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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
publicizing 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 retro-
spectively 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, containing Chronicle 50, is, like previous
ones, a translation of a copy of the original typewritten text. The
editorial insertions are the endnotes (numbered) and the words in
square brackets. The table of contents, abbreviations, illustrations,
index of names, bibliographical note and material on the outside and
side of the cover have been added to help the general reader. None
of this material appecared in the original texts.

The endnotes have been kept to a minimum, partly because the
Russtan text already refers to earlier issues, and partly because the
index of names 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 A4
Chronicle of Current Events, we cannot guarantee the veracity of all
Its contents. Nor do we take responsibility for any opinions or judge-
ments which may appear or be implied in its contents. Yet Amnesty




International continues to regard A 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,

CPSU
KGB
Komsomol
MVD
OoOVD
OVIR
SSR

UuvDbD

Amnesty International
February 1979

Abbreviations

Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic. Subordinate to any
S SR (see below) and based on the minority nationality
whose home is on the territory, The Mordovian AS SR,
for example, is subordinate to the Russian Soviet Federat-
ed Socialist Republic and so named because it is the
home of the Mordovian national minority.

Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

Committee for State Security.

Communist Youth League.

Ministry of Internal Affairs.

Department of Internal Affairs.

Department (of the MV D) for Visas and Registration.
Soviet Socialist Republic, of which there are 15 in the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (U S S R).
Administration for Internal Affairs.
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The Struggle for Human Rights in the
Soviet Union Continues

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

Number 50 [November 1978, special issue}

Political Trials in the Summer of 1978

The Trial of Orlov. The Trial of Gamsakhurdia and Kostava. The
Trial of Ginzburg. The Trial of Shcharansky. The Trial of Petkus.

The Trial of Lukyanenko. The Trial of Alexander Podrabinek. Trials
of Jewish Activists.
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The Trial of Orlov

From 15 to 18 May the Moscow City Court heard the case of Yury
Oriov, charged under article 70 of the Russian Criminal Code. Judge
V. G. Lubentsova presided over the court (she had judged the ‘demon-
strators’ in October 1968 — Chronicle 4). The People’s Assessors were
G. N. Tsvetkov and A. N. Lebedev. The prosecutor was the Moscow
Deputy Procurator, S. A. Emelyanov. The defence lawyer was E. S.
Shalman,

Orlov was arrested on 10 February 1977 (Chronicle 44). For a de-
tailed account of the investigation of his case see Chronicles 44-49.

Yury Fyodorovich Orlov was born in 1924, His father was a driver
and metal worker; he died of tuberculosis at the age of 33, in 1933,
His stepfather was also a worker; he died at the front in 1942,

Yu. Orlov spent his carly childhood in a village near Smolensk
and subsequently lived in Moscow. At the beginning of the war, with-
out completing his schooling, he got a job as a lathe operator in a
factory. In his autobiography Orlov remembers being struck by some-
thing his uncle said to him at this time: ‘I hope that our alliance with

democratic countries during this war will lead to the democratization
of our country after the war.’

At the beginning of 1944 Yu. Orlov was drafted into the army and
sent to a militaty academy. At the academy Orlov became a candi-
date member of the communist party. A month before the end of the
war he was sent to the front.

After the war, while continuing to serve in the army, Orlov studied
intensively the ‘Marxist classics’ and the works of Hegel. He recalls
that already at this time, in conversation with close friends, he spoke
out against ‘bureaucratic dictatorship’ and in favour of ‘a return to
the ideas of Marxism’. The security organs invited him to work for
them on secret assignments — Orlov firmly refused.

At the end of 1946 Orlov was demobilized; he completed his school-
ing as an external student and entered Moscow University. In 1948
he became a member of the communist party. In 1952 Orlov com-
pleted his course in physics at Moscow University.

In 1953 Orlov started work at the Institute of Theoretical and
Experimental Physics (ITEF) at the USSR Academy of Sciences
(Director — Academician A. I. Alikhanov).

At the beginning of 1956 he finished his master’s thesis; at the same
time his first scientific publications appeared, and his work was pre-
sented in five papers sent to an international conference in Geneva.

In March 1956, at an institute party meeting held to discuss the
documents of the 20th Party Congress, Yu. Orlov spoke out in criti-
cism of the party’s past policies. He spoke about the general decline
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of honour and morality, about the need for democratic changes. Sharp
criticism was also voiced by several other people at the meeting. On 5
April Pravda published an article highly critical of this meeting (with-
out mentioning the institute by name); there was also a ‘private letter
from the Central Committee’. By a decision of the Central Committee,
Yu. Orlov and threc others were expelled from the party and dis-
missed from their jobs., Orlov's name was removed from all reports
and articles and he was not allowed to defend his doctoral thesis.

For six months Orlov was unable to find a job. In many physics
institutes in Moscow money was collected for him and for those of
his colleagues who were in a similar position.

At the suggestion of A. I. Alikhanyan, a corresponding member of
the USSR Academy of Sciences and brother of A. I. Alikhanov,
Orlov moved to Armenia, where he worked at the Erevan Physics
Institute. In 1958 he defended a master’s thesis, in 1963 his doctoral

thesis. In 1968 he was elected a corresponding member of the Armenian
Academy of Sciences.

In 1972 Orlov returned to Moscow. Academician L. A, Artsimovich
tried — and after six months, with difficulty, succeeded — in getting
Orlov a post at the Institute of Earth Magnetism and Diftusion of
Radiowaves of the USSR Academy of Sciences (IZMIR A N).

On moving to Moscow, Orlov began to take an active part in the
human rights movement. In September 1973 he wrote an open letter to
Brezhnev in defence of A. D. Sakharov. In October 1973 Orlov be-
came a founding member of the Soviet group of Amnesty International.

On 1 January 1974 Orlov was again dismissed from his job. From
then on he lived by giving private lessons in mathematics and physics,
continuing his scientific work at home. During the next few years re-

gular seminars on physics, presided over by Orlov, were held in his
flat.

In February 1974 Orlov protested against the deportation of
Solzhenitsyn. In June 1974, in connection with the international sym-
posium organized by A. Voronel (Chronicle 32) Orlov was kept under
house arrest for nine days.

In 1976 Orlov’s article ‘Is Socialism of a Non-Totalitarian Kind
Possible?’ appeared (in samizdat and also in the collection Self-Aware-
ness — New York, Khronika Press). The article demonstrates that the
concentration of political and economic power in the hands of a cen-
tralized bureaucracy inevitably leads to the loss of individual free-
doms (Chronicle 38).

In May 1976 Orlov organized and led the Group to Assist the Imple-
mentation of the Helsinki Agreements in the USSR — the Moscow
Helsinkt group (Chronicle 40), Later, Helsinki groups were organized
in  Lithuania (Chronicle 43), the Ukraine (Chronicle 43), Georgia
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(Chronicle 44), and Armenia (Chronicle 46).

* % %

The trial took place in the People’s Court building in the Lyublino
District of Moscow (Egorevskaya ul. 14) — where A. E. Krasnov-
Levitin (Chronicle 20), V. Bukovsky (Chronicle 23) and A. Tverdokhle-
bov (Chronicle 40) were also tried.

None of Orlov’s many friends and acquaintances who had gathered
in front of the court building long before the trial began were allowed
into the courtroom; as usual, this was ‘because there is no room’'.
Only Orlov’s wife, Irina Anatolevna Valitova, and his sons (by his first
marriage) Alexander and Dmitry Orlov, were allowed in. On the very
first day of the trial their tape recorders were confiscated, they were
forbidden to take notes, to leave the courtroom during the breaks, or
even to go near the windows, Before and after the court sessions they
were given body searches (in the process the sons were also beaten
up twice and the wife was stripped naked in the presence of three
men, K G B officials).

When ‘establishing the identity’ of the defendant, the Judge empha-
sized the fact that Orlov ‘had not worked’ since 1974. Several times
Lubentsova interrupted Orlov when he, in answer, was explaining that
as a professional scientist, and independently of his regular job, he was
consistently active in the scientific field, writing and publishing articles,
and that he was also doing voluntary work at the Erevan Physics
Institute.

Orlov then submitted several petitions to the court. His explanations
of the reasons for these petitions, like everything he subsequently said
throughout the trial, were interrupted by shouts from the Judge: ‘No
one is asking you (about this or that)!’ ‘Stand up straight, don’t prop
vourself up!’ ‘You’re not giving a lecture!’ and so on.

Orlov asked that the English lawyer J. Macdonald, to whom his wife
had entrusted his defence (Chronicle 45) be invited to the trial.

Orlov petitioned for additional witnesses to be summoned. Among
these were L. Sery (Chronicles 42, 43), V. Pavlov (Chronicle 43), V.
Khatlo (Chronicles 36, 48), N. Svetlichnaya, N. Strokatova, O. Ya.
Meshko and S. Karavansky, all of whom feature in the Moscow
Helsinki group documents which formed part of the basis of the
criminal charges against Orlov. (Pavlov and Khailo had come to
Moscow that day and were outside the court building). There were also
several research scientists from Moscow and Erevan who could have
testified to Orlov’s scientific capabilities. Orlov asked that the director
of IZMIR AN, corresponding member of the USSR Academy of
Sciences V. V. Migulin, be summoned, since his letters to the KG B
had influenced the formulation of the charges, and also S. Lipavsky
(see ‘The Trial of Shcharansky’) and A. Gradoboyev (see ‘The Trial of
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Ginzburg'), whose testimony was included in Orlov’s case file (Orlov
did not know Gradoboyev and he had scen Lipavsky once only, at the
entrance to his own apartment). Orlov asked that V. Slepak, a member
of the Moscow Helsinki Group, be summoned before the court (with
reference to the group’s Document No., 9 about the Jews from the
village of llinka — Chronicle 43); also the secretary of the Soviet
group of Amnesty International, V. Albrekht, the director of the In-
stitute of Psychiatry of the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences,
A. V. Snezhnevsky (with reference to an incident involving L.
Plyushch — Chronicle 36) and translator Antonova, who had trans-
lated Orlov’s interview with the ltalian journalist M. Zoppelii,

Orlov asked for inclusion in the case of additional documents.
Lawyer Shalman petitioned for the inclusion of Orlov’s scientific
articles, published in the USSR and abroad in 1974-1978, and certi-
ficates and testimonials concerning Orlov's scientific work. He asked
that a number of people be summoned to court who could give evidence
about Orlov’s efforts to obtain a regular job in Moscow and Erevan.

The court rejected all the petitions of the accused and his lawyer.
Of Antonova, Gradoboyev and Snezhnevsky, Lubentsova said that
they could not appear due to illness (it is known that on that day
Snezhnevsky was examining patients in a clinic); on the following days
Lubentsova said that Snezhnevsky had gone away on an official trip.

The indictment (40 pages) was then read. It stated that Orlov, who
had not worked as a scientist for a long time, being of a hostile disposi-
tion, had tried to undermine the foundations of the Soviet system, He
had on several occasions given interviews to foreign correspondents,
in which he had defamed the Soviet political and social system; he
had compiled anti-Soviet, slanderous documents, which he had trans-
mitted to hostile radio stations through foreign correspondents and also
to the embassies and governments of Western countries (signatories to
the Helsinki Agreement — Chronicle), for all of which he received
payment in the form of money and parcels, the contents of which he
gave to commission shops to sell for him.

Orlov was charged with preparing and disseminating:

— Documents 3, 4, 6-9 and 11-14, and the supplements to documents
7. 11, 14, 17 (Chronicles 41-44) of the Moscow Helsinki Group; the
Group’s documents ‘An Evaluation of the Influence of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, with Particular Reference to
Human Rights in the USSR’ (Chronicle 41) and ‘Christmas Repres-
sions’ (about searches in the homes of five members of the Ukrainian
Helsinki Group — Chronicle 43),

— a letter to Brezhnev (1973);

— the letters ‘On the Rights of Scientists’, “To Scientists of the World’,
‘Open Letter to Artists’;

—a letter to the BB C and Voice of America radio stations;
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— ‘Moscow Appeal’ (13 February 1974, concerning Solzhenitsyn —
Chronicle 32) and an appecal by Moscow scientists on behalf of S.
Kovalyov;

— a statement concerning A. Marchenko’s hunger-strike (in 1975 —
Chronicle 35), a statement concerning P. Starchik (Chronicles 42, 43)
and a statement in defence of the pilot Zosimov (Chronicle 43).

— the statements entitled ‘10 December — International Human Rights
Day’ and ‘30 October -~— Political Prisoners’ Day’ (1975 and 1976);

— the articles ‘Is Socialism of a Non-Totalitarian Kind Possible?’

Orlov was charged with having the Gulag Archipelago in his posses-
sion,

The indictment stated that these documents contained ‘slanderous
fabrications’ to the effect that there are no democratic freedoms in the
Soviet Union, that international human rights agreements are con-
stantly violated, that ‘psychiatric repressions’ take place, that people
are persecuted for their political and religious beliefs, and that those
wishing to leave the U S S R are harassed.

Both in the indictment and in the court hearings reference to the
Helsinki Group by naiiic was carefully avoided; occasionally ‘Orlov
and a group of others ...” were mentioned.

To the question: did he understand the indictment? Orlov answered
in the negative. To the question: did he admit his guilt? Orlov
expressed the wish to give an explanation before answering. His re-

quest was granted, after he had stated that he would otherwise refuse
to take any further part in the trial.

In his ‘explanatory’ speech Orlov said that he was in favour of
gradual democratic changes in Soviet society, that he had not in any
way advocated undermining the system, and that his attitude to the
existing order, as to any other state system, was a critical one, This
was well known from the letter to Brezhnev with which he had been
charged. In this letter he did not, as alleged in the indictment, refer
to our society as one of slavery and feudalism, but only pointed out a
few characteristics of slavery (15-20 million people who were In
Stalin’s camps, the tying of peasants to collective farms). Neither did
he refer to the Soviet system as a Nazi one;, he only compared the
imprisonment of dissenters in psychiatric hospitals with the practices of
Nazi doctors. Orlov asked the court to read out his letter to Brezhnev.

Referring to the charges in connection with the Plyushch case, Orlov
recalled his visit (with Plyushch’s wife) to Professor Snezhnevsky
(Chronicle 36). The latter had said to them: ‘Surely you don’t think
that Plyushch would be better off in a camp than in a hospital?’ It
was precisely for this reason that Orlov had asked that Snezhnevsky
be summoned as a witness. Orlov reminded the court that Kovalyov
and Tverdokhlebov had faced charges in connection with the Plyushch
case, long after it had been concluded. Later, he said, those who
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maintained that Orlov’s trial was political and not criminal would also
be brought to trial. ‘This is a vicious circle, a circle of lies, from which
you will never emerge.’

Discussing those passages in the indictment referring to documents
on the right to emigrate (Nos. 9 and 11-14) Orlov insisted that No. 5,
which he had not been charged with and which cited many facts about
the persecution of believers, be included in the evidence. Regarding
demands to emigrate for political and economic reasons, Orlov stated
that he did not, as stated in the indictment, ‘assign’ such intentions to
anyone. He said: ‘I was approached by people who told me such
things openly. What can I say? That they want to emigrate “because
of family circumstances”?’ Orlov asked that the relevant document of
the Group, based on the trustworthy evidence of real people (among
them V. Pavlov and L. Sery) be read out. The Judge replied in the
standard way: ‘The court is familiar with the contents of this docu-
ment.’

As regards the charges of ‘slander’ with reference to conditions in
Viadimir Prison and in the camps, Orlov said that members of the
Helsinki Group spoke out primarily against torture through cold and
hunger. He gave details of the food norms and told how Sergienko,
who was ill with tuberculosis, was placed in a punishment cell; he
asked that Sergienko's mother, O. Ya. Meshko, be summoned to testify
about the conduct of the camp doctors.

Regarding the charges relating to' the newspaper cuttings and the
transcript of a Radio Liberty programme which were found during
a search of his home, Orlov explained that he had asked journalists he
knew to send him cuttings and other materials on problems of human
rights. ‘I wish to know how the question of human rights is treated
in other countries.’” He protested against the term ‘criminal’ being
applied — with the help of the word ‘contact’” — to his acquaintance
with foreign journalists.

Orlov talked about an interview he gave to a Norwegian journalist.
In actual fact, the interview never took place, since the Norwegian
knew neither Russian nor English. Yet the content of the Norwegian’s
article, which had appeared in Possev and some other publication,
formed part of the charges against Orlov. Orlov said that if the court
had been interested in what he actually said to journalists it should
have summohed the translator Antonova as a witness, since the pre-
viously mentioned translation of Zoppelli’s article formed part of the
‘case’,

At the end of his explanatory speech Orlov said: ‘The work of the
Helsinki Group has been based on trust in the people who have turned
to us for help and it is my opinion that this principle has been
thoroughly vindicated ...’

Then followed the examination of the defendant., In response to

o J

The Trial of Orlov 7

questioning, Orlov said that the Group’s documents had been delivered
to the embassies of 35 countries and to certain journalists, whom he
did not wish to name. He stated that he accepted full responsibility
for the content of the Group's documents but would not answer ques-
tions regarding to whom, where and when they were given. There
followed a question from the Procurator concerning the ‘preparation’
and ‘dissemination’ of the letter to Brezhnev. Orlov answered that
he wrote the letter and sent it by post to the addressee and to the
editors of Pravda and Izvestia. He also showed the letter to the direc-
tor of IZMIRAN, V. V. Migulin, and to the head of the per-
sonnel department, Yanshina (so that they should know why they
were dismissing him).

The Procurator asked about ‘the slanderous statement about the
case of Zosimov, who fled from the USSR in a military plane carry-
ing secret documents’. Orlov refused to answer questions about
Zosimoyv, since the case belonged to the category of defectors, not of
hijacking. He asked the court to obtain information from the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs as to the type of plane — civilian or military — used
by Zosimov to cross the border and whether there were any secret
documents in the plane.

The second day of the trial was devoted entirely to the examination
of 15 witnesses summoned by the prosecution (witnesses requested by
the defence were not summoned).

The first witness to be questioned, V. Varna, turned out to be only a
namesake of J. Varna, who had figured in the supplement to the
Helsinki Group’s Document No. 7 as one of four Riga dock workers
arrested for striking in protest at the deterioration of food supplies
(see also ‘The Trial of Ginzburg).

Witness Yanshina, head of the personnel department at
IZMIR AN, gave evidence about the circumstances in which Orlov
gave her his letter to Brezhnev, namely for her own information
and to pass on to the Institute director, Migulin: she also made a few
remarks intended as an evaluation of Professor Orlov’s scientific
work. At this point, the defence lawyer requested that a statement
signed by Migulin concerning Yu. F. Orlov’s scientific work be
appended to the evidence; the request was turned down,

Witnesses V. P. Blokhina and L. A. Lyubarskaya (Chronicle 38),
psychiatrists responsible for the treatment of Leonid Plyushch at the
Dnepropetrovsk Special Psychiatric Hospital [S P H], gave evidence
regarding the circumstances and reasons for this treatment, contradict-
ing one another and the previous evidence regarding Plyushch’s health.
Orlov asked Blokhina, who described Plyushch’s illness as ‘sluggish
schizophrenia of paranoid type’, whether she agreed with Professor
Snezhnevsky that ‘sluggish schizophrenia never assumes a paranoid
form’. There was no answer. After the examination of these two wit-
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nesses, Orlov with difficulty managed to obtain permission to give
supplementary evidence and to recount his meeting with Snezhnevsky,
during which the latter had said: ‘Plyushch’s case is a complex one; con-
sultations with the Serbsky Institute are necessary.” After this conver-
sation Plyushch underwent a psychiatric examination and a month later
another one. The diagnoses differed.

N. M. Georgievskaya, a psychiatrist at a Moscow City District
Psychoneurological Dispensary, summoned to give evidence regarding

the legality of the compulsory hospitalization of Pyotr Starchik in the
autumn of 1976 (Chronicles 42, 43) stated:

Starchik was on the dispensary list, but I myself never saw him.
Once they telephoned the dispensary from the police station to say
that up to 50 people were gathering in his apartment, smoking on
the landing, disturbing the neighbours and listening to songs of anti-
Soviet content performed by Starchik. After this telephone call the
chief doctor at the dispensary decided to put a stop to it. Starchik

was summonced to the dispensary for an interview with the chief
doctor.

In reply to questions from Orlov, Georgievskaya said that neither she
nor the chief doctor, I. A. Sapozhnikova, had ever heard Starchik’s
songs; she did not know about Starchik’s compulsory hospitalization
following the ‘interview’ with Sapozhnikova, nor that Kotov, chief
psychiatrist of Moscow, having listened to Starchik's songs, had ordered
his release.

A Vladimir Prison doctor, L. Sukhacheva, told the court that pri-
soners were not made to do work which would endanger their health,
that all the prisoners, including A. Sergienko (Chronicle 40), G. Super-
fin and Ya. Suslensky (Chronicle 41) were ‘practically healthy’, so that
there was no obstacle to putting them in a punishment cell; she did not
consider it immoral to keep ill persons in prison, since they had all been
convicted ‘under an article’. It turned out that Sukhacheva was
unaware of the existence of article 100 of the Russian Corrective
Labour Code, concerning the release of prisoners on grounds of illness.

Doctor I. Emeclyanova of the Mordovian camps testified that food
in the camp was of good quality, that there were no seriously ill pri-
soners, and that ill prisoners were never made to work. S. Karavan-
sky (suffering from a cerebral deficiency), Yu. P, Fyodorov (chronic
nephritis), V. Moroz, A. Murzhenko and all the other prisoners ‘... are
practically healthy. When necessary we provide immediate medical aid.
In the camp we have not only Soviet, but even imported medicines’.
Emelyanova then admitted that the diagnoses in the camp medical
histories corresponded, regarding facts, to those given in the relevant
Helsinki Group document; when Orlov then turned to the court and
asked what, in that case, constituted the slanderous nature of the docu-

The Trial of Orlov

ment, Lubentsova was silent.

The head of the hospital at Permy Camp 35, Yu. Sheliya (Chronicle
44), told the court that ‘the conditions provided for sick prisoners
are not simply good — they are excellent! In my opinion, they couldn’t
be better!” When Orlov, who was interrupted, as happened almost
every time he asked a question, asked about an incident involving
Pronyuk, the Judge announced a break.,

After a five-minute break, during which Orlov saw his investigator,
Trofimov, coming out of the room where the prisoner witnesses
Anisimov (Chronicle 44) and Dovganich (Chronicle 48) were waiting,
Orlov petitioned the court for an explanation of such a gross violation
of the law. Lubentsova rejected his petition: ‘This has no bearing on
the casec; the investigator has the right to be where he needs to be, when
he needs to be.” Anisimov, a prisoner from Vladimir Prison, told the
the court that ‘he personally’ had never reccived rotten food, that pri-
soners were often punished for ‘inter-cell communication’ (V. G.
Lubentsova corrected him: ‘that is, for violation of the regime!’), that
some prisoners (he mentioned Abankin in this connection) only made
the pretence of declaring a hunger-strike, and did not actually carry

it out... Orlov, seeing how terribly pale, thin, wrinkled and terrified
Anisimov was, refrained from asking him any questions,

B &% »

After the trial political prisoner A, Zdorovy (Chronicles 44, 48) sent the
following statement to the Russian Supreme Court:

I have learned from reports in the press of the trial of Yu. F. Orlov,
corresponding member of the Armenian Academy of Sciences,
Doctor of Physical and Mathematical Sciences, who has made every
effort to ensure the practical implementation of the Helsinki Agree-
ment by the Soviet government and the fulfilment of its obligations
in the field of human rights as regards the citizens of the USSR,
and who has fought against the violation of these rights in the
USSR.

Among the charges brought against him by Soviet organs is that
of making ‘slanderous’ and ‘false’ allegations concerning the viola-
tion of elementary human rights in the Corrective Labour Institu-
tions of the M V D: quantitative and qualitative shortcomings in the
prisoners’ diet, the compulsory eight hours of hard labour a day,
six days a week, the unsatisfactory living conditions.

In order to ‘prove the false and slanderous nature’ of such allega-
tions by Yu. F. Orlov, the investigative organs are employing the
testimony of untrustworthy witnesses who have been specially
selected from among the prisoners and rehearsed in advance by the
K G B in their places of imprisonment. These people are, as a rule,
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enlisted as informers by K G B officials at the corrective labour
colonies, or by labour colony officials, and become entirely dependent
on these officials. They are told, or it is hinted to them: ‘If you
give the required testimony you will earn an improvement in your
present conditions or in your future fate.” I am personally acquaint-
ed with several such false witnesses, who have been examined by the
investigative and court organs as witnesses for the prosecution in
the case of Orlov. One of them — V. P. Anisimov (b. 19377?) is a
criminal recidivist, imprisoned for vagrancy, hooliganism, robbery,
armed robbery, escapes, and, finally, for ‘politics’ under article 70 of
the Russian Criminal Code: in an attempt to save himself from
being murdered by the criminals in a camp, he quickly wrote a leaf-
let and hung it on the door of the camp refectory. A grateful K G B
official, bored at the lack of work in the criminal zone, swiftly
organized for Anisimov a sentence and the salvation of transfer to
Viadimir Prison. In the autumin of 1974, in the prison, on the
initiative of senior K G B operations official N, A. Obrubov, Anisi-
mov was ‘cleared’ of recidivism (some legal loophole was found),
and then he was transferred from the ‘striped’ category to the ‘black’
one.?

All this he had to ‘earn’, and then they started to employ him as
a ‘stool-pigeon’ in the cells containing political prisoners, especially
those who were soon to be released or with whom the prison admin-
istration or Obrubov had a special relationship. In particular, he
spent a long time in the cells of V. Konstantinovsky, M. Makarenko,
K. Lyubarsky, V. Bukovsky, G. Davydov, A, Safronov, G. Superfin,
Gaiduk, Abankin, Sergienko and others. For the same reasons I too
was obliged to share a cell with Anisimov in Vladimir Prison, for
about eight months in all. I was able to get to know well this subject
and his ‘cases’ and the miserable role which he agreed to play in
relation to the prisoners at the insistence and instigation of Obrubov,
and also Inspector Captain A. A. Doinikov and prison operations
officials Lieutenant Aleksandrov and others. I also had the oppor-
tunity of observing and hearing how the subject was prepared for
the part of false witness in the Orlov case (and perhaps they intended
to use his testimony in other cases: those of Ginzburg, Lukyanenko
and others). When he returned from his regular interview-instruction
sessions, to which he was summoned almost daily (sometimes two or
three times a day), he attempted to explain these suspicious visits
to his cell-mates and often gave himself away, sharing his thoughts
and saying straight out that Obrubov and some, as he put it, ‘investi-
gator from the administration’, were preparing him to give evidence
in the Orlov case. Anisimov was twice summoned for interrogations
in the Orlov case: first by the local K G B, then by a visiting investi-
gator from Moscow (according to Anisimov himself). He said that
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N. A. Obrubov and others had assured him that if he gave the re-
quired testimony he could count on an improvement in his condi-
tions of imprisonment, a reduction of his sentence, or, at the very
least, a transfer from prison to a different camp from his previous
one, once half his sentence was completed.

While they were preparing Anisimov to give false evidence, N. A.
Obrubov, A. A. Doinikov and others ensured that he was always
given food of norm 5b (reserved for rrisoners with stomach ulcers,
tuberculosis and so on). There were no medical grounds on which
Anisimov should have been given the 5b diet.

On his return to Vladimir Prison Anisimov was boycotted by political
prisoners there. In September he was sharing a cell with Shcharansky.

® % &

Dovganich, a prisoner in Perm Camp 36, was questioned (he had
earned a sentence under article 70 in a camp, where he had been
imprisoned for ‘Violation of the Laws on Currency Transactions'; prior
to this he had been sentenced for speculation; V. Bukovsky’'s light
touch had given him the nickname ‘Bath-head’ [Zavbanich]: in the
Intervals between his stays in hospital, where he contrived to spend
months at a time, he always ‘worked’ as head of the bath-house or as
a barber). The witness told the court about the — in his opinion —
very good conditions in the camp: a weekly change of underclothes;
a camp shop which sold wafers, jam and toffee; billiards; sports
activities. Dovganich spoke disapprovingly of the ‘young instigators’
(Gluzman, Altman, the Zalmanson brothers) who were on bad terms
with the ‘older prisoners’, simply because the latter had shot Jews
during the war and were now helping the camp directors.

Yoin Yakovlevich Kozhokin, Senior Poultry Officer at the ‘Rossiya’
collective farm in the village of llinka, and the farm President V. D.
Tarasov were summoned as witnesses in connection with Helsinki
Group Document No. 9 (Chronicles 43, 48, 49). They both told the
court about the material and cultural plenty in Ilinka (television sets,
motor-cycles, food products, a club)., Kozhokin said that he did not
know whether many of his fellow collective farmers were preparing to
leave (he himself had given the invitation he had received from lsrael
to Tarasov, who had sent it to the district party committee), and
Tarasov, although he did not remember the statistics, testified that
there were no obstacles to emigration. Referring to the passage in
Document No. 9 which says that ‘Ilinka is literally isolated by the
authorities from the outside world’ (with reference to the seizure by
the authorities of invitations from Israel), the Judge asked Kozhokin
about the ‘isolation of the village'. The witness, ‘correcting the slander,’
said that there was a bus service to the village, bringing newspapers and
magazines.
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The last three witnesses were summoned to describe Yu. F. Orlov's
scientific work (a capable person but ambitious, a careerist) and his
'social character’ (not patriotic, as a Soviet scientist should be by defini-
tion but, instead, a slanderer).

A. V., Lebedev, a senior scientific researcher at ITEF, had read
Orlov’s letter about the position of Soviet scientists and considered it
slanderous: all the rights of Soviet scientists, affirmed Lebedev, are
protected by Soviet law; any Soviet physicist can publish freely, travel
abroad to conferences and seminars, have free contact with foreign
colleagues, whatever his views and beliefs: Lebedev knew of no cascs
of discrimination. After Orlov's dismissal from work in 1956, he was
only expelled from the party and was allowed to defend his master’s
and doctor’s theses and to be elected a corresponding member of the
Armenian Academy of Sciences; therefore he was a slanderer.

Orlov asked a few questions: was the witness aware of what had
happened in 1956 to his reports which had been sent to an interna-
tional conference; of how long he was without a job after 1956 and
after 1973; whose name was removed from the list of authors of the
accelerator project; why his name was removed from the list of can-
didates for a 1974 State Prize; and in what manner A. S. Kronrod had
been dismissed from I TEF (Chronicle 1)? The witness answered ‘I
don’t know’ to all these questions. To the question: how could one
find out that a certain scientist had been dismissed for political reasons
— perhaps from the newspapers? — Lebedev did not reply for a long
time (from the hall came the exclamation ‘What an idiot!’), until
Lubentsova told the witness that he was free to g0,

Orlov’s neighbour at home, a party secretary at one of the institutes
of the USSR Academy of Sciences and a Candidate of Economic
Sciences, B, Sinitsyn, often saw, as he put 1t, diplomatic cars parked
outside the house and considered this evidence of Orlov’s efforts to
become known in the West. He recalled that Orlov did not approve
of the one-party system and the obstacles to free emigration in the
USSR, but he did not remember the nuances of his conversations
with Orlov, did not understand his questions, and at the end of his
examination, with visible relief, tried to leave the courtroom, so that
Lubentsova was obliged to tell him that he would not be allowed out
until the break.

Akop Aleksanyan, Party Secretary at the Erevan Physics Institute
and a Doctor of Physical and Mathematical Sciences, regarded Orlov
as a high-class physicist, but said that he had given the institute an
ultimatum: either they made him an Academician, or he would leave:
he was always saying: ‘I will leave! I will leave!’ Orlov’s exclamation:
‘Akop! That's a lie!’ was cut short by the Judge, who heard out the
witness's ideas on the necessity of Soviet scientists possessing a har-
monious unity of creative and moral qualities, and then dismissed him.
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The third day of the trial opened with verification of the presence in
the case file of a number of documents cited by the Procurator., The
correct procedure for reading out the titles of documents is stipulated
by law (article 292 of the Russian Code of Criminal Procedure) and
Orlov tried to follow this when his turn came. He quoted in full the
title of the document and tried to describe its content. Each time the
Judge interrupted him: ‘Name only the number of the volume and the
page. The court is familiar with the content of the documents! The
court had a whole week to acquaint itself with the documents!’ Among
the documents cited by Orlov were: material on the fining of be-
lievers; material on the complaints of prisoners about the poor quality
of prison food; records of the examination of the personal affairs of
Karavansky (the fact of his being punished while ill) and of Kovalyov
(the fact of his being punished after his operation); information about
the visit to Snezhnevsky and the Medical Administration of the
MV D from 4 Chronicle of Current Events No. 36 (Judge: ‘This is
not relevant to the case!’ Orlov: ‘I am entitled to refer to publica-
tions as well as to factual evidence’); a medical report on Plyushch
dated 29 March 1975; and a TASS report in which Orlov was
described as an N T S agent (Chronicle 44).

Orlov then submitted some petitions to the court:

that several confiscated documents and possessions be returned to
I. A. Valitova;

that four additional witnesses be called (A. I. Ginzburg, I. A.
Valitova, Stakhanov, a scientific researcher at IZM IR A N, and
Kurdyumov, the chairman of that institute’s trades union com-
mittee);

for permission to dispense with the services of his lawyer (at this
point Orlov thanked E. S. Shalman for his legal and moral support).

The first two petitions were refused, with no reasons given, the third,
after long exchanges, was granted.

During the break, Shalman, who had stayed in the courtroom, was
forcibly removed and locked in a room. There was a telephone in the
room, however, and after consultations with the Presidium of the
Moscow Bar, the door was unlocked and Shalman returned to the
courtroom.

Each side then presented its case. Procurator Emelyanov made his
prosecuting speech:

Comrades! 60 years ago, under the leadership of the communist
party, the workers and peasants of our country seized power into
their hands — the building of a new, communist society began. At
the present time, Soviet people have set about the building of com-

munism, the bright dream of mankind. In an attempt to defame

our system, the imperialists have devised fantasies about there being




A Chronicle of Current Events No. 50

various ‘variants of socialism’, for example ‘democratic socialism’. In
actual fact, only one form of socialism exists — the real socialism
built in our country ... In their efforts to blacken the Soviet system
the imperialists count on politically immature people in our coun-
try, on various drop-outs -— they do not even disdain the mentally
ill ... In 1956, on the pretext of criticizing the cult of personality,
Orlov tried to subvert the policies of our party and found himself

outside the party. Gradually Orlov falls under the influence of anti-
Soviet organizations and propaganda centres.

At the end of 1973 Orlov leaves his job and from then onwards
devotes himself entirely to anti-Soviet activities. Orlov writes a letter
to Brezhnev, in which he compares our society to a system of
slavery and feudalism, identifying socialism with the fascist Reich.
In the letter Orlov slanders Soviet science. The USSR forged the
way to the cosmos ... We publish two or three times as many Eng-
lish books as the number of Soviet books published in England.
Orlov’s letter contains attacks on our ideology., Naturally, this letter

was widely used for anti-communist propaganda with subversive
aims ...

Orlov speculates on the interest of Western society in the Helsinki
Accords. Disguising his subversive aims, he fabricates documents
about violations of these Accords which are supposed to have taken
place in the USSR and sends them to the embassies of capitalist
countries, to the editors of foreigh newspapers and radio stations.
Orlov tried to defame the domestic and foreign policies of the
USSR, advocated the subversion of the system existing in our
country and called for struggle against it ...

Orlov was a pawn, though, it must be noted, a conscious pawn. 1
wish to draw the court's attention to the fact that Orlov is a
dangerous state criminal. Orlov’s guilt in carrying on anti-Soviet
agitation and propaganda with the aim of undermining Soviet power,
in fabricating and disseminating slanderous falsehoods and docu-

ments which defame the Soviet political and social system, has been
fully demonstrated.

The Procurator demanded that the court sentence Orlov to seven years’

deprivation of freedom in a corrective labour institution with strict
regime, and to five years’ exile.

In his defence speech Orlov said that the prosecution speech had
been three-quarters political. And as long as there was political pro-
secution speeches, there would be political imprisonment. The charges
were based on ideology; therefore he, Orlov, was also entitled to speak
of ideology. He was being tried not for criminal offences, as the Pro-
curator claimed, but for ideological (or political) ones, Moreover, Orlov
regarded the Procurator’s speech as an insult to him personally.
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Judge Lubentsova interrupted Orlov, announcing that he should
not have dismissed his lawyer, since he himself obviously had no idea
of the ‘authorized’ way of making a defence speech.

Orlov asked not to be interrupted, He went on to describe the Pro-
curator’s speech as a prime example of ideological intolerance; this
was always harmful, but when applied to whole societies, it was posi-
tively dangerous. He again tried to expound his views, to describe the
activities of the Moscow Helsinki Group, of which he was the leader, to
point out that the Procurator’s speech slandered him, that it was devoid
of concrete facts regarding the points of the indictment, but he was
constantly interrupted by the Judge telling him what one should and
should not say in a defence speech, by the Procurator ‘drawing the
court’s attention' to the fact that the defendant continued to engage in
‘agitation’, ‘slander’ and ‘demagogy’ in the courtroom, and by hostile,
insulting shouts from the ‘public’.

Orlov said:

We became convinced that approaching our government through
the governments of other nations was more effective than a direct
approach. For this reason we wanted the Moscow Helsinki Group’s
documents to be discussed at the Belgrade conference ... (Lubentsova
once again interrupted him). Each country has its own laws ... It is
in the nature of things that these laws may come into conflict with
humaneness and with international agreements and treaties. And it
is also in the nature of things that in each country there should be
people and groups of people striving to ensure that the internal laws
of their country are based on international covenants and agreements
and are applied in the most humane way possible ...

Judge: Defendant Orlov, you do not understand how to defend your-

self in the proper way. I declare your defence speech finished. Move
on to your final plea.

Orlov was given five minutes in which to prepare his final plea. He
said :

You may sentence me to seven years' imprisonment, you may shoot
me, but T am convinced that trials like this one will not help alleviate
those ills and shortcomings to which the documents of the Helsinki
Group bear witness and about which I have tried to speak here ...

At this moment the members of the court left the courtroom and the
defendant was led out under guard, so that he was unable to finish his
final plea. The final session of the court was fixed for 10 o'clock the
following morning.

At 13.30 on 18 May Judge Lubentsova read out the verdict, the
descriptive part of which was essentially a repetition of the indictment.
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Yury Fyodorovich Orlov was sentenced to 7 years’ strict-regime camp
and 5 years’ exile.
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As usual in such cases, the court building was surrounded by police
and K G B officials in civilian clothes. In comparison with previous
occasions (for example the trial of Tverdokhlebov), the behaviour of
the police and state sccurity ofticials differed only by more demonstra-
tive, indeed blatant crudeness, insolence and shamclessness. Already,
before the 15 May session, several people who had been waiting in the
court building since early morning (in particular Sergei Ermolayev —
Chronicles 48, 49) were literally thrown from the porch into the street.
There were at least three lines of guards surrounding the building: at
the doors themselves (so that no one should slip into the building); at
the fence about 20-30 metres from the doors (anyone who crossed this
line away from the building was not allowed back again, so that the
crowd of supporters who had got to the doors had alrecady grown
noticeably smaller by noon); and at the ‘farther approaches’ to the
court building (the ‘primary’, basic ‘screening’ took place here: a ‘pile
of bricks' did not allow journalists’ cars to get any nearer the court
building than this, people reaching this point were immediately taken
under surveillance by state security agents, and so on),

About two hours after the opening of the trial, when 1. Valitova (for
the first and last time) managed to leave the courtroom during the
break and began to relate her impressions to Western correspondents,
the group of listeners was literally thrust apart and cameras and tape
recorders were torn out of reporters’ hands. When Yury Golfand
emerged with a group of friends through the ‘second cordon’, he was
seized and bundled into a black car which was waiting by the third
barrier: he was driven to police station No. 103, where they searched
him. and, not finding any cassette tapes, disappointedly let him go. The
atmosphere was aggravated by the fact that that morning, as soon
became known. searches had begun in connection with the arrest the
previous evening of Alexander Podrabinck — at the homes of Tatyana
Velikanova, who was under house arrest, of Vyacheslav Bakhmin, who
had been sent on an urgent official trip, and of Tatyana Osipova and
Leonard Ternovsky, who had both managed to get to the trial.

On the evening of the same day Malva Landa, who had managed to
get to the Taganskaya metro station, was seized and bundled into a
car. She was interrogated for three hours at police station No. 70:
‘What were you doing at the court?’ ‘Why did you come to Moscow,
where you have no residence permit?’ and so on. The interrogation
was conducted to the accompaniment of insults and threats: 15 days
‘for insubordination’, or 30 days ‘for your personal enlightenment’,
[ anda was detained a second time on 19 May, on Volgin Strect as she

]

——— - o

The Trial of Orlov 17

came out of Ginzburg's apartment. She was taken to the same police
station, where she was told that she had no right at all to be in Moscow,
especially not for the purpoes of ‘anti-Soviet activities’, After the cus-
tomary round of insults and threats, the ‘chief threatener’ conducted a
‘confiscation’ of papers (relating to the trial of Orlov). They refused to
give Landa a copv of the list of confiscated items, saying: ‘With us
everything is done on trust!’

On 17 May, after he had spent some time outside the court build-
ing, losif Begun was arrested (see ‘The Trial of losif Begun’).

As well as the police and non-uniformed K G B officials, a fairly
large crowd portraying ‘the anger of the people’ gathered outside the
court building on each of the four days of the trial. The rowdy shouts
and occasionally more actively provocative behaviour of this crowd (its
composition differed markedly from the few genuine passers-by, who
were attracted to the scene by curiosity) clearly had a dual function:
to provoke incidents and to justify the presence of large numbers of
police as protection for Orlov's supporters from the angry ‘toilers’,

On one of the days of the trial a group of people surrounded the
Baptist V. Khatlo, who had travelled to Moscow for the trial. He
willingly entered into a discussion and was patiently explaining some-
thing when his ‘opponents’ began to shout and hurl insulting jokes
at him. Finally, when someone actually spat in his face (even then
Khailo tried to appeal to the hooligan’s conscience) the police inter-
vened. V. Khailo was led away to a police station, where he was

charged with insulting citizens and spitting at someone — a ‘witness’
was even found.

On the morning of 18 May A. D. Sakharov and E. G. Bonner
approached the cordon, insisting that everyone was entitled by law
to hear the reading of the verdict. Several people loudly supported
them. As A. D. Sakharov and E. G. Bonner moved towards the cordon,
a policeman struck E. G. Bonner hard. She slapped the policeman’s
face in answer. She was seized, her arms were twisted, and she was
dragged into a police car. A policeman pushed Sakharov away as he

rushed towards her; Andrei Dmitrievich raised his hand and he too
was bundled into the car.

At the same time the police seized Dmitry Leontev, Elena Armand,
Vitaly Korotich (who was also beaten up) and Nokin, They were all
driven to police station No. 103. From there they were taken to court,
where E. Armand was fined 20 roubles, and Korotich, Leontev and
Nokin were sentenced to 15 days’ imprisonment.

A. D. Sakharov and E. G. Bonner were spoken to at police station
No. 103 by District Procurator Ushkov. Sakharov told him that none
of those detained had done anything illegal, but that the action of
fudge Lubentsova in not admitting the public for the reading of the
verdict was illegal, as was the behaviour of the police, who had been
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so free with their tongues and their hands. They were released at 14.30
after some general had telephoned the head of the police station.

In the record of the detention of D. Leontev it was noted that he
‘contributed to the release of citizeness Bonner’. When Leontev was
brought before the court he stated that he was not acquainted with
the witnesses named in the record and demanded that A. D. Sakharov
be summoned as a witness. The Judge answered that Sakharov and
his kind ought to be shot.

On learning that Leontev was a professional musician, the Judge
said: ‘'l knew it — a parasite and idler.’ Having sentenced Leontev to
15 days, the Judge called after him: ‘We should have brought criminal
charges — for the likes of you, 15 years is too little!” During the next
few days, D. Leontev was taken to various police stations, but none was
willing to accept him, saying ‘We don’t need sick people’ (Leontev
suffers from bronchial asthma and is in constant need of a breath-
ing apparatus).

On 23 May Leontev was released and told to present himself on 30
May with a doctor’s certificate, to serve the remaining 10 days’
imprisonment. On that day he was ‘accepted’, although he did not
bring a doctor’s certificate. |

On 2 June Sakharov and Bonner were summoned to police station
103 and from there were taken to the District Court (the same build-
ing on Egoreskaya Street) where they were fined for ‘disobeying the
legal instructions’ of police officials. Sakharov was fined 50 roubles,
Bonner 40 roubles. According to the police record, they had obstruct-
ed the entrance to the court building and had not obeyed the order to
move away.

On 22 May Valitova and Yury Fyodorovich Orlov’s sons Alexander
and Dmitry applied to Judge Lubentsova for permission for a visit, to
which the law entitled them. Lubentsova told them to come the fol-
lowing day. On 23 May they were told in the court office that Lubent-
sova was on holiday. During the next few days one of the deputy
presidents of Moscow City Court, to whom Yu. F. Orlov’s relatives
had turned on this matter, sent them to another deputy president and
so on, until, finally, the President himself, L. E. Almazov, told them
that the ‘question’ (of the visit, provided for under article 360 of the
Russian Code of Criminal Procedure) was outside his competence, In
the end Orlov’s relatives were given to understand that they should
wait until the appeal had been heard.

* %2 »

On 18 July the R S FS R Supreme Court heard Yu. F. Orlov’s appeal.

The appeal was not read in full. The presiding Judge simply sum-
marized it briefly: in his appeal, Orlov wrote that the court had heard
his casc in a biased and unobjective manner; that it did not call the
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withesses he had asked for; that his petitions were turned down; that
the documents which figured in the charges against him were not read
out or analysed; and that the official record of the trial did not
accurately reflect the court proceedings.

Procurator Vorobyov announced that the number of documents pre-
pared and disseminated by Orlov, and the illegal manner of their pre-
paration and dissemination, was evidence that he intended to under-
mine the existing order. He said that Orlov's complaints about the
court’'s lack of objectivity were unfounded. ‘Orlov was interrupted in
court for the good reason that he made inadmissible remarks — even
in the courtroom he continued to carry on anti-Soviet agitation and
propaganda.” The Procurator said that even after the trial Orlov
continued to engage in anti-Soviet slander, saying that the trial record
was false.

The Supreme Court did not alter the sentence imposed by the
Moscow City court.

* % =

It was not until 21 July that Valitova and Orlov’s sons were granted
permission for a 40-minute visit.

On 4 August Orlov arrived at Perm Camp No. 35. On his arrival he
told the camp administration that he continued to regard himself as a
member of the Moscow Helsinki Group and that he was in camp not
only as a political prisoner but also as the Group's observer.

On 21 August Valitova was granted a three-day visit to her husband.

At their meetings Orlov told his wife that immediately after his arrest
the investigators had begun to threaten him with charges under article
64 of the Russian Criminal Code (‘Treason’) since he had supposedly
‘received instructions from the American Congress’. He was also con-
tinually threatened with charges under article 88 of the Russian Code;
for this reason they were preparing to investigate transactions (termed
‘currency operations’) that Orlov had made with commission shops
regarding the sale of goods he had received in parcels (it was evidently
with this in view that several skeins of imported woollen yarn were
confiscated during a search which took place after Orlov’s arrest —
Chronicle 45). Over a period of 16 months, the investigative organs
had changed the formulation of the indictment several times, each
time adjusting the testimony of witnesses to fit the current version.

As regards the appeal court procurator’s assertion that Orlov con-
tinued to slander Soviet authority even after the trial by saying the
trial record was false, Orlov pointed to the numerous distortions of
his questions to witnesses, of their replies and of his defence speech,
and the complete omission of the Judge's rude remarks and the shouts
of the ‘public’, which had hampered him in conducting what was,
in any case, a difficult defence. He made special mention of the pre-
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meditated distortion in the record of the position of his lawyer E. S.
Shalman, to whom he was genuinely grateful for his petition at the end
of the investigation asserting his client's complete innocence (Chronicle
49) and for his expert help during the trial. In the record, Shalman was
made to appear virtually as an aide to the Procurator (this ‘version’
of the lawyer's position, thanks to the efforts of ‘informed sources’,
came through even in foreign radio broadcasts).

Orlov told of the confiscation of the manuscripts of three works on
theoretical physics and mathematical logic which he had written during
the investigation period; he spoke of conditions during transit, which
had preatly shocked him (the crudeness and vindictiveness of the
guards, the filth in the overcrowded ‘Stolypin’ rail-trucks and the cells
in the transit prisons, where he was kept together with common
criminals, the six-kilometre trek at night, accompanied by guards and
dogs, when, after he had fallen ill in transit, he was made to carry a bag
with broken handles containing his belongings).

Orlov asked that the press and the public be informed that, in his
capacity as representative in camp of the Helsink Group, he intended
particularly to raise once again the question of poor food in places of
imprisonment and also to make a special complaint to the Procuracy

about the illegal practices of the prison and camp administrators, who
were punishing prisoners for their complaints.

The Trial of Gamsakhurdia and Kostava

From 15 to 19 May the Tbilisi City Court heard the case of Zviad
Gamsakhurdia and Merab Kostava, charged with ‘anti-Soviet agitation
and propaganda’ (article 71 of the Georgian Criminal Code [equivalent
to article 70 of the Russian Code]). The court was presided over by
A. V. Kobakhidze, Deputy President of the Thilisi City Court; the
state prosecutor was G. A. Ugulava, Assistant Procurator of the
Georgian SS R. The defence lawyers were M. V. Alkhazishvili and
O. Sh. Nikolaishvili.

Zviad Gamsakhurdia (b. 1939) is the leader of the Georgian Helsinki
Group, a member of the Georgian Initiative Group for the Defence of
Human Rights, and a member of the Soviet group of Amnesty Inter-
national (for details of his activities see Chronicles 34, 36-38, 42-44).
Gamsakhurdia is a Candidate of Philological Sciences; he taught at
the university and until his arrest he worked as a senior academic
researcher at the Shota Rustaveli Institute of Literature of the Georgian
Academy of Sciences. He was a member of the Georgian Writers’

Union. His father was the eminent Georgian writer Konstantin
Gamsakhurdia.

R L e, . . e s e P . e .. o A -T—a - Lovah - o=
. S i T Nt e’ e o s T By e ™ A — LR T S UL

The Trial of Gamsakhurdia and Kostava 21

Mecrab Kostava (b. 1939) is a member of the Initiative Group. He is
a musicologist by profession. Until his arrest he worked as a lecturer
at a music college.

Both men were arrested on 7 April 1977 (Chronicle 45; see also
Chronicle 46).

®*® X =%

The trial took place in the Georgian Supreme Court building. There
were 126 seats in the courtroom; during the trial there were television
cameras in the courtroom. Only those with tickets were admitted, but
the tickets did not have names on and university teachers, for example,
were able to obtain them relatively easily. Relatives in the courtroom
were Z. Gamsakhurdia's wife Manana, M. Kostava's mother, and his
18-year-old son Irakly. On the last day Merab’s former wife Rusudan
Beridze was admitted. 50 to 100 people gathered outside the court
building whtle the trial was going on. The defendants were charged
with preparing, possessing and disseminating anti-Soviet literature.

Most of the indictment referred to Z. Gamsakhurdia. He was charged
with disseminating and in some cases duplicating ‘literature’: the
Gulag Archipelago, the collection [of Solzhenitsyn’s statements] Peace
and Violence, Sakharov’s book My Country and the World, a collec-
tion of articles by P. G. Grigorenko entitled Thoughts of a Madman,
Yu. Orlov’s article ‘Is Socialism of a Non-Totalitarian Kind Possible?’,
issues 32-34 of A Chronicle of Current Events, several issues of the
paper Russkaya Mysl, published in Paris, and other items.

Merab Kostava was charged with authorship of an article about
Sakharov’s book My Country and the World (Chronicle 45), of a letter
in defence of Starchik, and of the article ‘Meshketian Turks or Mesh-
ketian Georgians' (Chronicle 41), and with translating into Georgian
Shafarevich’s work Socialism, Sakharov’s book My Country and the
World and the above-mentioned article by Orlov,

In addition, both defendants were charged with producing several

‘slanderous’ journals, in particular the journal Sakartvelos Moambe
(Georgian Herald, see Chronicle 45),

According to a bulletin of the Novosti Press Agency:

the defendants ... over a period of several years systematically pre-
pared, duplicated and disseminated anti-Soviet leaflets. In 1976, in
an attempt to systematize their anti-Soviet activities, Gamsakhurdia
and Kostava organized the illegal publication of so-called ‘journals’.
These contained material slandering the domestic and foreign
policies of the Soviet government, exalted people who had engaged
in armed struggle against the U S S R during the Second World War

on the side of fascist Germany, and propagandized material prepared
by the defendants and others, including leafiets of the foreign émigré
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organization N T S (People’s Labour Alliance) advocating a struggle
against Soviet power.

In answer to the Judge's questions, Gamsakhurdia said that he admitted
his guilt and was sorry; Kostava answered both questions in the nega-
tive.

Gamsakhurdia made a two-hour speech explaining the charges
against him (according to the reports of those who were present., he
spoke with his usual fine oratory). He said that he had not admitted
his guilt at first, but having thought it over he understood that he‘ rea'lly
had broken Soviet laws. He admitted that he was guiity of disseminating
anti-Soviet literature, although not everything he disseminated was of
this nature. He had changed his views on many questions, but in reli-
gious, educational and linguistic matters he retained his previous con-
victions — his national-patriotic views had not changed.

Judge: No one is disputing that with you.
Gamsakhurdia: That is true and I am grateful.

Gamsakhutdia said that all the facts mentioned in the indictment were
correct. He had maintained earlier that all our shortcomings we::e due
to the peculiarities of our system — now he understood that this was
not so. He had based his ideas solely on the international covenants
and taken no notice of Soviet laws — and thus violated them. Gam-
sakhurdia had got to know people who were in possession of samizdat.
Such is human psychology — whatever is forbidden is attractive. A
oreat deal of literature was produced abroad. There they wrote that

we lived poorly. This was untrue: most Georgian peasants owned their
OWnN cars,

Gamsakhurdia expressed his sorrow that he had dissemit:nated the
Gulag Archipelago: this book was written with great venom; Its au'thor
saw everything in a black light. He forgot that it has been a.dfmtted
that 1937 was a mistake; the year 1937 was the fault of individuals,
not of the system. Gamsakhurdia said that he used to have a negativ'e
attitude to everything, although men should above all look at‘ what is
sood. He said that he wanted to convince the court and society that
he was not an enemy. He had understood that he must respect the laws
or leave the country. People called him a dissident, but this was untrue,
He did not want to live abroad and had never been an adherent of
capitalism. |

Gamsakhurdia told the court that he twice met Belousovich (First
Secretary at the US Embassy — Chronicle) and received literature
from him. but this did not mean that he fulfilled any sort of assign-
ment. (According to the Novosti bulletin already quoted, Gamsakhurdia
‘noted the pernicious effect which the Americans Belousovich, Shipler
and Friendly had on him’).

—
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Gamsakhurdia said that in the West they were always trying to show

that things were better there, but this was not true. Everywhere there

wre indications to the contrary: in the West there was anarchy,
presidents were assassinated, Moro was killed. He had come to the con-
clusion that it was wrong to act as he had done. The path he had chosen
was incompatible with patriotism. ‘A patriot should follow the official

path. We have such paths here. I say all this not because I am afraid
of prison but because I am aware of my guilt.’

Judge: What brought you to repent? Were you coerced in any way
during the pre-trial investigation?

Gamsakhurdia: | was not coerced, I thought things over, reanalysed
my position and realized that it was a false one.

J: Which foreign radio broadcasts did you listen to?

G: Voice of America, Deutsche Welle, Liberty. Liberty is jammed
and rightly so — its broadcasts seriously distort our reality.

J: What do you know about these radio stations?

G: That they are financed by Western intelligence agencies. Radio
Liberty, for example, is financed by the C 1 A.

J: Was your name mentioned in any of their broadcasts?
G: Yes.

J: And what have you disagreed with in the Soviet press at this time?
G: With the allegation that T was employed by Western intelligence.
J: What hterature did Kostava disseminate?

G: Shafarevich’s work Socialism.

Lawyer: Did you transmit your own works to the West?

G: No.

I.: Have you fully understood the harmful nature of the literature you
disseminated and especially of the books of Solzhenitsyn?

G: I did not understand this earlier, but now I do. In a resolution at a
meeting at the Institute of Literature, where I was employed, I was
quoted as saying that 1 would not stop publishing the journal. This
is untrue. I said that its publication did not depend only on me. 1
have now chosen my path. 1 don’t expect any indulgence from the
court. At the start of the pre-trial investigation 1 refused to testify,
but then 1 was presented with a number of documents and I began
to give evidence. Merab is anxious that people will think that he gave
evidence. Merab only confirmed facts and he did this at my request

I accept all responsibility. Merab was not co-editor of the journal
Sakartvelos Moambe.

Judge: Which human rights did you defend?
G: 1 was mistaken.

Procurator: You repent?
G: Yes.

P: When did you realize your mistakes?
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G: A few months after my arrest,

Lawyer: Is your repentance sincere, or will you perhaps subsequently
change your mind?

G: 1 don't ask you to believe me. It is not worth trying to prove that
nothing will change.

During Gamsakhurdia’s speech the horrified Manana cried: ‘Zviad!
Come to your senses! Do you realize what you're doing?’ He turned
to her and answered: ‘It’s you who don’'t understand what you are
saying!’

Kostava began his speech with the declaration:

We did not conceal anything of what we were doing; we signed
every article. Therefore our actions were not illegal.

He said that until March 1978 he reparded his arrest as unjust and
refused to testify. Then, at Gamsakhurdia’s request, he confirmed the
facts concerning events in which he had participated. Contradicting
Gamsakhurdia, Kostava said that he wrote articles on his own initiative
and not on Gamsakhurdia's instructions, and that he was co-editor
of Sakartvelos Moambe, with the same rights as Gamsakhurdia. He
also mentioned that neither during the pre-trial investigation nor in
court had he said anything of which he needed to be ashamed. Kostava
said that he had no complaints against the investigators. He had trans-
lated Sakharov's book because he wanted to have it in Georgian, ‘]
disagree with Sakaharov on some points,’ he said, ‘but I have great
respect for him.’

Judge: Do you consider Sakharov’s book anti-Soviet?

Kostava: I will refrain from answering that question.

J: 1s your article on the Meshketians anti-Soviet?

K: I do not regard it as such.

J: You said that prisons and psychiatric hospitals are full of people
fighting for justice.

K: This used to be true, but now the situation has improved some-
what. For example, when 1 was in a psychiatric hospital (in Tbilisi,
for psychiatric examination — Chronicle) I was the only political
there.

J: In your journal you published an N T S leafiet. Do you not regret

this either?

K: This leaflet had been severely criticized, but it had not actually
been published. I consider that one should publish a text before criti-
cizing it.

J: What about the article about General Maglakelidze? (During the
war, Maglakelidze went over to the Germans and organized the
‘Georgian Legion’; he was kidnapped and brought back by Beria’s
agents but was not brought to trial. He spent his last years in
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Georgia, working as a barrister -— Chronicle).

K: Perhaps the publication of this article was premature, although
future historians will probably interpret Maglakelidze's fate in the
same way as today’s historians interpret that of Georgy Saakadze
consternation in the courtroom); moreover, from earliest times man
has tended to have respect for an enemy who is strong and wise —
remember, for example, Aeschylus and Homer. As regards my
article on agriculture, 1 still maintain that the peasants should be
given the opportunity to use their own initiative, This question

still remains to be put right. Unsolved also is the problem of the
Meshketians.

21 witnesses were examined in court. Among them was Viktor
Rtskhiladze (Chronicles 44, 45, 48) who was brought to court under
guard. People who had taken part in a mass photocopying of the
Gulag Archipelago (Chronicle 38) were also questioned.
During the trial Gamsakhurdia tried to shield Kostava in every
way possible, even interrupting while Kostava was being questioned.
They both received the same sentence: 3 years' camp and 2 years’
exile.
On 21 May Pravda published a T ASS bulletin under the heading
‘Criminals Punished’; it concerned the trial of Yury Orlov and that
of Gamsakhurdia and Kostava. On 24 May the Literary Gazette

published a major article about Zviad Gamsakhurdia by Guram
Gldaneli, entitled ‘Shadow in the Desert’.

* % &

On 24 May in the Thbilisi K G B building, Merab Kostava and his
former wife Rusudan Ivanovna Beridze registered their second mar-
riage. R. I. Beridze is an assistant professor at the Mechanics and
Mathematics Faculty of Tbilisi University. Their son Irakly has com-
pleted two years of study at the faculty.

After the trial the central television network showed Zviad Gam-
sakhurdia’s ‘repentance’ speech (see ‘Discussion of the Draft Constitu-
tion in Georgia’ in Chronicle 49). The American journalists Piper and
Whitney wrote in their articles that in the opinion of people close to Z.
Gamsakhurdia, his television appearance had been falsified. On 28
June the USSR State Radio and Television organization brought a
court action against them in Moscow City Court under article 7 of the
Russian Civil Code (see ‘In Defence of Honour and Dignity’, Pravda,
29 June).

On 2 July Gleb Yakunin, member of the Christian Committee for

the Defence of Believers’ Rights in the USSR, made the following
statement for the press:

I, Father Gleb Yakunin, testify that Manana, wife of my friend

—y e
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Zviad Gamsakhurdia, and also other people on her instructions,
have informed me by telephone from Tbilisi and asked me to inforr_n
foreign journalists, that during Manana’s visit to her husb‘and in
prison after his ‘television appearance’, Zviad Gamsakhurdia told
her that he had made no statements in front of television cameras
and had no idea how the programme was made.

Isai Goldshtein, a member of the Georgian Helsinki Group who
had come from Thbilisi for the trial of Yury Orlov, expressed his
conviction that the official information about the trial of Z. Gam-
sakhurdia was incorrect. The ‘television repentance’ had aroused the
suspicion that it was a falsification made with the aim ()-f discr‘ec:lit-
ing Gamsakhurdia in the eyes of the Georgian people. This suspicion
eains particular support from the fact that, as Manana has stated,
Zviad Gamsakhurdia's physical appearance on the television screen
differed markedly from his physical appearance in court and during
her visit, when he was thin, pale and emaciated by illness. It has
been suggested that the ‘television repentance’ was filmed during the
first stages of the pre-trial investigation and was the result of a
photomontage of shots taken with a hidden camera ...

On 18 July the Moscow City Court heard the case brought by State
Radio and Television. Z. Gamsakhurdia appeared as a witness at the
hearing (Jzvestia, 19 July). His appearance in court was filmed and
shown on the Central Television Network.

k » %

Merab Kostava sent his appeal to the Georgian Supreme Court. The
court rejected it. In the middle of August Kostava arrived in Perm
Camp 37. -

Gamsakhurdia did not appeal against his sentence. The Presidium
of the Georgian Supreme Soviet exercised clemency and commuted
the unserved part of his sentence to 2 years’ exile. Since 26 Julyf I.1e has
been serving his sentence of exile in the village of Kochubei in the
Kizlyar District of the Dagestan ASSR. The things that were con-
fiscated during the search at the time of his arrest have been returned
to him. He is doing cultural work among the Georgian shepherds who
tend flocks on Dagestan pastures. |

According to Gamsakhurdia the attitude he adopt_ed during the
investigation and in court — his ‘repentance’ — is justified ﬁrst_of all‘
by the fact that he would otherwise have received the ‘maximum
sentence. which would have caused unrest in Georgia; this would haw:'e
been severely put down by the authorities, as happened in Georgia In
1956 after the 20th Party Congress; secondly, many people connected
with him. whose activities were known to the K G B, would have
suffered; thirdly, all the positive results which he and his friends had
achieved would have been wasted.
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Gamsakhurdia also said that he had made a compromise with the
KGB and as a result brought about the arrest of Bishop Gaioz

(Chronicle 34), the cessation of the bombardment of the David-

Garedzha monastery (Chronicle 38), the opening of three churches,
and the keeping of the article of the Constitution which proclaims

Georgian the national language (see Chronicle 49),

As regards his ‘repentant’ appearance on television, Gamsakhurdia

said that this was a videotape recording made by the investigators with

his consent: ‘You say one thing now, but what guarantee have we

that you won’t behave differently in court?’

According to Gamsakhurdia himself, he was unable to say what he
wanted when he appeared as a witness in the Moscow City Court —
the Judge and Procurator would not let him. Moreover, he had counted

on the presence in court of the journalist defendants, who would have
asked him questions.

The Trial of Ginzburg

From 10 to 13 July the Kaluga Regional Court heard the case of
Alexander Ginzburg, charged under article 70 part 2 of the Russian
Criminal Code. The composition of the court was: Presiding Judge
A. L. Sidorkov and People’s Assessors S. M. Brandt and N. P. Parshina;
the prosecutor was Procurator V. V. Savkin; defending was the Mos-
cow lawyer E. A. Reznikova (when the time came for the defence
speech Ginzburg dismissed his lawyer and spoke in his own defence).
Ginzburg's other defence lawyer, the American E. B. Williams
(Chronicle 44), was refused a Soviet visa.

Ginzburg was arrested on 3 February 1977 (Chronicle 44). (For detatls
of the pre-trial investigation see Chronicles 44-49).

Alexander llich Ginzburg was born in Moscow in 1936. On leaving
school he worked as an actor and assistant to a theatre director and
as a newspaper reporter. In 1956 he entered the Faculty of Journalism
at Moscow University,

In 1959-60 Ginzburg produced in samizdat several issues of a col-
lection of poems by various poets, entitled Sintaxis. He was arrested
soon afterwards and sentenced to 2 years’ camp for forging documents
(he had tried to take an examination for a friend). Until just before the
end of the K G B investigation, Ginzburg was also charged with anti-
Soviet agitation and propaganda.

In 1962, after his release, having with difficulty managed to settle
in Moscow, Ginzburg tried to find a job but met everywhere with

official opposition. He worked as a night-watchman, as a lathe opera-
tor, laboratory assistant and librarian.
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In 1964 Ginzburg was detained for several days in the Lubyanka.
Soon afterwards a letter signed by Ginzburg appeared in Evening
Moscow;, here he dissociated himself from the sensation created by
the Western press around his name. Ginzburg did in fact write such
a letter, but the published version differed sharply from the original.

In 1966 Ginzburg became a student at the Historical Archives Insti-
lute.

In January 1967 he was arrested for compiling a White Book (a col-
lection of materials on the trial of A. Sinyavsky and Yu. Daniel).

In January 1968 he was tried together with Yu. Galanskov, V.
Lashkova and A. Dobrovolsky (Chronicles 1, 2). He was sentenced
under article 70 part 1 of the Russian Criminal Code to 5 years’ strict-
regime camp, and served his term in the Mordovian camps and in
Vliadimir Prison.

In 1972, having served his sentence, he was released. He was not per-
mitted to live in Moscow and was forced to settle in Tarusa. In the
years following he was subjected to continual harassment: he was
twice placed under surveillance and was often refused permission to go
to Moscow to visit his mother, wife and children; it was made difficult
for him to find a job, and at the same time he was threatened with
charges of ‘parasitism’.

From 1974 Ginzburg was the official treasurer of Solzhenitsyn’s
Aid Fund for Political Prisoners. Ginzburg belonged to the Moscow
Helsinki Group from the moment it was founded.

A. I. Ginzburg is married to Irina Sergeyevna Zholkovskaya.
Ginzburg’s arrest in 1967 took place five days before the planned
registration of their marriage. After the trial Ginzburg and Zholkov-

skaya tried to obtain permission to register their marriage. Their request

was supported by many of Ginzburg's friends in camp, and five politi-

cal prisoners declared a hunger-strike, The hunger-strike lasted 3-4
weeks and ended in victory: on 21 August 1969 the marriage was

registered in the camp guardroom.
Ginzburg has two sons — aged five and three years.
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The legal proceedings were based on the examination of three themes:
1. Possession and dissemination of literature;
2. Participation in the compiling of documents;

3. Ginzburg's activities as treasurer of the Aid Fund for Political

Prisoners.

1. Possession and Dissemination of Literature

According to the indictment, Ginzburg possessed and disseminated
the following works: The Gulag Archipelago and The Calf Butted the
Oak by Solzhenitsyn; the collections Sakharov Speaks and From Under
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the Rubble; the journals Kontinent and Herald of the Russian Chris-
tian Movement;, several issues of 4 Chronicle of Current Events and
A Chronicle of Human Rights in the U S § R; Conquest’s book The
Great Terror;, Fischer's Life of Lenin, and Shipwreck of a Generation<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>