCE hdd thefirgt of itsthree 1999 Supplementary Human Dimension Meetingsontheissue
of religious liberty on March 22. Approximately 200 people attended the meeting, including severa
participants from the United States® The U.S. Delegation was headed by Robert A. Seiple, Ambassador
a Large (Desgnate), Office of Internationd Reigious Freedom, Department of State, and included staff
fromthe U.S. Mission to the OSCE and the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe. The
working languages were English and Russan.

The OSCE' s Office for Democratic Ingtitutions and Human Rights established an Expert Group
on Rdigious Liberties in 1997 which, to date, has met three times and produced a report for the 1997
Implementation Review Meeting. In addition, aside event on reigious liberties was organized during the
1998 Implementation Meeting on Human Dimension Issues*  All human dimension issues, induding
religious liberties, are discussed at the regular, annud implementation fora

The day-long Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting was divided into three discusson topics:
(2) religion and conflict resolution; (2) religious pluralism and tolerance; and (3) the OSCE Expert Pandl
and recommendations for action. Each topic wasintroduced by one to three experts who delivered short
gatements to help crystalize the issues for discusson. The meeting was moderated by Norwegian
Ambassador Lef Mevik.

During the meeting, participants raised a number of concerns, including intolerance toward “ non-
traditiond” rdigions, redtrictive or discriminatory legidation, anti-Semitism, and the issue of “sects”
However, due to the large number of attendees — especialy non-governmenta representatives( NGOs)
— and the fact that delegations generdly delivered prepared statements, the discussion was not dynamic.
Except for the rights of reply exercised by a number of nationd deegations, there was very little
condructive discusson on actionsthat ought to betaken. Although speeches often raised specific problems
within specific OSCE participating States, these interventions rarely offered concrete suggestions for
remedying these problems.

Delegates to the Permanent Council wereableto enter the meeting sitewith their regular badgesand, therefore,
did not necessarily have to register for this meeting in order to attend or participate. Accordingly, the numbers of
participants are estimates based on the numbers of people who registered; the actual number is higher, but by an
uncertain amount.

A consolidated summary of the meeting, including brief descriptions of roundtablesis available at the ODIHR
website, <www.osceprag.cz/inst/odihr/index.htm>. Other ODIHR materials mentioned in this report are also available
on-line.



Under the topic of religious plurdism, two experts and a number of NGO representatives
underscored the problems of religious intolerance in Western Europe, particularly in French-speaking
countries. One expert and a number of NGOs dso sngled out Russia, Turkey, and Uzbekistan as
participating States where religious intolerance continues. The European Union (EU) dso emphasized
growing religious intolerance, evidenced by unnecessary government survelllance and restrictions on new
reigious movements. The EU statement suggested that while there may be legitimate concern over the
proliferation of “dangerous sects” this should not lead to government labeling of al new rdigious
movements as dangerous. Governments instead should focus on the practice of such groups.

Russa, Turkey, Uzbekistan, Audtria, France, and Belgium dl asserted in their rights of reply that
there were no religious liberty violations occurring in their respective countries. The Russan delegetion
dismissed one NGO’ sintervention asa” palitical” view and maintained that the new Russianlaw onreligion
doesnot discriminatein any way or limit rdigious practicein Russa The Russan ddegation aso surmised
that the current case® againg the Jehovah's Witnesses in Moscow may move Russian jurisprudencein a
positive direction and therefore cannot be seen asanegativefactor. Turkey argued that any right, including
rdigious liberty, has its limits and then launched into a discusson of the Lausanne Treaty. Uzbekistan
maintained that it implemented dl of the OSCE commitmentsand that it was agross exaggeration to suggest
that there were human rights violations in Uzbekigan. Ausdtria was adamant on the point that the
government’s role is the prevention of tragedies such as the 1978 mass suicide of over 900 people in
Jonestown, Guyana, and stated that this was why there is an independent government agency in Audria
to review and warn the public of dangerousgroups. France specifically sated that two groups, the Church
of Scientology and Jehovah's, were problematic and that the Government of France was concerned
regarding possible violaions of the rights of children, the corruption of the financid system and the abuse
of the tax system by these groups and others. Belgium defended its new law establishing an advice and
information center on alegedly dangerous sects as being aimed at the practices of these groups. The
Begiandelegation stressed that the harmful character of these groupsis scrutinized based on congtitutional
principles.

Overdl, the Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting had some of the same characteristics that
the discusson of rigiouslibertiesduring yearly implementation review forahave hed: prepared satements
by nationd delegations, non-governmentd interventions which identify problems but do not necessarily
focus on the ways to address them; and government rights of reply which become the find word on the
subject. Some observers concluded that the discussion might have been more dynamic if the meeting had
been broken into smaler, more informa groups to facilitate didogue. In addition, some argued thet the

5In 1998, acivil suit wasfiled by the Moscow Prosecutor against the Jehovah’ s Witnesses under the 1997 law
onreligiousassociationscharging that the confessionignitesreligiousdissension, promotesthe dissol ution of families,
encourages the refusal of medical aid in life-threatening situations, and recruits minors without their parents' consent.
After five weeks of testimony, the presiding judge referred the case to a five-member panel for further study and final
determination of the case. This decision was appealed by the Jehovah’ s Witnesses but the appeal was denied. As of
September 16, 1999, the case is technically suspended pending review and decision by the five-member panel.
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mesting did not succeed in creating asufficiently informa atmosphere in which government representatives
would fed comfortable moving away from their treditionaly scripted texts.

SUPPLEMENTARY HUMAN DIMENSION MEETING ON GENDER ISSUES

On June 14-15, the OSCE held its second Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting, on the
subject of “gender issues’ with afocus on issues affecting women in the OSCE region. More than 200
people attended the meeting, including alarge number of representatives of women’s NGOs. Only one
U.S.-based NGO, Human Rights Watch/The Women' s Rights Division, was represented at the mesting.
The U.S. Ddegation was headed by Ambassador David T. Johnson, joined by Anita Botti, Deputy
Director of the President’s Interagency Council on Women and Chair of the Interagency Taskforce to
Combat Trafficking in Women, and gaff from the U.S. Misson to the OSCE and the Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe. The working languages were English and Russian.

The OSCE convened in October 1997 aseminar on “women’ s participation in democracy,” aswell
as aregiond meeting on “Women in Public Life,” held in Tashkent, Uzbekigtan, in June 1998. (The June
1999 Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting was cast as follow-up to the 1997 seminar.) All human
dimengon issues, including women's human rights, can be discussed a theregular, annud implementation
fora

In an effort toimprove on the format used for the first Supplementary Human Dimension Mesting,
the second supplementary meeting followed dightly different modalitiesintended to encourage more open
discussion among participants and a more congructive iteration of recommendations. Accordingly, after
ashort plenary session with a keynote speech by MartinaVandenberg of the Women' sRights Divison of
Human Rights Watch, each participant moved into one of threeworking groups. (1) the economic sphere;
(2) the security sphere, with afocus on post-conflict rehabilitation; and (3) the political and public spheres.
In each working group, a rapporteur led the group in identifying the key substantive concerns in that
particular sphere and discussing examples of good and bad practices. In addition, participantswere urged
by the moderators to craft recommendations on the identified concerns for the OSCE or participating
States.

In the working group on action in the economic sphere, despite the emphasis on informal
discussions, the session began with the reading of prepared statements on behaf of the Nordic countries
and the European Union. Thanks in large part to NGO representatives from Centra Asia and the
Caucasus, a discussion eventudly evolved and prepared statements were kept to a minimum theresfter.
A prevaling concern voiced in this working group was the “feminization of poverty” and the
disproportionate impact of unemployment on women. One participant described a 50% nationwide
unemployment ratein Kazakstan —noting that in some parts of the country the unemployment rateisashigh
as 80% — of whichthe mgority arewomen. Others described rampant sex discrimination against women
hindering their ability to gain employment and, for those fortunate enough to secure a job, blatant sexua
harassment in the workplace. Lega recourse againgt such behavior islacking in most countries. Severa
participants from eastern OSCE countries initidly indsted that the laws in their countries are
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“nondiscriminatory.”  However, when asked specificaly, the women acknowledged that there is no
legidation which provides women with a legdl remedy if they suffer discrimination.  Participants from dll
OSCE regions d <o highlighted the issue of trafficking in women for forced prostitution, sweatshop labor,
or other forms of indentured servitude as a tragic and violent consequence of women'sinability to earn a
living wage in many post-communist countries.

The second working group, which focused on the security sphere, concentrated on the impact of
conflicts on women and how the OSCE can address women's needs in the context of post-conflict
rehabilitation. Due to the loss of mde family membersin a conflict, many women have become heads of
household during conflicts such asthose in Kosovo, Bosniaand Herzegovina, Tgikistan and esewherein
the OSCE region. Participants expressed frustration that, despite these new roles, women are often
overlooked by the international community in the planning and implementation of democratization and
economic recongtruction programsin post-conflict settings. By way of example, participants asserted that
women have unegua accessto loansand are commonly diverted into training programsfor low-paying jobs
in traditiondly femae occupations. In addition, participants emphasized the importance of responding to
the needs of sexud or domedtic violence victims during or after a conflict, including working to change
societa attitudes which stigmeti ze rgpe victims and cause them to be odtracized from society. It wasdso
noted that refugee women and women in post-conflict settings are particularly susceptible to trafficking.
Participants emphasized the essentid need to take legd and practical stepsin Kosovo to protect women
from crimes such as trafficking. Participants in this working group, as well as those in the first working
group, suggested that the OSCE serve as a forum in which source, trandt and destination countries for
trafficking victims could work cooperatively on solutions to this problem.

Thethird and largest working group considered gender issues in the politica and public spheres.
It dso began with a statement on behaf of EU member states. Participants discussed the under-
representation of women in decison-making bodies and within the OSCE itself. Participants recognized
that increasing the numbers of women in parliament and a regiona and loca levels of government
represents only haf the story; many women serving in eected positionsfind their participation marginaized
because they are limited by male leadership to policy areas indicative of gender stereotyping, such as
cultural and socid affarsissues, a the expense of involvement in key policy areas such astrade, industry,
transportation and economic affairs. In this working group, there was a marked difference between the
approach of the NGOs from Western countries and those that came from Central Asia or the Caucasus.
Many NGOsfrom Western European countriesfocused on issues such astheratification or non-ratification
of internationd treaties on women's rights, whereas NGOs from Central Asia and the Caucasus spoke
more about the actud barriersthey face to the effective protection of their rights. In addition, some of the
NGOs from Centrd Asiaand the Caucasus made constructive suggestions on ways the OSCE officesin
their region might better promote women's rights.

In generd, the informa discussion format employed a this second supplementary meeting was
regarded as an improvement over the more static presentations that characterized the first Supplementary
Human Dimenson Meeting in March. In addition, stretching the Supplementary Human Dimension



Mestingsover atwo-day period —even while kegping the formal meeting timeto just seven hours— created
greater opportunities for NGOs to organize side events and for informa contacts between NGO
representatives and government delegates. Given the expengive of just coming to Vienna, this enabled
many participants to get more vaue for the cost of their trip.

All this said, there continued to be some problemswith thisformat, demonstrating the need for the
OSCE to further refine the organization and modditiesfor the Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings.

First, whileremoving nameplateswas designed to foster amoreinforma and spontaneous exchange
of views, it dso resulted in participants, especidly inthe largest of the threeworking groups, sometimes not
knowing who was spesking.  Second, the decison to divide participants into three working groups was
intended to fogter discussons a more than a superficid level on any given aspect of gender issues. By
halding three working group meetings smultaneoudy, however, many NGOs and smdler nationa
delegations could only participatein one group and were denied the possibility of listening and contributing
to other groups. An aternative gpproach might have been to adopt anarrow agendafocused on adiscrete
set of issues. The decison to adopt a broad agenda — effectively trying to address dl issues related to
women's human rights in a time frame that spanned a mere seven hours — gpparently ssemmed from the
inability of the participating States to agree on acommon set of priorities. Another unfortunate side effect
of holding three smultaneousworking groupswasthelack of sufficient facilitiesfor smultaneoustrandation
for dl groups.

In addition, it became clear during the course of the meeting that many NGO participants had little
or no experience at OSCE meetings or with the Helsinki process. For some, this gppeared to betheir first
experience a any internationd gathering of this kind; for others, especialy many of the Western NGOs,
they gppeared to be accustomed to raising women's rights issues in the context of United Nations or
Council of Europe meetings — both bodieswith markedly different structures than the OSCE. (Unlikethe
United Nations, for example, the OSCE does not engage in any development work and is unlikely to do
s0.) Accordingly, it was unfortunate that some speakers, including at least one person speaking on behalf
of the ODIHR, misrepresented the nature of the suggestions made at the meeting by implying that they had
the same Status as consensus-based decisions adopted by the OSCE participating States, which they do
not.

Infact, while there were congtructive and useful recommendations made during the meeting (which
were summarized by the moderators at the end of the meeting), it is clear that some suggestions would
never be accepted by the OSCE participating States. For example, in one working group a participant
argued that because women face unfavorable stereotyping by the media, the mandate of the OSCE
Representative on Freedom of the Media should be expanded to address this problem by giving him, in
effect, a censorship role.  Such a recommendation would not gain a consensus among the OSCE
participating States and, in dl likelihood, would be strongly opposed by NGOs that monitor freedom of
the media. (Recommendations advocating some form of mediacensorship actualy came up in not one but
two of the working groups.)



Fndly, the hoped-for didogue on solutions failed to materidize. Although this meeting produced
awedth of recommendations, there was no in-depth discussion of any of the specific ideas put forward.
Inthelargest of thethree working groups (on gender issuesin the palitical and public spheres), for example,
recommendations were presented seriatim, with most speakers making no referenceto what had been just
been said or proposed but smply moving on to their own suggestions. To some extent, the breedith of the
agenda probably contributed to this phenomenon.

SUPPLEMENTARY HUMAN DIMENSION MEETING ON ROMA AND SINTI ISSUES

The third Supplementary Human Dimengon Meeting of 1999 was held on September 6. More
than 300 people participated in the meeting, including severa NGOs from the United States. The U.S.
Delegation was headed by Ambassador David Johnson, head of the U.S. Mission to the OSCE, joined
by gaff from the U.S. Embassies in Prague and Bratidava, from the Department of Stat€'s Bureau on
Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, and from the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe.
The working languages were English and Romani.

In 1994, the OSCE had convened a seminar on Romaand Sinti human rightsissues. In addition,
the New Jersey-based Project on Ethnic Relations had organized Side events on Romani concerns a the
1997 and 1998 implementation meetings® All human dimension issues, indluding human rights violations
of the Roma, can be discussed at the regular, annua implementation fora

The opening plenary session was moderated by Norwegian Ambassador Lef Mevik. Following
introductory remarks by Nicolae Gheorghe, OSCE Advisor on Roma Issues, the OSCE High
Commissioner on Nationa Minorities, Max van der Stod, presented akeynote speech inwhich he profiled
the results of his year-long study of Roma issues in the OSCE.” Van der Stod emphasized that
“discriminationand exclusion are fundamentd festures of the Romaexperience’ and presented preliminary
recommendations for OSCE participating States and the OSCE as an indtitution to address problemsfaced
by Roma. (A full report by the High Commissioner is expected to be released in conjunction with the
OSCE summit of Heads of State or Government, to be held in Istanbul in November 1999.)

The meeting then broke into two working groups. (1) Roma and Sinti policies from idess to
implementation: putting “best practices’ in the Human Dimension into operation; and (2) confronting criss
gtuations. building and implementing a platform for action to approach new problems in emergency
gtuations.

5The success of the 1997 Round Table on Romaand Sinti concernsled to the organization of similar sideevents
on other issues at the 1998 Human Dimension Meeting.

"TheHigh Commissioner on National Minoritieshad announced, at the 1998 Human Dimension | mplementation
Meeting, he would be preparing a set of recommendations on Romani issues that fall within his mandate.
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Working group 1, drawing roughly equal numbersof participants asworking group 2, hosted more
than 20 speakers over the course of three hours. Government representatives from Finland, Romania, and
Slovakia, at the request of the ODIHR, began the meeting by outlining his or her government’ s gpproach
to Romani issues. In addition, prepared statements were presented by representatives of the European
Roma Rights Center (a Budapest-based NGO) and the Project on Ethnic Relations (a New Jersey-based
NGO). Although intended to jump start and help direct constructively the discussion, NGOs complained
that the government speakers held the floor for too long and failed to reflect redistic sdlf-criticism. Severd
other government representatives, notably from Macedonia, Germany, and Hungary, aso presented
prepared statements.

Romani NGOs, for their part, ignored the “best practices’ rhetoric, apparently reflecting the
widespread belief that there redly are not any best practices — only, perhaps, “least bad practices’ or,
exoeptiondly “isolated instances where good triumphs over evil and somehow the right thing gets done.”®
Notwithstanding having been admonished by the organizers to focus on solutions and not descriptions of
problems, NGO representatives proceeded to raise a variety of criticisms which were generdly directed
a their own countries. A Bulgarian-Romani NGO argued, for example, that there should be more
trangparency in government policy making with regard to Roma and grester dissemination of information
about government action on Roma issues. One of the most common concerns voiced by Roma
participating in the meeting was discrimination against Roma.in the education system.

Asanillugration of the growing practice of Romato spesk for their ethnic kin beyond their own
borders, Romani Rose (from Germany) voiced concern for the Roma of Kosovo and Slovak Romaflood
victims. Headso criticized the 1998 Odo ministerid document’ slanguagewhich“ class[fies] theentire Sinti
and Roma populationin Europe as an ‘integration problem’ . . . in the Centrd Council’ s [of German Sinti
and Roma) view, the OSCE Minigterid Council would not characterize any other minority in Europe like
this”

Although the meeting organizers had anticipated that working group 1 would address severa
specific agpects under the “best practices’ rubric— participation of Romain policy making; policing issues;
internationa/multinationa cooperation; and asylum — participants failed to exhaust even the firgt of these

8At ahearing of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, when asked which country had the
best record on Romani human rights, Dr. David Crowe said, “If we are talking just about Central and Eastern Europe, |
think you are talking about varying degrees of bad orworse. | think Hungary, if you had to make alist, from positiveto
negative, | guesswewould list Hungary asthe best of the worst. From that point on, it isjust varying degrees of bad.”
Dr. lan Hancock concurred; James Goldston argued, “1 would have to say in response to the question of any success
stories bluntly no.” RomaNI HUMAN RIGHTS IN EUROPE, Hearing before the Commission on Security and Cooperation
in Europe (July 21, 1998). See <www.house.gov/csce/>, link to publications.
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four points. Although non-K osovo related asylum issues’ were expected to be discussed in this group, to
the regret of many, were not discussed at all.

The second working group focused on “confronting criss Stuations: building and implementing a
platform for action to approach new problemsin emergency Stuations’ — in short, aforumto addressthe
plight of Romain and from Kasovo. Organizers of thisworking group had expected to focus primarily on
ways in which the OSCE Missonin Kaosovo might addressRomani concernsinthefield. Roma, however,
used the meeting first and foremaost as an opportunity to underscore what those concernswere. Romafrom
Kosovo, for example, described the ways in which they had been the victims of ethnically motivated
violence and the targets of retaliation for alleged cooperation with Serbs. They argued that U.N. forces
had failed to protect Roma from violence. NGOsa so discussed the particular concerns of Romaasylum
seekers from Kosovo. Although Roma are not safe in Kosovo, refugee camps in Macedonia are about
to close, leaving some 3,000 Roma from Kaosovo with no where to go.

A number of suggestions were made by governments and non-governmental representatives,
induding training OSCE Mission members on issues relaing to Roma, seconding Roma staff to the OSCE
Mission,*® and establishing lines of communication between Roma and KFOR.

A dosing plenary included presentations by moderators summing up the recommendations made
in their respective working groups and find comments from governments and non-governmenta
organizations.

The third and find Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting of 1999 suffered from some of the
same organizationd flaws that undermined earlier meetings, particularly an overly broad agenda. NGOs
criticized the meeting for faling to “produce concrete results’ and being too full of uncriticd, sdlf-serving
satements by governments. A few government representatives complained after the meeting that they
could not understand the points made by Roma—aphenomenon that often occurs when Romameake points
that governments do not want to hear. There were, however, some positive aspects of the meeting. First
and foremost, the Supplementary Meeting provided an opportunity for Roma to register human rights
concerns before the OSCE' s principa decision makers. Thiswas especidly important with repect to the
OSCE'’ son-going engagement in Kosovo. Second, it provided aforum for Romato meet across borders,
exchange views on common issues of concern, and to learn more about the OSCE. Findly, the meeting
offered some symbalic, but important victories: a atime when some OSCE government officialsdenigrate

9Since 1990, significant numbers of Bulgarian, Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Romanian and Slovak Roma have
sought asylum in a number of western countries, including Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Norway, the United Kingdom
and the United States. In July 1999, approximately 1600 Slovak Roma sought asylum in Finland.

M ost Mission members are not direct hires (with the exception of local interpreters or drivers) but are
seconded by OSCE participating States.



the Romani language, history and culture,* the third Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting offered
exemplary interpretation between Romani and English.

OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The decison to convene Supplementary Human Dimension Meetings responded, i.a, to two
gpecific complaints about the implementation review process. Firg, criticsargued the processwasin need
of invigoration. Second, they argued that the Permanent Council needed to be more fully seized with
human dimension concerns. The three Supplementary Human Dimension Meetings held thisyear have, to
a certain extent, been an experiment in addressing those concerns.  Each of the three meetings was
organized dightly differently, taking into consderation problems with the formet of the preceding meseting.

Looking at al three meetings together, afew observations are in order:

- If it is taken as a given that at least 100 NGOs will come to any given Supplementary Human
Dimendon Meeting, joining ddegaes from the twenty or more countries (out of 54 fully
participating OSCE dates) that will send representatives, perhapsit isunredistic to expect that the
dialogue among such alarge group would be spontaneous or dynamic.

- Many NGOs have questioned the value of long interventions by “experts” preferring more time
for their own interventions.

- Inafew instances, the moderators degenerated into brow-beating the participantsinto formulating
recommendations. Whileit isuseful for the OSCE to welcome the views of the non-governmenta
community, excessive focus on producing “recommendations’ detracts from other important
aspects of the meeting induding the exchange of information about human dimengion issues and
improved contacts between delegates and NGOs, and among NGOs. Moreover, the
overemphasis placed on recommendationsto be produced by the meeting may create an unredistic
expectation among NGOs (especidly those with little experience with the OSCE) that the OSCE
actudly intendsto implement, word for word, the recommendations. While the recommendations
may condtitute food for thought, they are not binding decisons. More to the point, virtualy none
of the recommendations made at any of the three meetings was discussed in any depth and the
summary reports prepared by the ODIHR may mask serious divisons among meeting participants.

- Although the practice of delivering prepared interventionswas somewhat discredited at the religious
liberties Supplementary Human Dimenson Meeting held in March, it was dightly revived again a
the Supplementary Human Dimens on Meeting on Romalssuesin September. 1t may beunredigtic
to think that governmentswill not prepare satements—at aminimum for useasrightsof reply if not

USee, for example, Story on Hungary' sGypsies'ill-informed, malicious,” letter totheeditor of theW ASHINGTON
TiMES by Hungarian Ambassador Geza Jeszenszy, in which he dismisses“ Gypsy” as*not amodern written language”
arguing “[t]o assign Gypsy [sic] childrento alifein that language would . . . perpetuate their disadvantaged status.”
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preemptive statements — when they know their records are under critical scrutiny. In addition,
some government statements, while perhaps undesirably long for ord iteration, offered insght into
policy nuances or presented useful information; such statements can dways be circulated in full
form.

- The agendafor each of the three meetings (with the exception of the working group on Kosovo
a the meeting on Roma) was entirely too broad, a fact immediately apparent upon the adoption
of each agenda. As aconsequence, the discussions were rdlaively superficid as participants did
not have a chance to discuss specific issuesin great depth.

- Breaking down into working groups (an innovation of the second and third Supplementary Human
DimensonMestings) wasintended alow discusson of more specificissues; it did not. First, many
governments and NGOs do not have the personnel resourcesto staff two or three working groups
at the same time. Going to one group meant, automaticaly, being excluded from the other(s).
Second, the themes for the working groups at the gender meeting and, in the first working group
at the Roma mesting, remained overly broad. (That is, one single, overly broad agenda was
replaced by two or three overly broad agendas)) The working group on Kaosovo, held during the
Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting on Roma, stands as perhaps the best example of how
an agendacould be congtructively selected: the subject was 1) anarrow, focused issue; 2) related
to an urgent and ongoing crisis, and 3) related to an areawhere the OSCE has an active operation
misson.

In spite of their shortcomings, most observers argue the Supplementary Human Dimension
Mestings have been auseful addition to the OSCE’ stool chest and most critics seemto believethat holding
the meetings-- dbeit with improvements-- isbetter than not holding them. Thefollowing recommendations
might be consdered for future Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings.

- The OSCE/ODIHR websites should be made more user friendly to better disseminateinformation
about the Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings (aswell as other OSCE information) prior
to the meetings themsdves.

- Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings must either 1) have more narrowly tailored agendas.

- Supplementary Human Dimension Mextings should split thetimedlotted for forma meetings over
atwo-day period (as was the case at the Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting on gender

ISSUES).

- M ore Permanent Council delegates should attend the Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings.
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Follow-up discusson by the Charman-in-Office a Permanent Council meetings has been
relatively superficid. The Permanent Council should plan to engage in a fuller discusson of the
issues raised during Supplementary Human Dimension Mestings.
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STATEMENTSOF THE U.S. DELEGATION

Statement of Ambassador (Designate) Robert A. Seiple
Office of Internationa Religious Freedom, Department of State
OSCE Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting on Religious Liberty
March 22, 1999

Ambassador Mevik, members of the Permanent Council, and distinguished Delegates, | am
honored to be heretoday to ddiver theintervention of the United States on the topic of religious pluraism.
| am particularly pleased-to observe the NGO representation heretoday. Before | was gppointed to head
the new Office of Internationa Religious Freedom in the United States Department of State, | worked for
anNGO. | know, from my persona experience, that NGOs are often the voice of conscience that speak
to the world of power and prestige.

OSCE participating states have been profoundly enriched by the many rdigious faths that have
prospered intheir lands. For dmost two thousand years, Chritianity has shaped lives, history, and culture
from Istanbul to Rome. For one thousand years the Roman Catholic Church has sometimes thrived (and
sometimes merely survived) in Poland. For one thousand years, the Orthodox Church has been the
dominant spiritua influence in Ukraine, Russa, and other countries of Eastern Europe and the Bakans.
The Protestant Reformation, which once precipitated violent conflicts in Western Europe, ultimately
prompted a reinvigoration of the Catholic Church. Idam - the cherished faith of more than one billion
people - hasdtered the course of history from Spain, to Bosnia, to the Centra Asian Republics, to Turkey.
Judaism's profound impact on Europe's culturd, spiritud, and intellectud development is indisputable.

All of these grest faithswere once new or minority religions. Russan Orthodoxy, for example, was
once aforeign religion imported by Greek Orthodox missonaries to the Kievan Rus. When the world's
large faiths were new, they were often accused of being disreputable sects. Mohammed's early converts
in Mecca were ostracized and ridiculed. Protestants were required to fight, literdly, for recognition in
Germany. Thefounder of Chrigtianity was executed and his smdl band of followers were persecuted for
their rdigiousbeliefs. Judaism has dways been aminority faith in Europe and faced persecution on ascae
in our own century unmatched by any other religion in any other place the world over.

Thefaithful of dl of theworld'sgreat rigionshave suffered from laws and governmentd regulations
that discriminate againg religious minorities.  All of the greet rdigions - when they were young -
experienced scorn from older and more established religions. Unfortunately, once minorities become
mgorities, they sometimes discriminate againg others in the way that others discriminated againgt them.
Although some religions conditute amgjority in particular countries, dl religions are minoritiesin theworld
asawhole.

OSCE participating states have agreed to hold themsalves accountable to each other for the
commitments they have made. The unique implementation process of the OSCE calls upon participating
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states to identify problems of implementation with the hope that each sate can learn from its own and
others mistakes. The United States certainly has madeits share of mistakes. 1nthe United States, theroad
to racid equdity, for example, has been difficult - and we have much further to go. We have had our own
experienceswith rdigious bigotry and mgority rdigions persecuting minorities. Just forty yearsago, it was
widdy believed that aRoman Catholic could never be eected President. President Kennedy dispelled that
myth. In the eighteenth century, religions competed with each other to obtain specid privileges from the
state. Somereigionsand nationditieswithin our country continueto have difficultiesin being treated asfully
equa. The United States wel comes congtructive criticism and comment on how we might better improve
our society.

OSCE participating states have committed themsealves to implement certain standards. In the
Vienna Concluding Document, dl agreed to:

"take effective measures to prevent and diminate discrimination againg individuas or
communities on the grounds of religion or belief inthe recognition, exercise and enjoyment
of human rights and fundamentd freedoms in dl fields of civil, palitica, economic, socid
and culturd life, and to ensure the effective equality between believersand non-believers”
(Vienna Concluding Document, art. 16.1)

These are profound words and a profound chalenge. All OSCE participating states should
congratul ate themselves for having made a politica commitment to implement this dandard. We dl must
endeavor to diminate discrimination on the bass of rdigion and belief.

The United States has observed two significant problemsin the implementation of thiscommitment:
fird, legd sysems within severd OSCE participating states frequently discriminate among religions, and,
second, governments have increasingly taken actions that discriminate againgt certainly minority religions
that are broadly, and pgoratively, described as "sects' or “cults.”

Firg, lega systems that discriminate. Severd OSCE participating sates have legd systems that
grant specid privileges to certain recognized religionsthat are denied to newer and smdler rdigions. Such
privileges include tax benefits, access of clergy to schools, hospitds, prisons, and the military; juridica
persondity; and financing by the state for schools. The United States understands that such privileges may
derive from the history, traditions, and cultures of the states. Nevertheless, tradition isno more judtifiable
for discrimination on the basis of religion than is tradition justifiable for discrimination on the-bass of race
or Sex.

Second, governmenta actions againg "sects' and "cults" There have been some notorious
examples where, in the name of religion, people have engaged in unconscionable behavior. The examples
of Jonestown, Aum Shinrikyo, and the Solar Temple come to mind. Governments should, of course,
properly enforce the law against anyone who is guilty of murder, suicide, or tax evason - regardiess
whether the person's motivation isreligious, political, or socid. But the fact that individuas belonging to
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some small groups break the law in the name of "religion” does not mean that governments should target
other groups smply because they are new, smdl, or have unusud beliefs.

Governments should not investigete, harass, or discriminate againgt individuals or groups because
of ther bediegfs. Governments are judified only in investigating and prosecuting illegd behavior.
Unfortunately, there has been a tendency for some governments to establish commissions of inquiry that
target rdigious minoritiesthat they refer to as"sects’ or "cults" These groups are targeted by governments
not because of their illegd activities, but Smply because they seem different or unusual.

The United States has had its own shameful history inthisregard. To our regret, after the Japanese
military bombed Pearl Harbor in 1 94 1, the United Statesincarcerated thousands of loya Americanswho
happened to be of Japanese descent. The leaders of the United States wrongly assumed that because
Japan was a thregat to the United States that Americans of Japanese descent should be investigated and
incarcerated - smply because they were Japanese. The United States was wrong to incarcerate people
for who they were rather than for what they had done.

The United States strongly urges OSCE participating Sates, including those satesthat have shown
astrong respect for human rights and the rule of law, to reconsider their laws and actionsthat discriminate
agang groups on the basis of their religion or beliefs.

| now head the new office of Internationa Religious Freedom at the Department of State. Our god
istowork with dl governments and NGOsto promotereligious freedom and to work againgt discrimination
on the basis of religion or belief. | welcome your suggestions as to how we might work  together.

| would like to offer to you an example of an initiative that we have launched in the United States
that other states may wish to consider. The United States is fortunate to have among its citizens severd
million Mudims Unfortunately, the religion of Idamis not dways well understood in the United States.
Moreover, many actions of the United States have either been - or were perceived to have been -
insengtive to Idam. In order to improve this situation, the Department of State has recently launched an
initiative to begin a didogue between members of Mudim communities in the United States and the
Depatment of State.  Although this program is new, we have aready begun to profit by the candid
commentsthat the participantsin the dia ogue have made. Whether the did ogue leadsto changesin policy
pogitions, or whether it only helps to reduce unwarranted suspicions, it has adready generated better
communication and understanding.

For other countries that have misunderstandings with minority religious communities, we urgeyou

to beginadidogue. Religious plurdism will be strengthened by efforts to promote genuine understanding
and communicetion
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Statement of Anita Botti
Deputy Director for Internationd Initiatives
Presdent’ s Interagency Council on Women, Department of State
OSCE Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting on Gender 1ssues
June 15,1999

Mr. Chairman, | would like to thank the Chair-in-Office for organizing this supplementa human
dimensonmedting. Therich discussonshereillustrate the vaue of bringing the human dimensionto Vienna
and to the seet of the Permanent Council. | hope the next supplementa meeting will be ableto engageeven
more of the permanent delegations here.

This meeting has produced an abundance of creative and simulaing idessthet arereflected in the
summary of recommendations that our moderators have prepared.

The ideas generated heretoday are, of course, ill just that: they have not yet been trandated into
consensus-based decisions adopted by the participating States. But they have certainly provided thebasis
for further discusson and, possibly, negotiation, especidly as the participating States prepare for the
November Summit in Istanbul.

It will dso be possible and desirable to have a full discussion of the OSCE participating States
implementation of their commitments relating to the equdity of men and women at the OSCE Review
Conference which will be hed in Viennafrom September 20 through October 1. That meeting, of course,
IS open to participation by NGOS.

At the November Summit of Heads of State and Government, | hope it will be possble to
demondtrate that women's human rightsissues are ared priority for the OSCE participating States. But to
do that, it will probably be necessary to sharpen our focus on specific areas of concern if we areto avoid
having a statement that is broad but not deep.

One such area relates to the absence of effective legal remedies in naiond legidation for
employment discrimination againgt women; | believe this issue was raised in at least two of the working
groups here,

We dso encourage OSCE participating States to make combating the trafficking of women and
children apriority. Source, trandit, and receiving countries must work together to find economic dternatives,
lega remedies, and reintegration and protection programsfor victims. The United States will be looking
at thisissueand will raiseit a the Permanent Council. We hope other participating Stateswill do the same.

One concrete action the OSCE itself can take is to ensure that the trafficking of women and
childrenis addressed as part of the peace process in Kosovo. As was raised in working group two,

16



womenand children in post-conflict Situations—those displaced from their homes and particularly inrefugee
camps — are extremely vulnerable to trafficking.

Once again Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Statement of Ambassador David T. Johnson
Head of the U.S. Mission to the OSCE
OSCE Supplementd Human Dimension Meeting on Romaand Sinti 1ssues
September 6, 1999

Ambassador Mevik, | would liketo thank you, asthe representative of Foreign Minister Vollabaek,
for scheduling this meeting. We say alot about wanting OSCE to be in the vanguard of early warning.
Today’ s meeting gives that pledge aring of truth. The chalenges of Romaand Sinti throughout our region
cry out for atention, and for acommon effort to counter the discrimination our Romacitizensface. | would
aso like to thank today’ s specid interpreters who have so ably taken on a specia chalenge.

| aso want to commend Mr. van der Stoel for the exemplary craftsmanship of the report and
recommendations he presented at today’s meeting. His address provides an important framework for
OSCE States to address the conditions of Romani communitiesin our countries.

Ultimatdy, of course, changes must be made at the national level. Internationa organizations
cannot adopt anti-discrimination laws, create a climate of tolerance, discipline police who brutalize Roma
or fail to protect them, or end school segregation. But the OSCE can be a partner for those countries
seeking to tacklethese problems. And it can make clear that current practicefalsfar short of the stlandards
to which we have dl pledged. The report of the High Commissioner provides useful guidance to help us
address that challenge.

| dso wish to thank the Romani non-governmenta organizations that have participated in today’ s
meeting. The unprecedented public participation in this supplementary human dimenson mesting
underscores the need for greater atention to be paid to Romani human rights issues by the OSCE. This
is particularly truein the context of our work in Kosovo, where Roma experience unique vulnerabilities.

Although the crisis in Kosovo warrants our focused attention, we cannot alow it to overshadow
the many other places where Roma face human rights violations each day. Those Situations may not grab
headlines, but we ignore them at our own peril. The discrimination Roma face in every wak of life must
be remedied. That remedy should begin with adoption of comprehensive anti-discrimination and equa
protection laws in those countries which do not dready have them. And it should be supplemented by
educationd programsand politica leadership that makesclear that Romaare citizens, and they haverights,
just like everyone dse.
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Fndly, | wish to thank Mr. Nicolae Gheorghe, for his dedication and tirelesswork since assuming
his postion at the Office for Democratic Indtitutions and Human Rights.

Roma communities are found in virtudly al OSCE dates. In most cases, they are both anintegra
part of alarger society, aswdl asadistinct culture within that society. What we are dedling with here today
are Romawho, through hardship and discrimination, are prevented from fully participating in the societies
in which they live. We believe the OSCE can and should help. We must take an active gpproach toward
ending discrimination. We cannot expect overnight miracles and we cannot be afraid to make mistakes.

Firgt we need the goodwill and the advice of the Roma to succeed. Second, We know from
experience that good legidation can make adifference. Active enforcement of exising and new laws is
necessary. Finaly, leadership is crucid; it isthe key ingredient. Without it, these other steps become only
window dressing.

| remember the newspaper photo of former Austrian Chancellor Vranitzky in 1995, sheking the
hand of theleader of the Romacommunity just south of Viennaafter membersof their community had been
injured during a bomb attack againgt "outsders.” By his wdl-publicized gesture, the chancdlor sent the
clear message that this would not be tolerated in his Audtria

| dso think of the recent courageous article by Kosovar journaist Veton Surroi. It caled on the
Kosovo community to end thereign of ethnic terror which has gripped Kosovo for toolong. Hewrote that
he knew how the Romafelt because he, himsdlf, just weeks before had been the target of ethnic cleansing.
Action againg people, only on the basis of ther ethnicity, he termed "fasciam.”

But there are dso Sories of people reaching beyond their prgudices aswell. A recent articlein
the British newspaper The Guardian, describing ethnic hatred in Kosovo, concluded with this anecdote:
aclassof 25 Romachildren had met in an old barracks asthe school year began. Their teacher, an ethnic
Albanian named Berishawas not atrained educator but a former power station worker. But he knew the
important lessons. Said Mr. Berishaof hisstudents, "All | want isfor everybody to betreated equaly, and
have the freedom to go to school. | want to tell the world where we are and what we do."

If we can do half aswdl, we should be satisfied.

Findly, Mr. Chairman, many of you have asked us if there are Roma communities in the United
States. The answer isadefinite “yes.” We estimate over one million U.S. citizensare Roma. They have
immigrated to the United States since colonia times. We are a'so working to overcome discrimination
agang Roma. It hasbeen only inthisdecadethat thelast of the anti-Romastate laws have been removed.
Romatell our Congressthat they continueto faceracia profiling aswell asstereotyping inthemedia. These
are the problems we are working to address. Such issues require not only vigilance, but dso effort to
overcome the legacy of the past. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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