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Preface

A Chronicle of Current Events was initially produced in 1968 as a bi-monthly
journal. In the spring of that year members of the Soviet Civil Rights Movement
created the journal with the stated intention of publicising issues and events
related to Soviet citizens’ efforts to exercise fundamental human liberties. On the
title page of every issue there appears the text of Article 19 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, which calls for universal freedom of opinion
and expression. The authors are guided by the principle that such universal
guarantees of human rights (also similar guarantees in their domestic law) should
be firmly adhered to in their own country and elsewhere. They feel that ‘it is
essential that truthful information about violations of basic human rights in the
Soviet Union should be available to all who are interested in it". The Chronicles
consist mostly of accounts of such violations.

In an early issue it was stated that ‘the Chronicle does, and will do, its utmost
to ensure that its strictly factual style is maintained to the greatest degree
possible. . . .’ The Chronicle has consistently maintained a high standard of
accuracy. As a regular practice the editors openly acknowledge when a piece of
information has not been thoroughly verified. When mistakes in reporting occur,
these mistakes are retrospectively drawn to the attention of readers.

In February 1971, starting with number 16, Amnesty International began
publishing English translations of the Chronicles as they appeared. This latest
volume, comprising Chronicles 34 to 36, is, like previous ones, a translation of
copies of the original typewritten texts. The editorial insertions are the endnotes
(numbered) and the words in square brackets. The table of contents, abbrevia-
tions, extracts from the R SFSR criminal code, illustrations, names index,
bibliographical note and material on the outside and inside of the cover have
been added to help the general reader. None of this material appeared in the
original texts,

The endnotes have been kept to a minimum, partly because the Russian text
already refers readers to earlier issues, and partly because the names index
gathers together all references to a particular person. Ukrainian names are
usually given in transliteration from the Russian, not in Ukrainian forms.

Since Amnesty International has no control over the writing of A Chronicle
of Current Events, we cannot guarantee the veracity of all its contents. Nor
do we take responsibility for any opinions or judgements which may appear or
be implied in its contents. Yet Amnesty International continues to regard A4
Chronicle of Current Events as an authentic and reliable source of information

on matters of direct concern to our own work for the worldwide observance of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Amnesty International
November 1977
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KGB
Komsomol
MVD
OVIR
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ABBREVIATIONS

Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic. Subordinate to an SSR (see
below) and based on the minority nationality whose hOI'I.'Ie is on the
territory. The Mordovian ASSR, for example, is subordinate to the
Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic and so named because
it is the home of the Mordovian national minority.

Committee of State Security.

Communist Youth League.

Ministry of Internal Affairs. |

Department (of the MVD) for Visas and Registration,

Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic.

Soviet Socialist Republic, of which there are 15 in the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR).

Administration for Internal Affairs.

Activities in Defence of Human Rights in the
Soviet Union Continue

A Chronicle of Current Events

Everyone has the right to freedom of
opinion and expression; this right
includes freedom to hold opinions
without interference and to seek,
receive and impart information and

ideas through any media and regard-
less of frontiers.

Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, Article 19,

31 December 1974
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The Arrest of Sergei Kovalyov

On 27 December 1974 Sergei Kovalyov was arrested in Moscow. On 23
December a search had been carried out at his house — one of many searches
which took place on that day in Moscow and Lithuania in connection with
‘Case 345', being investigated by the Lithuanian K G B. (See below: ‘Arrests,
searches, interrogations’.)

The search began in the early morning and went on for 12 hours. The follow-
ing items were confiscated: statements and letters written by political prisoners;
statements on their behalf; issues of A Chronicle of Current Events and A
Chronicle of the Lithuanian Catholic Church; a list of 135 imprisoned
Lithuanians; 43 photographs (of P. G. Grigorenko, I. Gabai, P. Litvinov, L.
Bogoraz and others); the texts of trial verdicts; a copy of The Gulag Archi-
pelago; V. Chalidze’s book Human Rights and the Soviet Union; letters; and
notebooks.

After the search, S. Kovalyov and his wife were taken away to be questioned
as witnesses. During the interrogation, Kovalyov told the investigator A. V.,
Trofimov that he refused to take part in the investigation; he gave as the
reason for his refusal the many violations of the law that were taking place in
the conduct of cases concerning the dissemination of information. When the
interrogation ended, Kovalyov was given a summons to come again on the
following day. On 24 December, after he had becn sitting in the waiting-room
for about two hours, he left, leaving his passport in the office. On 26 December
the investigator Trofimov spoke to Kovalyov on the telephone, inviting him to
collect his passport at any time he found convenient, and also to have a short
‘10-minute’ conversation with him. On the 27th, Kovalyov arrived at the
Lubyanka prison at 10 am. In the evening, it became known that he had been
arrested. Next day it became known that he had been flown to Vilnius,

* ok

Statement

Sergei Kovalyov, a scientist and Doctor of Biological Sciences, has been
arrested. He is my close friend, a man who has wonderful spiritual integrity
and strength and limitless altruism. Not long ago, he and I discussed writing a
New Year appeal for an amnesty for political prisoners. Today, he himself is
on the other side of the prison wall.

The official reason for his arrest is a charge concerning the publication in
Lithuania of A Chronicle of the Lithuanian Catholic Church. 1 consider this
to be a pretext convenient for the authorities, who can now conduct the
investigation and trial far from his friends and from publicity. Kovalyov, a wise
and talented man, has already devoted many years of his life to the defence of
people’s rights, to the struggle for openness and against illegality. He has been
a member of the Action Group for the Defence of Human Rights from the very
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[The Arrest of Sergei Kovaloyv]

beginning of its activity; he is a member of the Soviet group of Amnesty
International; he is the co-author or author of fundamental documents which
have marked out the path to be taken in the struggle for human rights in our
country, Kovalyov has quietly done many good works and accomplished many
difficult tasks. It was not fortuitous, for instance, that it was he who managed
to put the mother of Simas Kudirka in contact with the U S Embassy, some-
thing which led in the end to Kudirka'’s release. In May of this year Kovalyov,
together with T. Velikanova and T. Khodorovich, announced the renewed pub-
lication of the Chronicle of Current Events and his own responsibility for
disseminating it., This was a courageous and historic step, but at the same time
it was a challenge to those who had called the Chronicle libetlous and anti-
Soviet, those who fear truth and openness. His arrest yesterday was an act of
revenge for his courage and integrity.

I appeal to Sergei Kovalyov’s colleagues — the biologists of all countries.

I appeal to Amnesty International, of which Kovalyov is a member; all
his activities have been in accordance with the spirit of this organization.

I appeal to the International League for the Rights of Man.

I appeal to everyone who prizes goodness, integrity and intellectual freedom.

I call for an international campaign for the release of Sergei Kovalyov,

28 December 1974
Andreir Sakharov.

L I

Together with this statement A. D. Sakharov issued an appeal written by himself
and Kovalyov on the eve of 27 December:

Today, on the threshold of the New Year of 1975, we call for a general
amnesty for prisoners of conscience throughout the world, for the release of
those suffering for their convictions and for their selfless, non-violent defence
of other people’s rights. We write this in a great and tragic country, whose
fate has an enormous influence on the life of the whole world.

x K X

A Statement for the Press

I have the honour to be a friend of Sergei Kovalyov. He is one of the best
people I know, perhaps the very best. I love him like a brother, and I admire
his rare personal qualities as a man, a scholar and a citizen.

I share the values of Sergei Kovalyov and I approve of his activities in
defence of human rights. If I myself do not take part in this activity, it is merely
a matter of personal capabilities and talents, nothing more.

My approval of Sergei Kovalyov’s activities extends also to those about
which for some reason or another I don’t know in detail. Sergei Kovalyov is
not capable of immoral or dishonourable behaviour. Nor could he break the
law, if we mean by this the law in its strict sense, without arbitrary
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interpretations or qualifications.

And, of course, I trust Sergei Kovalyov more than all the investigators and
procurators in the world,

I am surprised at the behaviour of those persons who carried out the arrest of
Sergei Kovalyov. Do they really not understand that, by taking part in such
an unjust and uscrupulous act, they have for ever —1 repeat, for ever —
deprived themselves of the possibility of being considered decent people?

I cannot but note that a nation which treats the best of its sons in such a
stupidly wasteful manner provokes doubts about its own future. Nevertheless,

I love this nation and wish to remain with it to the end, no matter what that
end may be,

30 December 1974
K, Babitsky*

kK

On 30 December the Action Group for the Defence of Human Rights in the
USSR —T. Velikanova, G. Podyapolsky and T. Khodorovich — issued a

statement, which was signed by another 52 people. The statement reads in part
as follows:

We wht)*know Sergei Kovalyov, a man of great mind and heart, cannot
accept this act of arbitrary injustice; nor can we reconcile ourselves to the fact
that an honest and open campaign for human dignity, for the right to have

and defend one’s own convictions, leads only to prison.

'Ser.gei Kovalyov is a talented scientist, the author of more than siXty
scientific articles, mostly in the field of the electro-physiology of pathogenic
matter and the mechanisms of cellular interaction. Half of these were pub-

lished after he was forced, in 1969, to leave the Laboratory of Mathematical
Methods in Biology at Moscow University on account of his participation
in the Action Group.

For Kovalyov, the defence of human rights is a natural extension of his
:scientiﬁc work: a scientist cannot reconcile himself to lack of freedom in
Information, to forced conformity of opinion, to falseness. Kovalyov keeps
to the same principles in his public activity as in his scientific work: a full
knowledge of the facts, responsibility for reporting them accurately, exacti-
tude in drawing conclusions. And always — openness and frankness.

Sergei Kovalyov has openly spoken out in defence of a great many unjustly
persecuted people; he has defended legality, free speech, humanitarianism, . . .
‘Today, he himself is in need of support.

We express our solidarity with Sergei Kovalyov in his noble activity. We
demand his release.

We call on all those who agree with us to come to his support,
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The Trial of Kheifets

From 9 to 13 September 1974 the Leningrad City Court, composed of presiding
judge Karlov and people’s assessors Karpov and Kosenko, heard the case of
M. R. Kheifets. (For details of his arrest and the pre-trial investigation see
Chronicle 32.) Kheifets was charged under article 70 of the R S F SR Criminal
Code. The charges were put by procurator Ponomaryov. The lawyer Zerkin
conducted the defence. The trial took place in open court.

In the indictment the accused was charged with preparing and storing (in
1971) two copies of A. Amalrik’s article ‘Will the Soviet Union Survive Until
19847’ for the purpose of disseminating them, and with allowing three people
to read this article in 1971.74; with storing and summarizing the book Smolensk
Under Soviet Rule by Fainsod; also with reproducing the following items, In
autumn 1973, for the purpose of disseminating them: the article ‘Joseph
Brodsky and Qur Generation’, a letter by Belinkov to the Union of Soviet
Writers, and a letter by Grigorenko and Kosterin to the Budapest Conference
of Communist and Workers’ Parties.

The court concerned itself mainly with the article ‘Joseph Brodsky and Our
Generation’, This article had been written by Kheifets as an introduction to a
collection of Brodsky’s works, which was being prepared for samizdat publica-
tion. He showed it to several of his literary acquaintances by way of consulta-
tion (it was this that was later termed dissemination). After making some
unsuccessful attempts to alter the article in accordance with the comments these
people had made about it, he put the draft-copy, with its crossings-out, in a
desk, where it was found during a police search on 1 April.

All the incidents of ‘dissemination’ mentioned in the charges (with the excep-
tion of one of the three instances of ‘dissemination’ of A. Amalrik’s article)
were admitted either by the accused or by other witnesses.

At the beginning of the trial, Kheifets pleaded not guilty and declared that
he was not anti-Soviet, but a dissenter; Kheifets explained that his inferest
in samizdat literature was the professional interest of a historian and literary
critic. However, at the very end of the judicial proceedings, he changed his
position. Perhaps the following dialogue with his lawyer influenced him in this:

Lawyer: Kheifets, do you agree that the documents the court has been
discussing are anti-Soviet in character?

Kheifets: Yes.

Lawyer: And what about your article on Brodsky?

Kheifets: Yes, that is too, but the point is that it wasn’t deliberately so.

Lawyer: That doesn’t matter. Did you show it to those persons who appear
as witnesses in this case?

Kheifets: Yes.

Lawyer: Do you agree that these actions could have been classified as
propagation?

‘___-_-1- el
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Kheifets: Apparently, yes. Formerly I did not think they were, but having
listened to the opinion of the court, I agree with it. Even though I did
not do so deliberately, I carried out propaganda against Soviet authority,

Lawyer: Before the pre-trial investigation you did not admit any guilt.
During the pre-trial investigation you admitted yourself guilty in part. I
ask you now: do you consider yourself guilty, after these four days of
your trial?

Kheifets: As I did not fully understand, I did not admit my guilt., But I am
used to trusting qualified people. After listening to these jurists, I now

understand that my actions come under Article 70, and I admit my guilt.
Lawyer: You fully admit your guilt?
Kheifets: Yes.

In answer to additional questions from the judge, Kheifets said :

I formerly understood the word propaganda to mean deliberate dissemina-
tion. I did not understand that, even if I myself did not agree with the

contents of the documents which [ distributed, I could still be considered
guilty in law.

As a result of this, the final speeches by the defence and the prosecution

basically concerned the question of whether Kheifets had repented sufficiently
for what he had done.

Extracts from the Speech of the Procurator Ponomaryov:

In giving evidence during the pre-trial investigation and this court trial, the
accused denied his guilt at first, but he always admitted the facts of the case
to be true. Later, during this trial, the accused stated that he did not consider
himself guilty, as agitation and propaganda had not been his aim. Now, in
answer to the questions of the court and his lawyer, Kheifets has stated that
he fully admits his guilt, but alleges that at the time he was committing the
crime he did not realize the anti-Soviet nature of his activities and did not
consider his actions to be anti-Soviet propaganda. Let us say quite clearly
that this is a one-sided admission! The nature of a person’s activity is not
determined only by his own opinion of it, or that of others, nor by any
evaluation of his behaviour and actions, but by the innate character of the
actions themselves. No one could doubt for a moment that the objective
circumstances show that Kheifets’s actions were knowingly and deliberately
aimed at subverting the Soviet political and social system. No one could
doubt that Kheifets, because of his level of education, understood that the
literature he stored and disseminated was anti-Soviet in nature . . . Kheifets
not only distributed sarmizdat literature produced by others, he even wrote
an anti-Soviet article himself. The article in question cannot be called any-
thing else but anti-Soviet. In any case, there is no third choice in the ideologi-
cal struggle: either you are for Soviet authority and for your motherland —

[The Trial of Kheifets] 7

or you are an enemy, you are fighting against Soviet authority. The facts
show that Kheifets made the second choice: he was against Soviet authority,
he was an enemy, he fought against it! . ..

The accused has taken a step — no, not a step, a half-step — in the direc-
tion of repentance. But he has not repented . . . He has not repented because
he has not revealed what he really feels in his soul . . . Even though Kheifets
has admitted his guilt, I am not convinced of his sincerity, since he has
said that it was only here in court that he understood his guilt. The point is
that Kheifets, who knowingly took part in such activity, does not wish to
repent or to admit his fault. And I cannot say that Kheifets was sincere
when he acknowledged that he is fully guilty. Therefore I consider that he
must be isolated from society for a lengthy period of time. I ask the court to
recognize the full gravity of the offence committed and set the punishment
at five years’ imprisonment, to be followed by two years in exile.

Extracts from the Speech of Lawyer Zerkin.

The procurator has based his request for such a severe sentence on the
argument that Kheifets has not repented sufficiently, The procurator main-
tains that he is not convinced of Kheifets’s sincerity in admitting his guilt. I
consider that such a subjective attitude on the part of the procurator to this
admission cannot be allowed to justify so severe a sentence, The term of
imprisonment demanded by the procurator is almost twice as long as the
sentence passed on the authors of the samizdat literature which Kheifets is
accused of disseminating, The indictment states that during the pre-trial
investigation Kheifets gave frank evidence and actively assisted in establish-
ing the truth. And the procurator still says that Kheifets has not repented!
He is not taking into account Kheifets’s behaviour during confrontations
with the witnesses, when Kheifets himself reminded the witnesses of details
which showed his own guilt, This behaviour is different from that to which
we are accustomed. And on the basis of all this, the procurator demands such
a severe punishment . . . Kheifets's misfortune is that he gave this material
to others with the aim —true, this is his version —of informing them.
Kheifets understands that he is being tried not for storing this material, but
for the act of passing it on to others, If he has passed anti-Soviet literature
to another person, this is an action which the law calls propaganda. He has
now understood this, and to ask the court to punish him by five years of
imprisonment and two more years of exile is . . . welll (a gesture of total
amazement).

As regards the free discussion of various controversial questions, such
discussions will, and must, go on taking place. However, Kheifets did not
take into account the necessity of distinguishing problems caused by minor
inadequacies and difficulties in our economic development and problems
which involve the basic interests of our people, our party and our country.
If a discussion is concerned with the first type of problem, it is necessary.
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However, Kheifets’s article on Brodsky is anti-Soviet in nature, it concerns
the most fundamental interests of our country, and Kheifets could not but
have known this, especially after his friends had unanimously pointed out to
him the incorrectness of the article’s political aspect. Having been made
aware of the anti-Soviet nature of his article, Kheifets should not have
continued distributing it to other people; such dissemination was a crime,
and Kheifets should have realized this. I am happy to conclude that Kheifets
has now realized it — perhaps rather late, but he has now understood this.

(. . .) Seven years’ imprisonment is not the only penalty provided by this
article of the law; the period of detention may be from six months upwards,
or instead of imprisonment the penalty can be limited to one year in exile.
I should like to hope that you, comrade judges, will react differently from
the procurator to Kheifets’s admission of guilt. The procurator’s point of view
seems to me to be subjective. You know about this man’s life, the fact that
he has two children, that he is himself a sick man. The case-file includes a
report giving details of Kheifets’s state of health. He has been in hospital,
suffering from suspected heart-trouble, I hope that, taking all this into
account, taking into account Kheifet's sincere repentance in court, you will

account, taking into account Kheifets’s sincere repentance in court, you will
consider it possible to demonstrate the strength of our judicial system not

by the severity of the sentence, but by its mercy! (Prolonged applause in the
courtroom.)

The court sentenced Mikhail Kheifets to four years of imprisonment in a
strict-regime camp and two years in exile.

On 22 October, at the appeal hearing, the Supreme Court of the RSFSR
upheld the sentence passed by the Leningrad City Court.

According to people who were present in the courtroom, the judge Karlov
behaved rudely to witnesses. In addition, he told the witness Maramzin, who
was brought into the court under guard (see later in this issue), that for giving
false evidence and refusing to give evidence he could be imprisoned for from
two to seven years, Maramzin then asked the judge to tell him the penalties
for false evidence and for refusing to give evidence, separately.

‘Up to seven years,” Karlov repeated, When Maramzin said that he had
heard that the penalty for refusing to give evidence was no more than six

months of corrective labour, the judge said nothing. The procurator and defence
lawyer also kept silent.

The Trial of Ladyzhensky and Korovin

From 25 September to 10 October the trial took place in Riga of Lev Aleksand-
rovich Ladyzhensky (Doctor of Physics and Mathematics, acting head of the
Laboratory of Mathematical Methods at the Baltic Scientific Research Institute

[The Trial of Ladyzhensky and Korovin} 9

for the Fishing Industry) and of Fyodor Yakovlevich Korovin, senior engineer
at the Latvian University Computer Centre, both charged with anti-Soviet
agitation and propaganda (Chronicle 32). The presiding judge in the case was
Lotko: the people’s assessors were Shcherbakova and Ryazanskaya.

In the indictment, the accused (either singly or together) were charged with
storing, reproducing (by retyping) and disseminating the following documents:
the story This is Moscow Speaking (according to the indictment this story is
about ‘a campaign of terror against the leaders of the Communist Party and the
government’) and the story The Man from M I N A P, both by N. Arzhak (Yu.
Daniel); the story Lyubimov (according to the indictment, it ‘contains a slander
against V. I. Lenin’);, the article ‘What is Socialist Realism?’ by A, Tertz (A.
Sinyavsky);? the book The Technology of Power' and the article “The
Partyocracy’ by Avtorkhanov; an ‘Open Letter’ and a ‘Letter to the P E N Ciub’
by Belinkov;, Conquest’s work The Great Terror, the article ‘The Russian
Path of Transition to Socialism’ by Academician Varga; the article by Amalrik,
‘Will the Soviet Union Survive Until 19847’ A. Bolonkin’s article, ‘A Com-
parison of the Standard of Living of the Workers of Tsarist Russia, Those of
the USSR, and Those of Leading Capitalist Countries’; the article ‘Tank
Logic’; a ‘Letter from Prague’, a letter “To the Deputies of the Ukrainian
Supreme Soviet’ by V. Moroz; the statement ‘This Is How We Live!’ by
Solzhenitsyn; Ladyzhensky’s own letter to the Procurator General of the USSR
about illegalities committed during trials (1967); a number of issues of A4
Chronicle of Current Events (according to the indictment the Chronicle con-
tains libels even on the ‘theory of Marxism-Leninism’), and a number of issues
of the Messenger of the Russian Student Christian Movement (Vestnik
R S K h D), The criminally-indicted actions took place from 1966 to 1973,

It was noted in the indictment that the prosecution greatly appreciated the
active assistance given by Ladyzhensky and Korovin during the pre-trial investi-

gation; they had given very detailed and thorough evidence and should not be
blamed for failing to remember a few dates and persons.

Both the accused pleaded guilty: they admitted that their opinions had been
anti-Soviet (Ladyzhensky had been ‘influenced by anti-Soviet radio broadcasts’,
while Korovin ‘had been influenced by Ladyzhensky’); they also admitted the
objectively anti-Soviet nature of their activities, although they denied that their
intention had been to undermine Soviet authority.

In their final statements both men spoke mainly about their long and hard-
working careers:

Ladyzhensky: 1 think the honourable procurator has accused me of having
a love for capitalism and the bourgeois West. Such an accusation was never
made during the investigation, such a thought never entered anyone’s mind,
and [ cannot leave this charge unanswered. All my life I have hated the rule
of idle people; all my sympathies are on the side of the workers, one of
whom I consider myself. (Here Ladyzhensky listed a number of research jobs
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at which he had worked — Chronicle.) I do not speak of this as a boast —
these were not epoch-making discoveries. It was simply work, the ordinary
work of an ordinary Soviet scientific worker. I am simply answering the
procurator’s accusation. For the last twenty years I have worked at the rate

of fifteen hours a day. It was creative work, for which I lived and without
which I could not ljve,

Korovin: I am guilty. I have committed a crime. I realized this too late
(. . .) But all the same I cannot accept the prosecution’s charge here that I am
an anti-Soviet. I have never been anti-Soviet. I grew up in a Soviet family.
I studied at a Soviet school. I worked as a metal craftsman in a2 mine for six
years, I worked among Soviet people — workers who never told me I was
anti-Soviet. In essence, I have remained a worker myself — I have had no

higher education. I always tried to work hard and I was happy that my
work was of use to everyone.

Both the accused asked the court to take into account the great value of their
specialised work to the country, They reminded the court that their sons
(Ladyzhensky’s son is 14 years old, Korovin's is seven) had been left without
fathers, who were necessary for their upbringing and development,

In addition, Ladyzhensky said in his closing speech :

Finally, I regret most of all that so few people are present in the courtroom
to hear my words (the trial took place in closed court — Chronicle). In the
past, when such trials as this were discussed, people always said that illegali-
ties were committed during the investigation, that the accused were subjected
to pressure, that they were badly treated. I myself talked in this way. I want
to say that if people are going to say such things about this trial, I hope
they will not refer to me as a source. I have not noticed any violations of
Soviet laws during this investigation and trial, although I was careful to look
out for such things, The entire investigation and the judicial proceedings have
taken place in strict accordance with all the norms of Soviet justice,

The court regarded the guilt of the accused as proved, and observed that
their intentions could be deduced from the contents of the literature in evidence
and the actions of the accused in acquiring, copying and storing it. The aims of
the accused could also be deduced from the long-term nature of their activities,
and from the fact that they became still more active after their warnings of
1968,

The court sentenced Ladyzhensky to three years in a strict-regime labour

camp and three years in exile; Korovin was sentenced to two years in a
labour camp and two vears in exile,

As regards the following persons who figured in the case — Buiko, Tsvetkov,
Plyukhanov, Baitman, Kilov, Rubinchik (Riga), Mirman, Margulis (Moscow),
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Prestinsky, Kuchinskaya (Leningrad) and Magelatov (Gelendzhik) — the
evidence concerning them was set aside for separate consideration,

® % %k

Ladyzhensky is now in Camp 36 in the Perm camp complex. He has been put
to work on a ‘vybro-stand’.

ok ok

The Chronicle gives the addresses of the accused men's families -

Riga, ul. Kirova, 13, flat 6, Braika Abramovna Raizman (wife of Ladyzhensky).
Riga, ul. Suvorova, 32, flat 37, Zoya Korovina.

Trials In Armenia

In Armenia in 1973-74 a series of trials took place in which Armenians were
charged with ‘anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda’ and with ‘organizational
activity aimed at committing especially grave crimes against the State and
participation in anti-Soviet organizations'. Under the latter article the accused
were charged with membership in the organization ‘The National United Party
of Armenia’, whose aim was the secession of Armenia from the U SSR.

In November 1973' Bagrat Shakhverdyan was sentenced to five years in a
labour camp and two years in exile (he is now in camp 36 of the Perm com-
plex)’; his co-defendant. A. Tovmasyan, was sentenced to three and a half years
in a labour camp (he is now in camp 17 of the Mordovian complex). Tovmasyan
has five children; the youngest is one year old.

In the spring of 1974 both Ruben Khachatryan and Levon Badalyan were
sentenced to two and a half years in labour camps; Kadzhik Saakyan, Norik
Martirosyan and Samvel Martirosyan all received sentences of three and a half
years of labour camps (Badalyan, N. Martirosyan and S. Martirosyan were co-
defendants). Ashot Navasardyan was sentenced to seven years of labour camps
and two years in exile. During his trial Navasardyan asked that the pro-
curator, Gambaryan, be replaced, on the grounds that during the pre-trial
investigation the latter had threatened the defendant Airikyan with a sentence of
10 years in a special-regime labour camp. In addition, Navasardyan challenged
the composition of the court on the grounds that since its members were all
Communists they could not be objective towards him. a member of another
party. These challenges were, of course, rejected. As a protest, Navasardyan
refused to take part in the trial. He was charged with drawing up the party's
programme and also with preparing and distributing around 1,000 leaflets. In
1969 he had been sentenced under the same article to two years in a labour
camp.’ Under the article corresponding to article 190-1 of the R S F S R Criminal
Code, Amait Karapetyan [a woman] was sentenced, in the summer of 1974, to
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two years in a labour camp. |
In the autumn of 1974 both Gagik Arakelyan and his co-defendant Kostan

Karapetyan were sentenced to two and a half years in labour camps, Baquik
Markosyan was sentenced to four years in labour camps and two years in exile;
Razmik Zograbyan, Azat Arshakyan and Paruir Airikyan were each sentenced
to seven years in labour camps and three in exile. (Markosyan, Zograbyan and
Arshakyan were co-defendants.) |
Navasardyan, Markosyan, Zograbyan and Arshakyan were born in 1950, A.
Karapetyan was born in 1951 and Arakelyan and K. Karz}petyran in 1956.
Since August 1974 prisoners in the K G B investigation prison in Erevan have
been confined in subterranean cells, which were closed in 1937 at}d were opened
up again only this year. These cells are cold and contain scorp:nns.'ln answer
to Arshakyan's complaint to the procurator about the scorpions, his _cell was
disinfected while he was in it, after which for a long time he was seriously ill

from poisoning by toxic fumes.

The Trial of Airikyan

Paruir Airikyan was born in 1949 in Erevan. He did not complete his higher
education.” In 1969 he was sentenced to four years in a labour camp unfier
article 65, paragraph 1 of the Armenian Criminal Code (correspandmgﬁ to -artlcle
70 of the RS FSR Code) and article 67 of the Armenian Code (equwa].ent
to article 72 of the R S FSR Code). He served his sentence in the Mordowap
camp complex, and was released in March 1973 (see Chronicle 3‘3). On his
return to Erevan, Airikyan was placed under administrative surveillance. On
5 March 1974 a people’s court sentenced Airikyan to two years in a labour
camp for breaking the rules of surveillance. After the trial he was sent to a
K G B investigation prison. On 19 March 1974* new charges were brought
against him — once again under articles 65 (this time paragraph 2) and 67 of
the Armenian Code,

His case was tried from 29 October to 22 November by the Supreme Court
of the Armenian SSR. At Airikyan’s request the court was adjourned from
30 October to 5 November, so that he might prepare his defence (he had refused
the services of a lawyer). The charges against Airikyan related to the letters
he had written to his relations and friends from the Mordovian camps (these
letters had been confiscated by the camp censors and turned over to the K G B );
the charges also concerned the statements he had sent from the camp to the
Supreme Soviet of the Armenian SSR and to the U N; tle was aliso c':harg-ed
with preparing and distributing slogans and pamphlets which were antl-SDﬂet
and slanderous in content and which defamed the Soviet political and social
system’, and with having ‘links with foreign governmepts'. ﬂ

In his speech for the prosecution, procurator Khudoyan® asserted that
Airikyan had carried out anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda by means of
sending the statements and letters from his labour camp.' The procurator cited
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the following examples: in one of his letters, Airikyan wrote to his parents on
the 50th anniversay of the foundation of the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic,
saying that this was a tragic day for him, as 50 years ago Armenia had ceased
to exist; in another letter, Airikyan used the phrase ‘poor Armenia” in his
statement to the Supreme Soviet for the Armenian S S R, Airikyan wrote: ‘Why
are we, Armenians, serving our sentences in the labour camps of Mordovia?
We should be in Armenia, not in Russia.’

All the witnesses, except one, denied that Airikyan had participated in any
way in the reproduction and distribution of pamphlets or slogans. Only Ruben
Khachatryan gave some sort of evidence during the pre-trial investigation
about his involvement in this. At the trial he stated only that he had shown
Airikyan a pamphlet, and that Airikyan had read it and given it back to him
in silence. On being asked by the procurator when he had given the true
evidence, at the pre-trial investigation or at the trial, Khachatryan replied:
‘I've already forgotten, 1 don’t remember, probably the first time, during the
investigation.” On the basis of this testimony alone the procurator charged
Airikyan concerning the pamphlets and slogans. In his defence speech, Airikyan

said that he fully agreed with the texts of the slogans and pamphlets, but that
he had taken no part in reproducing them.

The procurator based the charge of ‘links with foreign governments’ on the
fact that, in a search of the Moscow flat of Elena Sirotenko, a list had been con-
fiscated which contained the names of Armenians sentenced for ‘nationalism’,
and that the ‘Possev’ publishing-house in Munich had published the same list.
Sirotenko, who appeared as a witness at the trail, denied that she had received
the list from Airikyan. Besides the list, a letter to a foreign addressee was also
confiscated during the search at Sirotenko’s flat: the letter contained a request
to locate a relative of Airikyan and to inform him that Airikyan and other
arrested Armenians needed help and support. The procurator interpreted this
as a link between Airikyan and Sirotenko, who in turn had links with foreign
countries. Finally, according to evidence given by Ruben Khachatryan’s brother,
Airikyan had asked him for a photograph of Ruben. On this ground the
procurator stated: ‘It is quite clear that Airikyan wanted this photograph so that
he could send it abroad.’

The procurator asked for Airikyan to be sentenced to 10 years in a special
regime labour camp and four years in exXile.

At the beginning of the trial, when he was asked ‘Do you plead guilty?’
Airikyan replied: ‘I do not consider myself guilty. In fact I've done nothing
since my release from the Mordovian camps; I have not taken part In any
activities. As for my opinions, they have remained as before, I have not
altered them.’

In his defence speech Airikyan stated that since 1967 he had been a member
of the National United Party of Armenia and that he still supported its aims
and programme. He said that he wanted to see Armenia free and that he
considered this to be possible only if Armenia exercised its right to self.
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determination in accordance with the Soviet constitution.
In his final statement, Airikyan said, in part:

Up to now there has been no country in which they try people for patriotism.
But I am being condemned for my patriotic opinions . . . Soon I shall be
sent away from my beloved Armenia, from my native land. This is very
hard to bear, but | know that until there is an independent Armenia my place
will be in a prison cell. You fear me greatly, and this shows that you are
very weak. The strong fear no one. Only the very weak fear words, and
answer words with brute force. Your attitude to me shows the weakness of
your ideology. This is not my final speech. I think this is not the place for
that, Long live a free and independent Armenia! My goal is not class struggle.

I am interested only in achieving an independent Armenia. The people them-
selves will decide the question of social structure.

In the verdict the charge of ‘links with foreign governments’ was found to
be unproven. The court sentenced Airikyan to seven years in a strict-regime
labour camp and three years in exile. A sentence of the Supreme Court is not
subject to appeal.

T. S. Khodorovich, a member of the Initiative Group for the Defence of
Human Rights in the USSR, and Yu. F, Orlov, corresponding member of the
Armenian Academy of Sciences, issued the following statement:

To the International Commission of Jurists
To Amnesty International

Statement

We, having been present at two sessions of the trial of P. Airikyan, declare
that neither during the pre-trial investigation nor at the trial was it proved
that the accused had committed the crimes with which he was charged.
Paruir Arikyan is not guilty. He has been condemned for his beliefs and
opinions, not for his actions. This contravenes not only the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights, but also Soviet laws.
We ask Ammnesty International and the International Commission of Jurists
to acquaint themselves with the investigation and trial documents in the case
of P. Airikyan, and to call for his exculpation and release.
22/11/74 Tatyana Khodorovich
Yury Orlov
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The Trial of Shtern

On 31 December 1974, the Vinnitsa Regional Court sentenced Mikhail
Shayevich Shtern to eight years in an intensified regime labour camp and con-
fiscation of his property. Shtern was charged with receiving bribes and with
swindling.

M. §. Shtern was born in 1918. He graduated from a medical institute in
1944 and has been working as a doctor for 30 years. In 1943, while he was a
medical student, Shtern joined the Party. In 1947 Doctor Shtern founded in
Chernovtsy the first dispensary in the Ukraine specializing in thyroid and
endocrinological problems and he himself worked there as the Senior Doctor.
In 1952 he moved to the town of Vinnitsa. In 1963 an endocrinological dis-
pensary was founded in Vinnitsa. Since 1963 Shtern has been working as the
director of the consultants’ Polyclinic section of this dispensary.

M. S. Shtern has two children: Viktor and August. Viktor Shtern was born
in 1941. In 1968 he graduated from the Physics Faculty at Novosibirsk Univer-
sity. In 1973 Viktor also graduated from the special department (the evening
stream for ‘engineers’) in the Faculty of Higher Mathematics and Cybernetics
at Moscow University, In September 1973 he went to live with his parents in
Vinnitsa. However, in Vinnitsa Viktor could only get work delivering tele-
grams. August Shtern was born in 1945, In 1968 he graduated from the Faculty
of Natural Sciences at Novosibirsk University as a ‘medical-biologist’. In 1972
August received the higher degree of ‘Candidate of Technological Sciences’. In
1973 he graduated from the evening course at the Mathematical-Mechanical
Faculty of Leningrad University, after which he moved to Chernovtsy.

In November 1973 August Shtern applied to the Chernovtsy O VIR De-
partment for permission to emigrate to Israel. In April 1974 M. S. Shtern
was summoned to the Vinnitsa O VIR Department and was asked if he
objected to his son’s emigration to Israel. M. S. Shtern replied that his son was
now sufficiently adult to decide things for himself, and that if his son wanted
to emigrate he would raise no objections.

On 12 May 1974, when M. S. Shtern was away from home, Viktor Shtern
and his mother were summoned on different pretexts by the authorities and de-
layed for four hours from returning home. During this time, unknown persons
broke into the Shterns’ apartment, for an unknown purpose. Realizing on their
return home that this had happened, the Shterns sent a complaint to the Pro-
curator General of the U S SR and the chairman of the K G B in Moscow. They
have still received no reply to this complaint.

On 28 May August Shtern told his parents that he had been summoned to
the O VIR Department. M. S. Shtern and his wife left for Chernovtsy. On
29 May M. S. Shtern was arrested in Chernovtsy. On the same day, searches
were carried out at the Shterns’ apartment in Vinnitsa and at two apartments
in Chernovtsy. Officials of the police and the Vinnitsa City Procurator’s Office
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entered the Shterns’ apartment without giving any warning or ringing the bell,
but simply by opening the front door. Only three of the 10 men who entered
showed their identity cards after insistent requests to do so. The search In
Vinnitsa lasted for three days. The objects confiscated included microfilms and
authors’ copies of scientific articles belonging to Viktor Shtern, a list of scienti-
fic works and a notebook. Two invitatons to Israel were also confiscated.
Kravchenko, a procurator of the investigation section of the Vinnitsa Regional
Procurator's Office, who was in charge of the search, said in the presence of
Viktor Shtern, his wife and the witnesses: ‘The charges are related to your
family’s desire to go to the state of Israel.” The objects confiscated during the
searches at Chernovtsy included August Shtern's Doctor of Sciences diploma,
the manuscript of a scientific monograph and a scientific archive. On 29 May
August Shtern was told by the Chernovtsy O V 1 R Department that he had been
given permission to receive an exit visa to Israel, but that its provision was
being delayed at the request of the Vinnitsa Regional Procurator’s Oflice,

The investigation of M. S. Shtern’s case was carried out by a team of investi-
gators from the Vinnitsa Procurator’s Office, with Kravchenko at their head.
More than 2,000 people were interrogated, including anyone who had been
a patient of Dr Shtern’s. The openly biased nature of the investigation was
obvious, for example, from the words used by a deputy procurator of the
Ilenetsky dstrict, who, when sceking the necessary evidence from the witnesses
M. Soloveichuk and E. Timoshenko, told them: ‘We must save the lives of
children who could be poisoned by the doctor Shtern.” The pre-trial investiga-
tion ended on 18 October.

However, as early as 14 November (a2 month before the trial!) a circular
issued by the Ukrainian Ministry of Health, signed by Bratus, the Ukrainian
Minister of Health, referring to a letter from the Ukrainian Ministry of Justice
(dated 30 August) and to a report from the Ukrainian Procurator’s Office (dated
12 October), stated:

In the town of Vinnitsa M. S. Shtern. the former Head of the Polyclinic
at the endocrinological health-centre, has been extorting money and asking
patients to bribe him to give them consuitations in the clinic without a note
of recommendation from the regional hospitals. He has received more than
1,000 roubles from 50 patients. In addition, this money-grabber has sold
medicines at excessively high prices,

M. S. Shtern is himself very ill (he has partial tuberculosis of the lungs in its
progressive form, an ulcer ailment, stenocardia, a deformation of the spinal
discs, a slipped disc and gall-stones). Nevertheless, all his wife’s appeals for a
change in his conditions of detention were in vain and M. S. Shtern spent half
a year in prison until his trial,

The trial began on 11 December. The presiding judge was Orlovsky.
Krivoruchko conducted the prosecution., The defence was represented by the
Moscow lawyer D. M. Akselbant. Tne caarges against the accused related to
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19 episodes classified as ‘swindling® and 21 episodes of ‘receiving bribes’.

The ‘swindling’, according to the indictment, consisted in M. S. Slitern’s
having sold medicines for a higher price than they cost him. The indictment
gtated, for example: ‘He apparently procured some of the “foreign” medicines
in a dispensary, and then deceitfully sold them to patients and their relatives
as “foreign” medicines.’

Referring to one of these ‘swindling’ episodes, the indictment stated: ‘On
10 December 1971, after examining the youth I. M. Sushko, who was suffering
from moderate retardation of sexual development, and having made out a
prescription for him, Shtern offered two bottles of pereodine (worth 15
kopecks) to the youth’s father, M. A. Sushko, and when Sushko asked him the
price of this medicine, he replied 10 roubles, thus making a profit of nine
roubles 70 kopecks.” At the trial, this indictment began to look quite different:

M. A. Sushko (born 1928, a collective farmer): Shtern never asked me for
money. I gave him 10 roubles. The medicine really helped my son. I went
to him later for a check-up, but I gave him no money, My son is now
well and serving in the army.

Procurator: You asked him for this medicine (these two bottles)?

Sushko: Shtern gave them to me himself. And the price was on the bottles.
Procurator: What price?

Sushko: 30 kopecks each.

Procurator: So why did you pay him 10 roubles, and not five roubles, not
30 kopecks?

Sushko: He didn’t extort anything from me, 1 gave him the 10 roubles
voluntarily,

Procprator: But at the pre-trial investigation you stated that Shtern had
sald the medicine cost 10 roubles.

Sushko: Oh, no, I gave him the 10 roubles voluntarily. He didn’t extort
anything from me.

Procurator: But did you ask Shtern how much the two bottles cost?

Sushko: Yes, and he told me, 30 kopecks each.

Judge: Can you guess why the Procurator keeps tormenting you? No? Re-
member what you said at the pre-trial investigation. These are your words:

'l asked Shtern how much the Choriogonin cost, he told me 10 roubles,
and I gave him 10 roubles.’

Sushko: But I was right there in the consulting room . . ,

Judge: Wait, answer the question. Did Shtern say how much the medicines
cost?

Sushko: No, he didn't.

Judge: Then which is the truth — what you’re saying now, in court, or what
you said before?

Sushko: If you've got it written down there, that must be the truth.
Procurator: What did you write about this case in your statement?

Ly
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Sushko: That I don't have anything against the doctor.

Procurator: Who wrote this? (Brings him a sheet of paper.) Read it aloud.
Sushko: (reading word by word) ‘He said that the medicine cost 10 roubles.’
Judge: So did you write this, with your own hand? Tell us, did he name

the price, or did he not? Remember Shtern's words, when he gave you
the medicine.

Sushko: Two roubles, and something . . .

Judge: But you keep giving contradictory evidence; don’t you see, you must
tell us what really happened.

Sushko: Well, he said it cost 30 kopecks a bottle.

Procurator: Who's been talking to you about this matter?

Judge: You are not allowed to ask questions in that manner.

Procurator: I apologise. Did someone come to see you before the trial and
try to tell you what to say here?

Sushko: The procurator . . . or someone . . . (Laughter in the courtroom.)
Judge: Are there any more questions?

Defence Lawyer: You have filed a statement that you have no complaint to
make against Shtern?

Sushko: Yes, that’s what I wrote.

Defence Lawyer: And you really don’t have any complaint to make against
him?

Sushko: No, I've nothing against him.

Defence Lawyer: Why did you give Shtern the 10 roubles? Was it because
of his good manner of consultation, or what?

Sushko: Yes, it was because he gave me a good consultation, he explained
to me everything about what was to be taken . ..

Deftence Lawyer: When you came to Shtern’s consulting room, did they
receive you at once, and did Shtern examine your son?

Sushko: Yes.
Detence Lawyer: Before he gave you the medicine, did Shtern ask you for

any money or did you hear people talking about the subject, in the corridor,
perhaps?

Sushko: No, nobody said anything of the sort.
M. Shtern: Thank you for your evidence,

Procurator: I protest, Comrade Judge; witnesses are not thanked for giving
evidence.

M. Shtern: Did you know that your son often came to me on his own for
injections?
Sushko: Yes, he used to go.

M. Shtern: Did you give him any money for those drugs?
Sushko: No, I never gave him any money for that.

In spite of all this, the Sushko episode went from the indictment into the
verdict without alteration.
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According to the indictment, Shtern received ‘bribes’ for using his profes-
sional position as director of the consultants’ polyclinic section to examine
patients without referral, to refer patients to the Medical Board on Labour
Fitness, to assign them to a hospital, or to receive them at his home . . .

Ninety-four witnesses were invited to testify for the prosecution at the trial.
The defence attorney applied to the court for permission to call another 47
witnesses. Without giving any reason, the court allowed him to call only three
of these.

In his speech for the prosecution, the procurator paid no attention to the
fact that many of the charges in the indictment had not been confirmed in the
court hearing, and merely repeated the indictment and demanded a punishment
of nine years in a Jabour camp.

The defence lawyer, in his speech, drew the court’s attention to the fact that
his client had not been employed as a government official <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>