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not in the State's interest to allow its citizens to leave the country to
join them.

In 1970, the Czechoslovak authorities had resorted to blackmailing
the refugees, exhorting them to pay so-called legal fees to lawyers in
Czechoslovakia who were assigned to them by the government as coun-
sels for defense, as they faced criminal proceedings for their illegal
presence abroad. The refugees were informed that should they decide
to ignore this demand, their relatives in Czechoslovkia would be re-
quired to pay the fees. Others, in order to legalize their stay abroad,
were ordered to pay up to several thousands of dollars for their edu-
cation in Czechoslovakia. These actions of the Czechoslovak Govern-
ment were aimed at instilling fear into the refugees for their own per-
sons and for their relatives left behind, and to compel them to return
to Czechoslovakia.

To our knowledge only very few refugees submitted to this pressure.
The great majority of them stayed abroad, haunted by the uncertain
prospect of ever seeing their families again, but with a resolve to try
and try again, in the hope, that somehow, sometime in the future, the
Czechoslovak Government would be persuaded to let their families go.

The Helsinki Accords, signed on August 1, 1975, were condemned
by many of us, as we felt that the Soviet Union scored another point
at the expense of the nations of Central and Eastern Europe. How-
ever, as it turned out, Basket III of the accords has given the millions
of people behind the Iron Curtain something solid to hold onto in
their quest for more individual freedom. It has also given them hope
for a better world and, among other things, for the reunification of
families, forced by government policies to live apart.

Unfortunately, the continuous flow of information which we receive
testifies to the fact that the Czechoslovak Government is not living up to
the promises it made at Helsinki. The instances where permission to
emigrate is granted are few and far between. And even though at the
close of 1976, the Czechoslovak authorities allowed some children to
join their parents who made their home abroad, hundreds of fam-
ilies are still waiting for a more humane attitude on the part of the
Czechoslovak Government.

The delaying tactics used by the Czechoslovak authorities concern-
ing permission to emigrate and the issuance of an exit permit are too
numerous to list here. The few examples below will illustrate the point
we wish to make.

Every applicant for permission to emigrate for example, is required
to attach to the application 10 documents, none of which may be more
than 30 days old at the time the application is submitted for approval.
These documents include: a written consent from the applicant's place
of employment to the effect that his employer-local, regional, or State
authority or a party functionary in a factory, as there is no private
enterprise in Czechoslovakia-has no objection to his emigration;
similar certification from the military administration; extract from the
Penal Register; information as to paid taxes or any other obligations
the applicant may have to socialist institutions; curriculum vitae and
a statement giving his reasons for his desire to emigrate. This docu-
ment has to contain information on the applicant's education, salary,
other benefits, property status, and a declaration whether he will re-
quest release from Czechoslovak citizenship. With delays artifically
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created by local, regional, and State authorities, the stipulation that
none of these documents be more than 30 days old at time of applica-
tion is almost impossible to meet.

When and if the applicant succeeds in obtaining permission to emi-
grate, then another application has to be executed, this time for the
issuance of an exit permit, to which another set of documents has to
be attached. This form contains 106 questions which the applicant is
obligated to answer. These questions inquire also as to whom the appli-
cant plans to visit-or join-abroad; that person's address, occupa-
tion, address of his employer, his last visit to Czechoslovakia; his
reasons for staying abroad and whether he left the country without
the permission of Czechoslovak authorities.

Older persons receiving social security pensions who are granted
permission to emigrate have to sign a statement renouncing their
right to this benefit and/or to any other benefit that may be due them.
Under these adverse conditions, the emigration of older persons, who
wish to join their relatives abroad, is generally not opposed, as their
departure means fewer recipients of social security pensions and fewer
unproductive persons making demands on the country's health
services.

However, younger people, or young families, who apply for per-
mission to emigrate to join their parents or other close relatives abroad.
are not only encountering difficulties, they actually become victims of
reprisals-such as dismissal from a job and/or denial of higher educa-
tion to their children. This is happening despite the fact that many of
the applicants cite in their applications the Helsinki accords and the
promises made by all the signatories-the Czechoslovak Government
included-to facilitate emigration and the reunification of families.

There are hundreds of cases of divided families, but because many
of the applicants are afraid to talk, we know of only about 65 appli-
cations with relatives living in the United States. Only a few of them
have been resolved satisfactorily. In some cases. permission to emi-
grate has been denied repeatedly. Appeals were allowed with a chance
of submitting a new application. This, however, resulted in another re-
fusal that lead to another appeal and another application. The result-
ing merry-go-round presents great hardships for the people concerned.
In several cases, permission to emigrate was refused by the highest
authority with no further appeal permitted.

I would like to, if I may, clarify a few points here. All of the ob-
stacles that I have described here are applied also when Czechoslovak
authorities want to prevent visits here to relatives who fled Czecho-
slovakia. There are many Americans of Czech and Slovak descent in
this country who are willing to pay the cost of a visit here by a relative
from Czechoslovakia. Many do come. But many others cannot. A few
years ago, an official policy was adopted by Prague which explicitly
stated government intention to force expatriates back to Czechoslo-
vakia by refusing to let their relatives there come here for a visit. As
far as we know, that policy is still in force.

What may not be realized is that, since 1928, a legal treaty between
the United States and Czechoslovakia savs that if a citizen from one
country gains citizenship in the other, he loses the first citizenship
automatically. Despite the treaty which both countries recognize as in
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force. Czechoslovak officials maintain that the naturalized American
is still a Czechoslovak citizen until he applies for a release from his
Czechoslovak citizenship. Exit permits have, therefore, been refused
with the excuse that the relative in the United States is still a Czecho-
slovak citizen and that he may want to come back. The authorities take
forever to process an application for release from Czechoslovak citi-
zenship, and they retain the option to turn it down. Thus, in these in-
stances, not only is Czechoslovakia acting in contradiction of the Hel-
sinki Final Act, but it is in violation of a treaty with the United States.

The Council has submitted to the Commission for evaluation four
volumes-about 450 pages -of documentation on the violations of the
Czechoslovak Government of Basket III of the Helsinki Accords. To-
day, we would like to make part of the hearings "Charter 77," the hu-
man rights manifesto, Which was signed in Czechoslovakia-despite
threats of violence and incarceration-by close to 500 individuals from
all walks of life, requesting the Czechoslovak Government to abide by
its Constitution and by the accords it signed in Helsinki.

Thank you.
[The text of Charter 77 follows:]

[From tbe New York Times, Jan. 27, 19773

MANIFESTO CHARGING RIGHTS

Following is the 'text of Charter 77, a Czechoslovak human-rights
manifesto cited by the State Department yesterday as evidence of
rights violations. It was translated by and published in the current
issue of The New Leader, dated Jan. 31.

Law No. 120 of the Czechoslovak Collection of Laws, published October 13,
1976, includes the text of the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights,
both signed in behalf of our Republic in 1968 and confirmed at the 1975 Helsinki
Conference. These pacts went into effect in our country on March 23, 1976; since
that date our citizens have had the right, and the State has had the duty, to
abide by them.

The freedoms guaranteed to individuals by the two documents are important
assets of civilization. They have been the goals of campaigns by many progressive
people in the past, and their enactment can significantly contribute to a humane
development of our society. We welcome the fact that the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic has agreed to enter into these covenants.

Their publication, however, is at ,the same time an urgent reminder of the
many fundamental human rights that, regrettably, exist in our country only
on paper. The right of free expression guaranteed by Article 19 of the first pact,
for example, is quite illusory. Tens of thousands of citizens have been prevented
from working in their professions for the sole reason that their views differ
from the official ones. They have been the frequent targets of various forms of
discrimination and chicanery on the part of the authorities or social organization;
they have been denied any opportunity to defend themselves and are practically
denied the "freedom from fear" cited in the Preamble to the first pact; they live
in constant peril of losing their jobs or other benefits if they express their
opinions.

EDUCATIONAL CURBS ARE CITED

Contrary to Article 13 of the second pact, guaranteeing the right to education,
many young people are prevented from pursuing higher education because of
their views or even because of their parents' views. Countless citizens worry
that if they declare their convictions, they themselves or their children will be
deprived of an education.

Exercising the right to "seek, receive and impart information regardless of
frontiers and of whether it is oral, written or printed," or "imparted through
art,"-Point 2, Article 13 of the first pact-can result in persecution not only
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outside the court but also inside. Frequently this occurs under the pretext of
a criminal indictment (as evidenced, among other instances, by the recent trial of
young musicians).

Freedom of speech is suppressed by the government's management of all mass
media, including the publishing and cultural institutions. No political, philoso-
phical, scientific, or artistic work that deviates in the slightest from the narrow
framework of official ideology or esthetics is permitted to be produced. Public
criticism of social conditions is prohibited. Public defense against false and
defamatory charges by official propaganda organs is impossible, despite the legal
protection against attacks on one's reputation and honor unequivocally afforded
by Article 17 of the first pact. False accusations cannot be refused, and it is
futile to attempt rectification or to seek legal redress. Open discussion of in-
tellectual and cultural matters is out of the question. Many scientific and cultural
workers, as well as other citizens, have been discriminated against simply because
some years ago they legally published or openly articulated views-condemned by
the current political power.

Religious freedom, emphatically guaranteed by Article 18 of the first pact, is
systematically curbed with a despotic arbitrariness: Limits are imposed on the
activities of priests, who are constantly threatened with the revocation of govern-
ment permission to perform their function; persons who manifest their religious
faith either by word or action lose their jobs or are made to suffer other repres-
sions; religious instruction in schools is suppressed, et cetera.

A whole range of civil rights is severely restricted or completely suppressed by
the effective method of subordinating all institutions and organizations in the
State to the political directives of the ruling Party's apparatuses and the pro-
nouncements of highly influential individuals. Neither the Constitution of the
CSSR nor any of the country's other legal procedures regulate the contents,
form or application of such pronouncements, which are frequently issued orally,
unbeknown to and beyond the control of the average citizen. Their authors are re-
sponsible only to themselves and their own hierarchy, yet they have a decisive
influence on the activity of the legislative as well as executive bodies of the
State administration, on the courts, trade unions, social organizations, other
political parties, business, factories, schools and similar installations, and their
orders take precedence over the laws.

POLICE ACCUSED OF SURVEILLANCE

If some organizations or citizens in the interpretation of their rights and
duties, become involved in a conflict with the directives, they cannot turn to a
neutral authority, for none exists. Consequently, the right of assembly and pro-
hibition of its restraint, stemming from Articles 21 and 22 of the first pact; the
right to participate in public affairs, in Article 25; and the right to equality
before the law, In Article 26-all have been seriously curtailed.

These conditions prevent working people from freely establishing labor and
other organizations for the protection of their economic and social interests, and
from freely using their right to strike as provided in Point 1, Article 8 of the
second pact.

Other civil rights, including the virtual banning of "willful interference with
private life, the family, home, and correspondence" in Article 17 of the first pact,
are gravely circumscribed by the fact that the Interior Ministry employs various
practices to control the daily existence of citizens-such as telephone tapping and
the surveillance of private homes, watching mail, shadowing individuals, search-
ing apartments, and recruiting a network of informers from the ranks of the
population (often by illegal intimidation or, sometimes, promises), etc.

VIOLATIONS IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA

RIGHT TO TRAVEL IS VIOLATED

The Ministry frequently interferes In the decisions of employers, inspires
discrimination by authorities and organizations, influences the organs of justice,
and even supervises the propaganda campaigns of the mass media. This activity
is not regulated by laws, it is covert, so the citizen is unable to protect himself
against it.

In the case of politically motivated persecution, the organs of interrogation
and justice violate the rights of the defendants and their counsel, contrary to
Article 14 of the first pact as well as Czechoslovakia's own laws. People thus
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sentenced to jail are being treated in a manner that violates their human dignity,
impairs their health, and attempts to break them morally.

Point 2, Article 12 of the first pact, guaranteeing the right to freely leave one's

country, is generally violated. Under the pretext of "protecting the State secur-

ity," contained in Point 3, departure is tied to various illegal conditions. Just

as arbitrary are the procedures for issuing visas to foreign nationals, many of

whom are prevented from visiting Czechoslovakia because they had some official
or friendly contact with persons who had been discriminated against in our

country.
Some citizens-privately at their places of work, or through the media abroad

(the only public forum available to them)-have drawn attention to these syste-
matic violations of human rights and democratic freedoms and have demanded a

remedy in specific cases. But they have received no response, or have themselves
become the objects of investigation.

The responsibility for the preservation of civil rights naturally rests with the
State power. But not on it alone. Every individual bears a share of responsibility
for the general conditions in the country, and therefore also for compliance with
the enacted pacts, which are as binding for the people as for the government.

The feeling of -this coresponsibility, the belief in the value of civic engagement
and the readiness to be engaged, together with the need to seek a new and more

effective expression, gave us the idea of creating Charter 77, whose existence
we publicly announce.

Charter 77 is a free and informal and open association of people of various
convictions, religions and professions, linked by the desire to work individual-
ly and collectively for respect for human and civil rights in Czechoslovakia
and the world-the rights provided for in the enacted international pacts, in
the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference, and in numerous other international
documents against wars, violence and social and mental oppression. It represents

a general declaration of human rights.

FOUNDED ON A COMMON CONCERN

Charter 77 is founded on the concepts of solidarity and friendship of people
who share a concern for the fate of ideals to which they have linked their lives
and work.

Charter 77 is not an organization; it has no statutes, permanent organs or
registered membership. Everyone who agrees with its idea and participates
in its work and supports it, belongs to it.

Charter 77 is not intended to be a basis for opposition political activity. Its
desire is to serve the common interest, as have numerous similar organizations
of civic initiative East and West. It has no intention of initiating its own
programs for political or social reforms or changes, but it wants to lead in
the sphere of Its activity by means of a constructive dialogue with the political
and State authorities-and particularly by drawing attention to various specific
violations of civil and human rights, by preparing their documentation, by sug-
gesting solutions, by submitting various more general proposals aimed at fur-
thering these rights and their guarantees, by acting as a mediator In the event
of conflict situations which might result in wrongdoings, etc.

CHARTER 77 LOOKS TO BELGRADE

By its symbolic name, Charter 77 stresses that it has been established on
the threshold of what has been declared the year of political prisoners, in the
course of which a meeting in Belgrade is to review the progress-or lack of it-
achieved since the Helsinki Conference.

As signatories of this declaration, we designate Dr. Jan. Patocka, Dr. Vaclav
Havel and Professor Jiri Hajek to act as spokesmen for Charter 77. These
spokesmen are authorized to represent Charter 77 before the State and other
organizations, as well as before the public at home and throughout the world,
and they guarantee the authenticity of its documents by their signatures. In us
and other citizens who will join Charter 77, they will find their collaborators who
will participate in the necessary negotiations, who will accept partial tasks, and
will share the entire responsibility.

We trust that Charter 77 will contribute to making It possible for all citizens
of Czechoslovakia to live and work as free people.
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Permit me now to introduce Mr. Jan Benes, writer and author, whose
two children are still in Czechoslovakia. He will give his account of
the problems his family is encountering in its effort to bring the chil-
dren to the United States.

Mr. PELL. Mr. Benes, you may proceed.
Mr. BENES. My name is Jan Benes. I am 41 years old, and have been

living in the United States for 8 years. I was born in Czechoslo-
vakia, studied at the Prague Academy of Arts, and became a writer.
I am the author of 10 books and a number of professional publications.
I am enclosing here an essay by Professor Fryscak at Columbia
University, which has been dedicated to me.

In the United States, I make my living as a teacher in spite of the
fact that I am still a writer.

I lived in Czechoslovakia for 32 years, 44 months of which I spent
in various prisons and labor camps. I was released in the year of the
Czech liberalization, 1968.

I was sentenced in 1967 for political reasons. The acting Minister
of Justice admitted in the Czechoslovak Parliament-April 2-that
my case had been an example of cabinet justice. This statement
has never been denied, even after the Warsaw Pact invasion of
Czechoslovakia.

The main reason was that at that time I made some petitions in
Czechoslovakia supporting two Soviet authors-Sinyavsky and
Daniel-and as a result was put in jail.

The Czech intelligence officer, Major Lieutenant Colonel Bittman,
defected to the United States and I believe that he testified in front
of the Senate or the Congress, and in his book, "The Deception", noted
my name because he had helped frame me just for the case.

I left my country in 1969, together with my wife. Due to technical
difficulties, we had to choose a separate way of escape. At that time, we
did not believe that we were leaving forever. For this reason, as well
as because of the aforementioned technical obstacles, we could not take
our children with us: omr' soni, Jan, who was at that time, 11-years
old, and our daughter, Alice, who was 1-year old. It was technically
impossible to take them with us. And second, we really did not believe
we had left the country forever. This was in October of 1969.-

At that time, a friendly policeman advised me to leave the country
and live abroad for a couple of months for security reasons.

We equally did not believe that in this century the government of
a European state which is a member of the United Nations could de-
tain our children. In 1967, I was in jail and at that time, there was in
the same jail an American citizen, Kazan Komarek. He was sentenced
for numerous years, but released 2 or 4 days after his sentence.

We never met, but we had contact'through the walls by Morse code.
At that time, there was also the case of the Starek family who crossed
the border at Austria. One of their kids-they have seven or eight-
was caught by the border police aid held by the Czechoslovakian
authoritics for two weeks. The rest of the family had previously
escaped.

Since April 1970, we have been trying to reunite our family, first,
upon advice from Prague, in an inconspicuous -way. We even con-
sented to bribery. Since 1972, we have been requesting assistance from
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various American politicians. We addressed different people, among
them former Presidents Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford. Gerald
Ford never answered our letter. All evidence is enclosed.

On Christmas, 1975, we sent a letter to all the Members of the Senate
and Congress of the United Stater and to various famous people in
the United States and elsewhere. Altogether, we mailed 550 letters. A
copy of this letter is also enclosed. Some of these letters were sent and
people said they never received them. We even sent letters to Angela
Davis.

I welcome the opportunity to offer my testimony to the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, not only because this case con-
cerns our children, but because a number of families in the United
States and in the world must suffer the same fate, but do not have a
chance to present their testimony, or are afraid to appear at these
hearings, as it could have unfavorable repercussions for their relatives
in Czechoslovakia or another Eastern country.

I am aware that my dear ones at home trust in me as their repre-
sentative in the free world and that they would approve my action
if they could do so. I am also aiware of the fact that, historically,
totalitarian regimes anywhere in the world, which worship force and
violence, will be willing to respect only a powerful partner. I believe
that the Congress of the United States is a power which must be
respected.

What has been and what is the fate of our children in Czechoslo-
vakia since October, 1969 up to this day?

Our daughter is in .the care of my parents. Although my father
died in 1973, my 70-year-old mother still takes care of our daughter.
What kind of a childhood can a 10-year-old girl have in the com-
pany of an old lady-although the lady is entirely courageous and
devoted to her? But she is still 70-years old. Our daughter hardly
knows her own brother who has remained in the care of mv sister-
in-law since the age of 11. Each of the children lives in a different
part of the city. Our son has practically lived alone since his aunt's
marriage in 1972. At that time, he was 15. We send them money and
presents, and of course, this money is not taxable here because they
are living in a different country. Of course, we send them some kinds
of packages, but the packages often do not reach the address, or
come broken with things taken ouit.

For example, in 1975, at Christmas, I sent personally to mv little
Alice, a little bear. We mailed the package on October 12, 197;5. This
was received in Prague at the end of January and the bear was
ripped open.

The brother sees his sister but about once a month. Very often, our
packages arrive half empty or not at all.

Periodically, we have asked the Czechoslovak authorities for an exit
permit for our children. They either do not reply, or turn down our
petition. Our relatives in Czechoslovakia also keep trying to obtain
exit permits for our children. Sometimes their petition is not ac-
cepted at all; at other times, it is refused on the grounds that it is not
in the interest of the state to allow the children to leave. Here, of
course, we have some documentation about that, but many times, my
mother was physically forced out of the police station just because
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she was asking for an application. She never received it, so she could

never apply.
Life possesses sometimes cruel ironies. When former 'Secretary of

State Rogers visited Prague, the school attended by our daughter was

chosen as a prop for an official welcome. At the airport, she waved her

white scarf at Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, unlike Mr. Kissinger, at least

answered our letter. A number of American Senators have kindly in-

tervened with the Czechoslovak Embassy in Washington. I hope that

the documentations are in the hands of this Commission.
The Embassy's response was, however, that we had left our chil-

dren behind. I do not think that this is a justified explanation. Every-

thing is represented by a system of questions and answers. It is neces-

sary to ask: does a 10-year-old child have the right to childhood?
Does a 19-year-old young man have the right to see his mother?

We may be guilty in the eyes of the Czechoslovak Government,
but what are the children guilty of ?

Mr. Meany has recently suggested that in reoard to the state of

human rights in Czechoslovakia, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
ought to be expelled from the United Nations organization. Should I

voice my opinion, I would certainly support Mr. Meany's request.
The problem of divided families is only part of a larger body of prob-
lems which represent those regimes that have chosen the spiritual
underground.

I would be glad to answer any specific questions. However, I have

nothing to add to this testimony. The power of the Czechoslovakian
State is being misused against innocent children. Does this need any
further commentary?

[The written statement of Mr. Benes follows,:]

My name is Jan Benes, I am 41 years old, and have been living in the United

States for eight years. I was born in Czechoslovakia, studied at the Prague

Academy of Arts, and became a writer. I am an author of ten books and of a

number of professional publications. I enclose here the introduction of an essay

by Professor Fryscak, which has been dedicated to me.
In the United States I make living as a teacher in spite of being still an author,

a writer.
In Czechoslovakia I spent 32 years, out of which I experienced 44 months in

various prisons and labor camps. I was released in the year of the Czech

liberalization, 1968.
I was sentenced because of political reasons; in 1968, the acting Minister of

Justice admitted in the Czechoslovak Parliament, April 2, that my case had been

an example of the cabinet justice. This statement has never been denied even

after the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia.
I left my country in 1969 together with my wife. Due to technical difficulties,

we had to choose different and separate ways of escape. At that time we did not

believe that it would be forever. For this reason as well as because of the afore-

mentioned technical obstacles, we could not take our children with us; our son

Jan who was at that time eleven years old, and our daughter Alice being only

one year old.
We equally did not believe that in this century the Government of a European

state which is a member of the United Nations could detain our children.

Since April 1970, we have been trying to reunite our family. First, according to

an advice from Prague, in a rather inconspicuous way. We even consented to bribe.

Since 1972 we asked for assistance from various American politicians. We ad-

dressed different people, among them the former Presidents Richard Nixon and

Gerald Ford. All evidence is enclosed.
On Christmas 1975 we sent a letter to all the members of the Senate and Con-

gress of the United States and to various famous persons of the U.S. and. the

entire world community. Altogether, we mailed 550 letters.
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I weJcome an opportunity to offer my testimony to the Commission on Security

and Cooperation in Europe. Because this case also concerns our children. And

because of the fact that a number of families in the United States and in the world

which must suffer the same fate do not have a chance to present their testimony,

or are afraid to appear at these hearings, as it could have unfavorable reprisals
on their relatives in Czechoslovakia.

I am aware that my dear ones at home have trust in me as to their representa-

tive in the free world and that they would approve of my action if they could do

so. I am also aware of the fact that historically totalitarian regimes anywhere
in the world which worship force and violence will be also willing to respect

only a powerful partner. I believe that the Congress of 'the United States is an

executive of power which is necessary to respect.
What has been and is the fate of our children in Czechoslovakia since October

1969 up to this day?
Our daughter is in care of my parents. My father died in 1973. My seventy-

year-old mother still takes care of our daughter. What kind of childhood can a

ten-year-old girl have in the company of an old lady? The lady who is utterly

courageous and devoted. Our daughter hardly knows her own brother who at the

age of eleven remained in the care of my sister-in-law. Each of them lives in a

different part of the city. Our son lives since his aunt's marriage practically

alone since 1972. We send them money, presents; they live in a different country

and, therefore, cannot be exempted from taxes. The money must be exchanged

at a rather unrealistic rate. Very often our packages arrive half-empty or not at

all. The brother hardly sees his sister once a month.
Periodically, we ask the Czechoslovak authorities for the necessary exit permit

for our children. They either do not reply or turn down our petition. Our rela-

tives in Czechoslovakia, too, keep trying to obtain the exit permit for our children.
Sometinies their petition is not accepted at all; other times it is refused with the

reason that it is not in the interest of the state to let the children leave.
After signing the Helsinki Accords this question seems to have been almost

settled. And just one year after this celebrated agreement, the Czechoslovak au-

thorities renewedly turned down one of my other petitions. Its copy is enclosed.

Life possesses sometimes even cruel ironies. When the former Secretary of State
Rogers visited Prague, the school. attended by our daughter, was selected as a

prop for an official welcome. At the airport, she waved at Mr. Rogers with her
white scarf. Mr. Rogers, unlike Mr. Kissinger, at least answered our letter.
A number of American senators have kindly intervened at the Czechoslovak
Embassy in Washington. The Embassy's response was, however, we had left our
children behind. I do not think that this is a justified explanation. Everything
is represented by a system of questions and answers. It is necessary to ask:

Does a ten-year-old child have right for childhood?
Does a nineteen-year-old young man have right to see his mother?
We may be'in the eyes of the Czechoslovak authorities guilty. However, what

are the children guilty of?
Mr. Meany has recently suggested that in regard to the state of human rights

in Czechoslovakia the Czechioslovak Socialist Republic ought to be expelled from

the United Nations Organization. Should I voice my opinion, I would certainly
support Mr. Meany's request. The problem of divided families is only a segment
of a larger body of problems which represent those regimes that have chosen the
spiritual underground.

I would be glad to answer any specific question. Nevertheless, I have nothing
else to add to this testimony. The power of the Czechoslovak State is being mis-
used against the innocent children. Does this need any further commentary?

[Material submitted for the record by Mr. Benes follows:]

INTRODUCTION TO THE ART OF JAN BENES, A CRITICAL STUDY WRITTEN BY: MILAN

FRYSCAK, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF SLAVIC LANGUAoES AND LITERATURES, NEW
YORK UNIVERSITY, DATED APRIL 8. 1972.

In surveying the past decade of cultural and literary life in Czechoslovakia, a
group of young writers stands out who deserve credit for revitalization of Czech
literature, particularly prose, and for gradual erosion and eventual dismantling
(albeit temporary) of the Various forms of censorship imposed on literature and
the arts after the Communist takeover of 1948. In this group, the name of Jan

87-587 0 - 77 - 9
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Beneg is prominent: he has distinguished himself both as a gifted artist and as
a deeply committed individual to whom problems of artistic freedom are insepar-
able from those of civil freedom.

Jan Beneg was born in 1936, into a family of a well-established Prague archi-
tect. After graduating from Vysoka tkola umelecko-pribmyslovit (College of
Applied Arts) in Prague in 1955 and service in the army (discharged in 1958),
he made his living at various jobs-gas a coal miner in Northern Bohemia, a stage
hand in a puppet theater, and a taxi driver in Prague-all the time devoting his
free hours to sculpture and design. In 1958, he received his free distinction-a
gold medal for toy design at the Brussels Expo 58.

His literary debut took place in 1962, when his short story "Pfihoda" ("An
Event') appeared in the monthly Plamen (Flame). In 1963, two collections of
his short stories (Do vrabed jako kdyi sti'ell/Sparrows Scatter to the Wind8/
and Sititace/Situationl) were published, and a play gas plyas i v acdeli/T'ime
Passes Even on Sunday/was telecast, but already in the following year, 1964, a
sudden deterioration of Bene.'s publication possibilities in Czechoslovakia oc-
curred: the publication of his first novel Druhj dech/Second Breath/and of the
first version of his novella Trojuhelnik 8 madonou/A Triangle It ith the Madonna/
was cancelled and the shooting of a dramatized version of his short story "Prob-
lem" was abruptly stopped. His personal fortunes took a turn for the worse not
long thereafter. After being refused a passport, Beneg filed a suit against the
Minister of Interior for infringing his constitutional rights. His act must have
been regarded as a provocation and apparently accelerated the course of events
that culminated in a major confrontation. This came in 1966, shortly after
Beneh had attracted further attention of the regime by collecting signatures
among the members of the Union of Czechoslovak Writers for the release of
imprisoned Soviet authors Siniavsky and Daniel, and when some evidence of his
participation in the publication of a Paris emigre quarterly Svhdectvi/Testimonyl
was brought to light. Beneg was arrested and imprisoned for almost a year, while
further evidence against him was being collected. During his confinement, a book
of short stories Disproporce/Disproportion/, scheduled for publication and al-
ready set for printing, was stopped and the plates destroyed, and the shooting of
a TV play Rito na celou noc/Rito for the Whole Night/was halted. Another
casualty was the cancellation of the contract for the motion picture Farfalo
isko motyl/Farfalo as a Batterfly/, based on Benhs's screenplay.

Beneg's trial did not open until late summer of 1967, well after the closing of
the Fourth Congress of the Union of Czechosolvak Writers, so that undesirable
aftereffects could be brought to a minimum. The sentence handed Beneg was
stiff-five years' imprisonment. However, only a part of it was served, as Benegs
release was secured in early 1968, just as the period of liberalization was begin-
ning. In the fall of 1969, Benes arrived in the United States, on the occasion of
the publication of his novel Druh# dech /Second Breath/ by Grossman Publish-
ers, and made the decision to settle in this country as a permanent resident.

During the brief interlude of liberalization (which, it should be pointed out,
somewhat extended, at least in the sphere of culture, beyond the date of the
brotherly invasion), preparations were made for the publication of Bened's short
story collections A: se se mnou vy8pli, budes plakat /After Sleeping With Me
You are Going to Cry/ and N anistc /On the Spot/ and of his novel Drttn;, deen
/Second Breath/, and the shooting of a TV play based on his short story
TiPidnt4 nepfitel /Class Enemy/ took place. However, a sudden deterioration of
the political situation in Czechoslovakia after the replacement of Dubcek by
Hushk caused that neither the short story collections nor the novel were pub-
lished, and that his completed play was not televised. The only new volume of
Benes's work to be published in Czechoslovakia after 1963 was the collection of
of short stories Disproporce /Disproportion/ (1969), which, however, appeared
as an abridgement of the original version of 1966 that was destroyed just before
its release.

Since 1969, when the American edition of his novel Druh.# dech /Sceond Breath/
appeared, Benes has published here another book, a collection of short stories
entitled The Blind Mirror (1971). A recently established publishing enterprise
68 Publishers Toronto, founded by a leading Czech novelist Josef Skvoreckj,
devoted to publication of works that under present conditions cannot appear in
Czechoslovakia, has announced that its publication plan for 1972 Includes Beneg's
Na misteOn the Spot/, a collection of twenty-one short stories that are arranged
cyclically and have identical protagonists. This is welcome news for the readihg
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public who in getting acquainted with Beneg's work has had to depend 1too Anuch
on the English translations which, it should be added, do not quite mneasure up
to the originals.

Mr. PELL. Thank you very much, indeed, Mr. Benes. It is actually
true that the Czechoslovak National Chairman-who is the present
chairman?

Mrs. FALTUS. Dr. Mikulas Ferjencik in Chicago.
Ml. PELL. I remember when Dr. Ferjencik was the Minister of Inte-

rior in Slovakia when some very beastly things were being done in pri-
son at the time under the Communist Federal Ministry of Interior in
Praha.

In the work that you are doing in the Council, you refer very often
to both Czechs and Slovaks, do you not?

Mrs. FArTus. That is right. Americans of Czech and Slovak origin.
Mr. PELL. Because the people are Czechs and Slovaks and I hope

that there will be a time when both groups will work together very
closely, indeed.

Mrs. FALTUS. Thank you.
Mr. PELL. Mr. Benes, I sympathize very much with you, and I re-

late to you a story of a gentleman who was accused of espionage. It
was I. I had my name in the paper very often in Czechoslovakia and
was very criticized by the Government. Most recently, all of us had a
problem, and I in particular because of my background, when we tried
to get visas to go to Czechoslovakiai, as members of the Commission.

The people with whom I was accused of setting up an espionage
ring were absolved by the Government and they got some money back
from tho Government.

In 1968, did you get back any compensation?
Mr. BENES. No.
Mr. PELL. Were you pardoned at that time?
Mr.BENES. No. I am not sure what is the meaning of the expression

"pardoned", and even Webster's Dictionary didn't tell me much more.
Those originally Latin words have a quite different meaning in all
Indo-European languages-as for example "alimony".

In 1968, I was released from the prison by a personal amnesty of the
former President Novotny-his last official act before being removed
from office. The case was considered unjust by the Czech Parliament's
Minister of Justice, but it was never reopened by the court, so I am
still sentenced as a criminal. The case was to be reopened on September
7, 1968, but because of the invasion. August 21, 1968, this possibility
was lost.

Mr. PELL. Did you ever apply?
Mr. BENEs. No.
Mr. PELL. Were you ever absolved?
Mr. BENES. No.
Mr. PELL. Some were absolved and got recompense.
Mr. BENES. I was working for a newspaper doing my social obliga-

tion and for this reason, I stayed in the country for so long.
Mr. PELL. Where did you serve your time?
Mr. BENES It was in Pilsen-Bory. Recently, I do not know why, but

the Czechoslovakian newspaper used my initials, which are J. B., and
in several TV and radio serials about Western spies in Czechoslovakia,
they called me "our little James Bond", and accused me of being a spy
operating in Czechoslovakia and the U.S.S.R. who had finally been
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nailed down by the good work of "our security boys", so-my son
sent me a letter Dear 007. They wrote that I was ready to sell Czech-
oslovakian secrets. I was ready to sell, but nobody wanted to buy. The
only secret which I kiiew was the name of a tailor of the First Secre-
tary of the Party.

Mr. PELL. Is Dr. Hasek an officer of the Council Mrs. Faltus?
Mrs. FALTUS. Yes; Dr. Hasek is an officer of the Council.
Mr. PELL. I hope that you will give him my very warm regards.
Mrs. FALTUS. Yes; I shall.
Mr. PELL. Congresswoman Fenwick.
Mrs. FENWICK. I wonder if you have any information that you can

give us-we know about Charter 77 and the 500 people who have
signed it. It certainly indicates a most extraordinary courage and
spirit.

Is this true of an elite intelligentsia or do you have any feeling
among the people on the whole?

Mr. BENES. I have wide contacts with many, many friends. Two of
the authors of Charter 77, Mr. Havel and George Lederer, are now in
jail. They are my close friends, and in Prague, they have exhibited a
great deal of courage and I am happy to notice that their names are
here. I believe they have great support throughout the nation because
other people have sent me letters, some of them directly in open mail,sympathizing with them openly.

Mrs. FENWICK. It is not just the intelligentsia.
Mr. BENES. No; it is not exclusively intellectuals. In Czechoslovak-

ian history, usually intelligentsia were the conscience of the nation.
We inherit this.

Mrs. FENWICK. Is there any news of any new strikes or troubles in
Poland, where they had the food riots and so on?

Mr. BENES. I can testify according to my information that these
are simple people, including janitors from the schools. In the house
where my mother was living, the janitor sympathizes with them and
they refuse to sign a Government petition which is anti-Charter 77
and I know the Government anti-Charter 77 was signed at a meeting
of the artistic union where they invited many people who are on the
blacklist for many years in this occupation. They said, OK, everybody
sign. They used their presence on that list as indication of their support
of the anti-Charter 77.

Mrs. FENWICK. I believe there is a rollcall in the House and I would
like to excuse myself because the House is in session.

Mr. PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Benes and Mrs. Faltus. And
thank you for your kind remarks and questions, Congresswoman
Fenwick.

Our final witnesses are Ms. Valerie Secu and Ms. Mariana Blum.

STATEMENT 0X' MS. VALERIE SECU AND MS. MARIANA BLUM
Mr. PELL. I regret to say that I will have to leave very shortly also

because the Senate is now in session.
Which one of you would like to start?
Ms. SECm. My name is Valerie Secu and I would like to thank you

for the privilege of testifying here today.
Mr. PELL. Could you speak a little bit louder?
Ms. SECU. Yes.
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I represent the American Romania Committee for Family Reunion
formed in 1972 for the purpose of helping American citizens and resi-
dents to bring their families out of Romania.

From the very beginning, I would like you to note that despite the
Helsinki Final Act, signed by the Romanian Government in 1975, it is
impossible for any Romanian citizen to apply for an exit visa whenever
he chooses.

I have here a power of attorney to represent a few cases from Illinois,
New York, New Jersey, and Massachusetts. Here in this room, there
are also people from the Romanian community in New Jersey and New
York who would like to have their cases known by your Commission.

I have said that it is impossible for a citizen to get an exit visa any
time he chooses for two main reasons: they are mentioned in my state-
ment and they are illustrated by my sister's case, but I would like to
discuss them briefly.

Reason No. 1 is that the exit visa forms are not available to the Ro-
manian citizens in Romania. I will come back to this reason after men-
tioning the second one.

Reason No. 2 is that an applicant asking for exit visa forms in Ro-
mania is told first of all that his relative in the Untied States must
present himself personally at the Romanian Embassy in Washington,
D.C. to legalize his status.

I want to mention that we are here either as American citizens born
or naturalized or as permanent residents lawfully admitted to the
United States with the status of "stateless." Stateless status has been
granted by the High Commission for Refugees based in Geneva, Swit-
zerland. This Commission is part of the United Nations Organization.

Unfortunately for us, the U.S. State Department advises us here to
comply with this requirement to legalize our "status" with the Ro-
manian Embassy in Washington, D.C.

As the Romanian Embassy refuses to deal with us by mail, we have
to go personally to the Romanian Embassy which is a painful and hu-
miliating experience for us. I have been through it and I know what it
means.

At the interview at the Romanian Embassy, you have to give a full
account of the way you left Romania and most of the people left Ro-
mania illegally crossing the Romanian borders. For instance, Mr.
Adamalb, who is present today here in this room, left Romania by
swimming across the Danube River. Then hiding himself in trains and
climbing mountains he crossed Yugoslavia to get to the free world.

At the Romanian Embassy you also have to give account of your
status in the United States, of your job and place of work, position,
salary, income, social security benefits, rents, property-all assets one
may have here in the United States.

Of course, we cannot agree with this. I will attach to my written
statement the "questionnaire" one has to fill out with the Romanian
Embassy. I will attach the sworn statement that one has to give to the
Embassy in which one has to swear that he has never done any harm
to the Romanian Government or Romanian people and will never do
so.

Once you are at the Embassy, you face two alternatives. No. 1: You
may apply to renounce Romanian citizenship and pay a tax of $200 per
person and then wait for at least 2 years for the Government's appeal.
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In my case, I have waited for more than 2 years for the privilege of re-
nouncing mv citizenship of Romania.

The second is to apply to stay in the United States as a "Romanian
citizen living abroad." The embassy insists on the second alternative
because in this way, they can be in touch with you and they can use
you for their own purposes.

However, Members of the U.S. Congress are informed differently
about these two alternatives that we are faced with at the Romanian
Embassy.

I will attach a letter my committee received from Congressman Ed-
ward Koch when he tried to reunite Mrs. Vircol with her husband. I
quote:

He (the Romanian Ambassador) stated that until her status is adjusted, there
is no basis under Romanian law for her husband to be permitted to leave since
the perjnit for exit permissions is predicated on family reunion and this re-
quires that a person outside of Romania no longer be a Romanian citizen. The
processing of these papers generally takes about six to eight months.

As I said before, 'the processing of these papers takes over 2 years.
And the truth is that we are actually asked, first, not to renounce the
Romaniani citizenship, but accept the status of "living abroad as a
Romanian citizen," in order for our relatives -to be able to apply in Ro-
mania for an exit visa.

Let me come back to the first reason. I mentioned that exit visa forms
are not available to the people when they want to travel aboard.

Exit visa forms are released only by local police or places called
militzia and cannot be released without written permission from the
applicant's job, party organization, and syndicate organization.

Just to get the exit visa form itself, the applicant has to fill out
a written request with his company, school, college, or wherever he
works. The applicant is judged by the so-called Committee for AWork-
ing People-C.O.MN., as it is abbreviated in the Romanian language.
His request is judged and usually the applicant is refused.

If he is motivated, and has a strong nature, he will eventually apply
again and again until he gets his permission from his job. During the
last year, therefore, after the Helsinki Final Act has been signed on
August 1, 1975, newly appointed so-called neighborl-ood committees
or party committees have been employed to interview and judge the ap-
plicant.

These new committees have been appointed under the auspices of the
party organization and the popular counsels of each district or sector.

Each applicant must face these committees, usually in the area where
they work. Over and over the same questions are asked-more infor-
mnation about the applicant and about his relatives in Romania and rel-
atives abroad are requested.

During these interviews the capitalistic world is denounced and if
the applicant is seeking to emigrate, such an attempt is condemned as
treason. In a speech given on February 17, by the Romanian President
Ceausescu, every would-be emigrant is condemned as a traitor even
though he is onlv seeking to reunite with his family.

Those who have the courage to persist are usually persecuted bv
losing their jobs or being offered menial work for very low pay. CoT-
lege students are usually expelled from school when they apply for
emigration.
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At this point, I would like to mention the case of Mr. George Mus-
canu from Chicago, Ill. He is a born American citizen, but between the
wars, he went back to Romania and now he has a dauighlter living in
Brasov. Even though his daughter has been lawfully admitted to the
United States in 1976, so far, she has not been able to get the applica-
tion form.

I would like further to mention a list of requirements for the pros-
pective emigre who has been promised a passport to leave the country.

Mr. PELL. I wonder how much longer this is going to be because I
have to leave at 12:30. Your testimony will appear in the record as
read and I am having difficulty hearing you.

Ms. SECO. I would like, though, to mention these unusual require-
ments, because these should be known by the Commission.

If a person lives in a state-owned apartment, he must clean and paint
and repair and renovate the apartment at his own expense. If he owns
an apartment, he must immediately pay to the state the remaining
installments in a lump sum and proceed to donate his apartment to
the Romanian Government.

I would like to mention the case of Mr. George Ardeleanu whose
wife and two children in Romania cannot leave because they bought
a house in 1973 for which they have been paying monthly installments.
Now the Romanian Government asks his wife to pay in full for the
house in order to turn the house back to the government. Then, and
only then, she may get the forms for the exit visa application.

If someone has the emotional strength to go through this, he has to
leave the country, leaving behind everything that the overnment con-
siders valuable and I would like to mention that these 'valuable items"
may include children's earrings and family pictures.

Congresswoman Fenwick said that it seems like a lot more people
are getting out of Romania. I would like to mention that during the
past year, not a single person was allowed to apply and to leave
Romania unless great pressure was brought to bear on the Romanian
Government by the State Department and the U.S. Congress.

In certain cases the relative abroad may have to resort to desperate
actions, such as peaceful demonstrations or hunger strikes or perma-
nent vigils-which have happened frequently in the United States,
Italy, West Germany over the past years.

Nonetheless, pressure from U.S. officials is effective only at times
when Romania is seeking economic concessions f rom the United States,
such as granting Romania most-favored-nation treatment which hap-
pened in 1975 and again in 1976.

I would like, in closing, to mention the very impressive case of Mr.
Constantin Rauta. Though his wife and four-year-old child have been
legally admitted into the United States, they remain in Romania, un-
able to obtain exit visa forms.

I would like to point out that exactly 2 weeks after the Final Act was
signed by the Romanian Government, his wife was arrested while she
was approaching the American Embassy in Bucharest. She was kept
for 2 days in a prison cell with divorce application forms in front of
her and was asked to divorce her husband. She has been strong enough
to refugse, but, she is still there after 31/2 years of repeated efforts to
gain her release.
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In this room also are Mr. Adamalb and Mr. Miihai Va'9atoru, fromNew Jersey, both of whose mothers are in Romania. They have noteven been given the application forms. Mr. Vanatoru is an Americancitizen, and his mother has already been legally admitted into theUnited States.
Mr. PEr.r . Thank you very much.
Ms. SECU. I would like to make two more recommendations to theCommission.
First: considering that there is no way for us to have a record ofthe people trying to leave Romania, perfiaps the Commission can spe-cify for us a particular office-care of the Helsinki Commission orState Departme~nt where people in the United States with relatives inRomania may register.
The second recommendation refers to the procedure of renouncingRomanian citizenship. Instead of going to the Romanian Embassy,we should be 'able to contact the Romanian section of the Eastern Eu-ropean Affairs Division at the U.S. State Department to handle theformality of renouncing the Romanian citizenship.
Third: We would like to appeal to the Helsinki Commission to helpstop, here in the United States, the propaganda of the Romanian Em-bassy, the Romanian library and other offices and churches of theSocialist Republic of Romania which is often disguised as cultural orreligious activities. Our committee can give further information onthis subject.
['Ms. Secues written statement follows:]

SUMMARY OF THE TESTIMONY OF VALERIE SECU
The testimony is based on Miss Valerie Secu's personal experience and ontestimonies presented to the Committee by recent emigrants from Romania. Thetestimony is divided in the following chapters:
I. The procedures involved in obtaining exit visas from Romania.The application forms needed for an exit visa cannot be obtained whenever anapplicant chooses. The applicant must obtain written permission which is almostimpossible to obtain from the management, syndicate and party organizationof his company or school. Recently, new committees have been appointed to in-crease the harassment of a prospective emigre: Committee for Working People(C.O.M.) to review the applicant within his company; Neighborhood Committeeunder the auspices of the district Popular Council and local party organization,which then discusses the applicant again.
No application for an exit visa has been considered and approved unless pres-sure from the U.S. government and international media has been brought tobear on Romania.
II. Steps to be taken by American citizens or residents with relatives inRomania.
III. President Ceausescus's speeches on June 3, 1976 and on February 17, 1977regarding family reunion and emigration policy.
President Ceausescu does not see family reunion as a humanitarian problem,as he is quoted on page 4. He uses the term of "traitor' for a prospective appli-cant for emigration.
IV. Provisions of the Romanian law.
Provisions from Romanian law regarding the crossing of Romanian bordersand the resulting heavy punishment are quoted from the American Romaniannewspaper SOLIA, Detroit, Michigan.
V. Specific cases of Americans with relatives in Romania.VI. Conclusions.
After July 1975, Romania has changed nothing in her policy regarding peoplewishing to visit or to emigrate to join a relative abroad.
Mr. CHAIRMAN. The present statement is based on experience I have had withmy family presently in Romania, and on testimonies presented to our Committeeby recent emigrants from Romania.



131

I. THE PROCEDURE INVOLVED IN OBTAINING EXIT VISAS FROM ROMANIA

A. Written permission is necessary to obtain the application forms for an exit
visa from several organizations. It is impossible for Romanian citizens to apply
for an exit visa whenever they choose. Exit visa forms are released only by local
militia precincts, and cannot be obtained without written permission from:

1. the management of the company the person is employed with, or from the
counselor and department chairman (or principal) for college students or high
school students;

2. the syndicate from the person's job or school;
3. the party organization from the person's job, school or college.
To obtain such written permission, the applicant has to forward his written

request to the company or school directorship. Many requests are not even con-
sidered. If the request is considered, the applicant is often called for interviews
with the people involved in the above-mentioned organizations. These interviews
are often followed by public meetings involving the applicant, his co-workers,
management, and party officials. These people "judge" the applicant and his
reasons for travelling abroad to visit relatives or friends, or to emigrate. The
applicant Is repeatedly questioned about why he wants to travel, especially to
a capitalistic country, why he wants to visit a relative in the Western World.
If the applicant actually wants to emigrate, matters are even worse. Usually the
applicant receives a blunt refusal followed by a severe criticism of his "bour-
geois" and "dangerous" attitude. A prospective emigrant is regarded as a traitor.

Every applicant undergoes such harassment and humiliation. The result is
almost always a total refusal to grant the applicant written permission which
the applicant needs to get the exit visa forms. If the applicant has a strong
nature he will apply again. Again, he will be forced to go through a humiliating
obstacle course. Conclusion: Nothing has been changed in the above procedures
since the Helsinki Conference of July 1975. In fact, things are even worse since
an application for emigration is considered an act of treason.

B. During the last year, newly appointed "Neighborhood Committees" have
been employed to interview and judge the applicants.

'New committees have been appointed under the auspices of the Party orga-
nization and Popular Councils of each district or sector for the purpose of dis-
couraging the applicant in his attempt to visit or emigrate abroad. Each appli-
cant must face this "Neighborhood Committee", usually in the area where he
works. This ad hoc committee includes a person from the State Security, the
communist party secretary of the applicant's company, and a higher communist
party secretary from the district-level party organization.

Over and over the same questions are asked: more information about the
applicant, his relatives, spouse's relatives, friends, the relative he wants to
visit, and the reasons for his trip. The capitalistic world is denounced and if
the applicant is seeking to emigrate, 2uch an attempt is condemned as treason.
Continuous pressure of this type forces many applicants to renounce their inten-
tion to apply for an exit visa.

Those who have the courage to continue are persecuted by losing their jobs
or by being offered menial work for very low pay. College students are expelled
from their schools when they apply fcr emigration.

C. Requirements for the prospective emigre who has been promised a pass-
port to leave the country.

While the authorities are processing the application, a prospective emigre
must do the following:

1. If lie lives 'a State-owned apartment, he must clean, paint, repair, and thor-
oughly renovate the apartment, at his own expellse.

2. If he owns an apartment, he must immediately pay to the State the remain-
ing installments in a lump sum, then must proceed to donate his apartment to
the Romanian Government.

3. In addition, several taxes are to be paid for every member of the family:
needed are five copies of certificates for terminating the electricity contract, gas
contract, telephone contract, radio/TV contract, water contract. These taxes
amount to over a good month's salary.

4. When the emigrant has liquidated his assets and has his passport, a State
inspector comes to check and seal the apartment, so that he has to live in a hotel
until the day of departure.

If the cliche "adding insult to injury" accurately describes anything, it cer-
tainly describes the outrageous and humiliating procedure whereby a Romanian
citizen who applies for emigration not only must pay for his house and donate
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it to the State, but also must pay high taxes to the State for being so kind and
accommodating as to take his assets away from him.

If this Romanian citizen 'has had the emotional strength and financial
resources to overcome all the obstacles mentioned above and is actually leaving
the country, he must leave behind sll possessions the Government considers
'valuable'. Such 'valuable' items may include children's earrings and family pic-
tures. When he leaves the country, the emigre loses everything he has accumu-
lated by hard work during his lifetime, however small.

D. New criteria employed by the Romanian government for granting exit
visas.

No application is processed unless and until the prospective emigrant is legally
accepted by the country where his relative lives. For example, the daughter of
Mrs. Lucy May of New York has been legally admitted to the United States,
but the exit visa from Romania has not yet been granted. The brother of Mr.
Nicholas Dima has also been legally admitted, but his exit visa application has
not been processed.

During the past year no one wvas allowed to apply for an exit visa to travel
abroad either to visit or emigrate, unless:

1. great pressure was brought to bear on the Romanian Government by U.S.
Senators, U.S. Representatives, U.S. State Department Officers.

2. their cases have been publicized in the press, or received radio and tele-
vision coverage.

3. their relatives abroad resorted to desperate actions such as hunger strikes,
permanent vigils, peaceful demonstrations.

Pressure from U.S. officials is effective only at times when Romania is seek-
ing economic concessions from the U.S., such as granting Romania 'Most-Favored-
Nation treatment in 1975, and again in 1976.

Hunger strikes have been organized in various countries to call to the atten-
tion of the public the plight of people kept hostage in Romania. People with
relatives in Romania went on hunger strikes in Italy, West Germany. Australia,
and the U.S. to ask for the release of their spouses and children. In United
States alone our committee has sponsored hunger strikes of about 100 people
since 1972. The last hunger strike in the United States, which started on May
24, 1976, wvas organized in New York City in front of the United Nations. Thirty-
five people participated by going on a hunger strike lasting from 6 to 24 days,
recovering, and starting again. The last week of the strike took place in Wash-
ington. D.C. from September 4 to Septeunber 9. 1976. Even though the strikers
received strong support from U.S. Senators and Representatives and the media,
not all of them got their relatives out of Romania. For example, Mr. Walter
Graur of New York has his wife and 5-year old daughter in Romania, unable
to obtain exit visas, or Mrs. Irina Bebelea, who has two children in Romania,
also unable to obtain exit visas.

II. STEPS TO BE TAKEN BY THE AMERICAN CITIZEN OR RESIDENT WITH RELATIVES IN
ROMANIA

To be accurate in describing the numerous and increasingly imaginative
obstacles built up by the Romanian Government. wve have to mention the action
which people in the United States with relatives in Romania, must take with
the Embassy of the R.S. Roinania in Washington, D.C.

The would-be-emigrant or visitor in Romania is told that his exit visa appli-
cation can not be processed unless the relative in the United States shows up at
the Embassy of R.S. Romania to "legalize" his status with the Romanian
Government.

'Unfortunately, the U.S. 'State Department advises people in the U.'S.'A. with
relatives in IRomania, to comply with this requirement and visit the Romanian
Embassy in Washington, D.C. Most of the people refuse, but with no other alter-
native left, they have to accept being interviewed by the Romanian Embassy
in Washington. They have to give a full account of the way they left Romania,
what countries they passed through before entering the United States, their
status in the United States, their income, assets, etc. Then, they are offered
two alternatives by the Embassy representative:

To apply to give up Romanian citizenship, pay the tax of $201 per person,
and wait for about two years for the Government approval; then and only then
the relative in Romania may apply for exit-visa : or

Apply to stay in the United States with a Romanian passport, as a "Romanian
citizen living abroad", and wait from 6 months to one year to get the Government
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approval. The Romanian Embassy insists on the second alternative, persuading
us that this is the fastest way to get a relative out of Romania.

However members of the U.S. Congress are informed differently when they
try to contact the Romanian Embassy in behalf of their constituents. I will
quote from a letter Representative E. Koch sent to my Committee when trying
to reunite Mrs. D. Vircol with her husband: He (the Romanian Ambassador)
further stated that until her status is adjusted, there is no basis under Romanian
law for her husband to be permitted to leave, since the premise for exit permis-
sions is predicated on family reunion. And this requires that the person outside
of Romania no longer be a Romanian citizen."

The processing of these papers generally takes about six to eight months.
Incidentally the processing of my application to give up my Romanian citizen-

ship by the Romanian Government lasted two and a half years.
Not until April 19, 1974 did the Romanian Embassy in Washington send me

a letter to inform me that my application to renounce Romanian citizenship had
been approved on September 16, 1973. But my sister and her family are still in
Romania. Before September 1976 she Ihad not been allowed to apply for her exit
visa.

In support of the above statements I submit the following:
Annex 1: a copy of official reply of the Ministry of Internal Affairs Bucha-

rest, Romania, to Gabriela and Liviu Teodorescu's request for exit visas, in
Romanian and English.

Annex 2: a copy of the questionnaire (Romanian text with English transla-
tion in small print) a person in the U.S.A. must fill out to "legalize" his status
by renouncing his Romanian citizenship or living as a Romanian citizen abroad.
Note that the petitioner must list all his relatives in Romania with a complete
history of their employment and residence. They must also fill out information
about their income, (salary, social security benefits, rents, etc.), their properties,
and other assets.

Annex 3: a copy of the Romanian original form and its English translation
a person in the U.S.A. must fill out with Romanian Embassy, vowing not "to
engage, after losing his or her Romanian citizenship, in any action likely to
cause harm to the interests of the Romanian state or people.

Annex 4: a copy of the letter I mentioned above I received from the Repre-
sentative Edward Koch regarding lhis meeting with the Romanian Anibassador
at that time, while trying to help a family in the United States to be reunited.

III. PRESIDENT CEAUSESCU'S STATEMENT REGARDING FAMILY REUNION AND EMIGRATION
POLICY MADE ON JUNE 3, 1976 AND FEBRUARY 17, 1977

President Ceausescu demonstrates the scorn he has for the Western World in
his speech published by the Romanian newspaper Scinteia on June 3, 1976,
exactly one day after President Ford waived Section 402 of the 1974 Trade Act
for Romania only:

Regarding the family reunion and emigration problems, we consider that prop-
aganda created abroad with the purpose of attracting citizens from Romania,
has nothing to do with humanitarian principles, but it represents a means to
exploit national sentiments for the purpose of satisfying the narrow and egoistic
interests of capitalistic monopolies, which only want cheap qualified labor.

On February 17, 1977, Ceausescu delivered a speech at a meeting of communist
party secretaries nationally broadcasted denouncing dissidents and would-be
emigrants as traitors to Romania. He charged that, "some circles are attempting
to use the Helsinki Final Act to interfere in the internal affairs of other nations."
He applied the term "traitor" to Romanian citizens seeking to emigrate and to
"those carrying on propaganda against this country."

IV. PROVISIONS OF THE ROMANIAN LAW REGARDING THE CROSSING OF ROMANIAN
BORDERS

At this point we would like to quote from the Penal Code of the Socialist
Republic of Romania, concerning people desiring to travel abroad (from the
American-Romanian newspaper SOLIA, Detroit, Michigan).

Art. 194.5: "The fact that a Romanian citizen on a government or a general
interest assignment abroad, refuses to return to the country, constitutes a crime
of treason and is punishable with heavy imprisonment from five to fifteen years,
loss of civil rights from four to eight years, and the confiscation of all his assets.

"Anyone who omits to denounce any preparatory acts regarding the above
crime, before the infractor crosses the border, and before he is discovered by the

I
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State officials, is punishable with correctional imprisonment from one to five
years and correctional interdictions from one to five years."

Art. 267: "Anyone who enters or leaves the country in other places than those
designated, or passes secretly through those designated places, commits the crime
of fraudulent passage of borders and is subject to correctional imprisonment
from three to ten years. The same punishment is applicable to anyone who has
helped the above act."

V. SPECIFIC CASES DESCRIBING UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPTS BY U.S. CITIZENS AND
RESIDENTS TO BRING THEIR RELATIVES FROM ROMANIA

1. For the past three years my sister, Gabriela, and her husband, Liviu Teo-
dorescu, of Bucharest, Str. Virgiliu 15, have tried to apply for exit visas. They
were not able to get the application forms because their employers refused to
release the necessary written permission (see Chapter I, Paragraph A).

My sister has requested written permission from her office several times in
the past three years. She went through a series of interviews with management,
party and syndicate organizations, privately and publicly. Among other subjects,
the relationship with her husband underwent microscopic scrutiny in public meef-
ings to make certain that she was not trying to escape from family problems.
When she went to the party organization at the Popular Council of her district,
she was told bluntly that no permission would be granted.

All this time I have been in contact with my Congressman Edward Koch who
called the Romanian Embassy in Washington repeatedly, and also with former
Senator James Buckley, Senator Henry Jackson, and other U.S. officials. I have
had great support from them, but the only tangible result was that finally, in
December 1976, my sister got application forms to apply for an exit visa, only
to be then officially refused by the Internal Affair Ministry of R.R. Romania.

Her husband went through the same procedure. He has been asked incredible
questions regarding my father who died 25 years ago, regarding other family
members, and especially about me. His visa application is still being processed.

In my sister's case, I have recorded further her attempts made only after the
Helsinki Conference in July 1975, to get the exit visa.

Please also note that after July 1975 as well, their house has been confiscated
as punishment for my leaving the country in 1970. The house belonged to our
parents, and after my father's death in 1953, I and my sister became co-owners
together with my mother.

August 2, 1975: Written request forwarded at her job to get the necessary
written permission from management and other organizations to be able to
obtain the application forms for an exit-visa;

August 30, 1975: Her request is discussed in a public meeting and she is
refused;

June 25, 1976: Her request is discussed in her company by the Committee of
Working People. Uncertain results, followed by another request;

August 21, 1976: She finally receives the written permission from her job,
valid until March 1977;

She waits for her husband, Liviu Teodorescu, to obtain the same type of written
permission from his job, so that both would be ready to get the forms to apply
for an exit visa.

December 1, 1976: They get the forms and handle the application at the local
militia office (including their six year old son).

January 23, 1977: They have been refused in an answer-note, with no reason
mentioned whatsoever. (see the copy of this note translated on the next page)

February 2, 1977: An interview with the Commandant has been granted. She
forwards a memorandum asking for exit visas only for her husband and herself,
accepting that their son be left alone in the country. An answer has been promised
in 15 days;

February 23, 1977: Twenty-one days have passed with no answer. She asks
for a new interview, paying again the interview tax. (There are high taxes to
be paid per person for these interviews). Even though she paid the taxes, she is
not accepted for the interview, but sent home to wait a mailed letter.

2. Mr. George Muscanu, born American citizen, of 2710 W. Summerdale,
Chicago, Ill. 60625. has a daughter in the city of Brasov, Romania, a biologist,
who has tried continuously for the past two years to get the exit-visa for emigra-
tion to join her father in the U.S.A. She has been lawfully accepted in the United
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States since April 1976. But so far she did not even get the application forms to
apply for an exit visa.

3. Mrs. Elena Kokkino, naturalized American citizen, of 2636 W. Winnemac,
Chicago, Illinois 60625, has a brother, George Basceanu, in the city of Constanta,
Romania, who has been legally accepted to the U.S.A.; the Romanian authorities
rejected his exit visa though.

4. Mr. George Ardeleanu, of 1350 W. Argyle Ave., Chicago, Ill., 60640, has a
wife and two daughters in Romania. They forwarded their application in
Romania for an exit visa, but the authorities refused to process their application
for the following reason: in 1973 Ardeleanu family paid in cash 40 percent of
the price of a State owned house, to become their property when the house is
paid in full. Since 1973 they have paid monthly installments up-to-date. The
Romanian authorities are asking Mrs. Ardeleanu to pay the house in full, even
though the house must be returned to the State, renovated and modernized in
the case of Mrs. Ardeleanu's emigration to join her husband.

5. Mr. Ilie Irimus of 3244 N. Clifton, Chicago, Ill., 60657, left Romania at the
first opportunity he had, in order to be able to provide a better life for his family
whom he painfully left behind. His family in Romania has been refused the
application forms for an exit visa, even though they have no means of support
in Romania.

6. Mr. Mihai Covalski of 3244 N. Clifton, Chicago, Illinois 60657, has a wife,
two children and a mother in Romania, unable to get the exit visa. The mother's
retirement pension has been suspended, the entire family is threatened with
house-confiscation, the correspondence was cut between Mr. Covalski and his
family.

7. Mr. and Mrs. I. Tomos, of 617 Grove Street, Chicago, Illinois, have a nine
year old son in Romania. The child has been separated from his parents for 13
months. How long does it take for the Romanian authorities to grant a visa to
a nine year old child?

8. Mr. Vasile Danciu, of 5817 N. Kenmore Ave., Chicago, Ill., 60640, has tried
for several years to bring his fiancee out of Romania. Countless times he con-
tacted the Romanian Embassy in Washington, D.C., U.S. Senators, the Romanian
Government, but everything has been in vain. He has an application for marriage
registered with the Romanian Council of State nr. 1483/75 to marry Miss Maria
Rodac, but the Romanian government has no intention to process it as the years
go by.

9. Mr. George Mereuta of 2050 46th Street, Astoria LIC, New York 11105, has
a sister Adela Basceanu in Romania, whose application for an exit visa has been
rejected with no explanation even though she has been legally admitted to the
United States.

10. Mr. and Mrs. Ludovic Miskolezi, 1355 Liberty Street S., Trenton, N.J.
08629, have two children in Romania, Alexandru, 6, and Liviu, 2, who have been
kept as hostages over there when they left the country. Not even the forms to
apply for an exit-visa have been released to these children, who are currently
living with their grandmother, an old and very poor woman, unable to support
them.

11. Mr. Florin Carmocan, 45-26 44th Street, Sunnyside, New York 11104, has
a brother who has no chance to get an exit visa from Romania. (His youngest
brother, Paul, had been shot to death at the age of 23 for the unproved crime of
attempting to cross the border, while sleeping under trees 9 kilometers from the
Turkish border, on October 1, 1975. At 6 kilometers another young man was shot
to death in his sleep, and two others lost their legs; they have been sent to politi-
cal prisons for the same unproven "crime" of attempting to cross the border).

12. Mr. Constanttin Rauta, P.O. Box 634, Washington D.C. 20004, has his wife,
Ecaterina Gabriela, 29, and his son, Mihai Catalin, 4, in Romania. They have
been both legally addmitted in the United States, but unable to get the exit visa
from Romania. They have kept trying since 1973. Two weeks after the Helsinki
Final Act was signed. Mrs. Rauta tried to visit the USA Embassy in Bucha-
rest. While approaching the Embassy, she was arrested. For two days she was
kept in a prison cell with the divorce application forms in front of her, being
asked to divorce her husband. She has been strong enough to refuse to sign the
papers. The harassment this family has endured during years of separation is
difficult to describe. Money and letters sent by Mr. Rauta are not given to his
wife. The above facts are in flagrant contradition with Basket 3 of the Helsinki
Final Act.
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13. Mr. Mihai Vanatoru, naturalized American cicizen, of 1413 Durham Avenue,
South Plainfield, New Jersey 07080, has his mother Maria Munteanu in Romania,
Str. Teodor Aman 27, Bucharest. Even though she has been lawfully admitted in
the USA, she could not get the exit visa so far.

14. Mrs. and Mr. Chiras, of 800 W. Wyoming Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa. 19140,
have their daughter Florica Angela Gedroye, with her husband and three chil-
dren of 2, 4, and 8, in Bucharest, Romania, Bul. Muncii 208 C, Bloc G7. They are
all willing to join the parents and other sisters in the USA, but they are unable
to get the forms to apply for the exit visa.

15. P.F.C. Vlad Dan, Co. Meddac, Fort Dix, N.J. 08640. naturalized American
citizen, has a mother in Romania unable *to get the exit visa to join her son
here.

16. Mr. Walter Graur, 140 W. 69th Street, New York, has.a wife and a little girl
in Romania. This young man went on a hunger strike twice last year in his un-
successful attempt to bring his wife and daughter over here.

17. Mr. Nicolae Ille and Mr. loan Bodea, recent immigrants as political refu-
gees, living at 312 E. 75th St., N.Y. 10021, after trying for years to emigrate from
Romania legally on the grounds of religious persecution for their Baptist faith,
succeeded in crossing underground the borders last year, risking their lives. Mr.
Nicolae Ille left behind his wife Florica, 23, and two children, Laurentiu, 2, and
Florin, 4, Mr. loan Bodea, 28, left behind his wife Ana, 22. These men of courage
are trying every possible means to get their families out of Romania, but the
exit visa application forms have been refused in Romania to all of them.

18. There are several other people with relatives in Romania who have thus far
been unable to obtain the application forms for an exit-visa. To mention some of
them and their addresses in U.S.A.:

Cornelia Ionescu's sister, 74 Amity St., Brooklyn, N.Y. 11201.
Anca Tanasoiu's parents, 69-76 57th St., Woodside, N.Y. 11377.
Emil Cocioba's son, 1 Laurel Drive. Huntington. N.Y. 11753.
Narcisa Vladcscu's brother, 111 Van Nostrand, Englewood, N.J. 07631.
Sergiu Serdici's mother, 41-25 77th St., Elmhurst, N.Y. 11373.
Alexandra Meleasa, 3 Lawson Lane, Great Neck, N.Y. 11023; (son).
Avram Botan, 484 Onderdonk Ave., Brooklyn, N.Y. 11237 (brother, mother).
George Fara, 1413 Durham Ave., So. Plainfield, N.J. 07080 (cousin).
Nicolae Moisidis, 964 E. Broadway, So. Boston, Mass. 02127 (mother, brother).

V. CONCLUSIONS

The facts in this statement have been gathered from personal experience, and
from the cases of other American citizens and residents with relatives in Romania,
fas well as people in Italy, West Germany, and Australia wvith relatives in Ro-
mania. D-tails have been supplied by recent ti-migrants to the U.S. such as Mr.
and Mrs. F. Georgescu, of 65-45 Yellowstone Blvd., Forest Hills, N.Y. 11375, Mrs.
Maria Manta, of 20-49 Palmetto St., Ridgewood, N.Y. 11227, and her recently
emigrated sons in Rome, Italy, Miss Dorothy Zaharescu, of 93 Viale America,
Rome, Italy, and many others.

From the testimony of hundreds of people like the above-mentioned, it Is ap-
parent that the provisions of the Final Act of August 1, 1975, regarding the right
to travel and emigrate to join a relative are not observed by the government of
R.S. Ronania. In other words, there has been no improvement at all in the right
of Romanians to travel abroad. If anything, such rights have been weakened.

As a group of Romanian dissidents including the writer Paul Goma mentioned
in their appeal on February 8, 1977 to the 35 participants at the 1975 Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, other long-ignored constitutional rights
such as Freedom of Assembly, Freedom of the Press, Freedom of Conscience,
Inviolability of the Home, Secrecy of Correspondence and Telephone Communica-
tions are also flagrantly violated in Romania.

During the last telephone communication the Truth About Romania Commit-
tee of N.Y. had with Paul Goma in Bucharest on Friday, March 4, just two hours
before the catastrophic earthquake in Bucharest, Mr. Goma informed us that 75
people joined the signatories of this appeal. Even though Paul Goma's apartment
building is surrounded by plainclothes policemen, and his telephone conversa-
tions are under surveillance, more and more people are joining the group.

The American-Romanian Committee for Family Reunion asks that the Helsinki
Commission of the U.S. House of Representatives make these facts known in Bel-
grade, Yugoslavia, where the East-West Conference on Helsinki Final Act will
convene in June 1977.
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[Materials submitted for the record by Ms. Sewn folows:]
Annex No. 1: Copy of the original official answer-note Nr. 138036 of the Ministry

of the Internal Affairs, Bucharest, Romania, to my sister's request for an exit
visa. (The answer is negative).

[English Translation]

Ministry of Internal Affairs,
Passport Office of the City of Bucharest,

Ni. 138036 of January 19, 1977.
To: Com. Teodorescu P. Liviu, Gabriela, and son.

This is to acknowledge that your requests for traveling to the U.S.A. have not
been approved.

-~ef of thZ.N.,
Chife of the Offce.
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Annex 2: Copy of questionnaire issued by Romanian Embassy for U.S. citizens
seeking reunification with relatives in Romania.

nONSULATUL .....

CHE ST IO NA R*)
F O R M

PHOTO

privind rezolvarca cercrii de dobindire, redobindire, renunlare sau clarificare a cetatenlei romine.

egarding acquisition, reacquisition, giving up the Romanian citizenship or clarifying the citizenship

Z. Numele 1i prenumele
Name and surname

2. Nunmel anterior
Previous name

3. Data nasteri: ztua tuna anul
Date of birth: day month year

4. Locul nasterli: localitatea judetut tara...
Place of birth: town county country

5. Numele la naotere
Name at birth

6. Domircitiul actual: tara localttatea.
Present residence: country town
strada nr. judetul
street no county

7. Cetadenia In prezent indicali ziua, luna si anul obtinerti ef.
Present citizenship irtdicate day, month, year of its acquisition

actut prin care dovedi;i cetatenfa _ ___
the document prooving it

8. Nationalitatea
Nationality

'i -nRspundeti complet si exact la toate rubrcitle; In crz contrar, vor tI necesare date suplimentare, care pot
Intirnia solutionarea cereri dv.

Furnish complete and exact all the data reguired otherwise additional details should be necessary for, which
may delay the solution of your request.

- DacA nasttrea sau c~s5toria a avut loe in Romsntla, Indicatt localitatile dup5 organizarea adminis.
trattv-teritoriali actualA a RomAniet;

It the birth or marriage took place In Romania, Indicate the places according to the present administrative
territorial organisation of the country.

- DacA pe Einz5 redobindirca renuunarca sau clarificarea cet~teniei rom5ne solicitati si vizs de Intrare,
repatriere, slabilire In steain5tate ,S3 eliturar,- unua pasaport pentru cetslent ronuAnt domiciliatt in strai.Atate, nu
este necesar sa completall un alt formolar.

Whether beside the reacquisition, giving up the Romanian citizenship or clarifying the citioenstilp you
request also entry or repatriation visas, establishing ot permanent residence abroad or issue ot a passport for
Romanian citizens living abroad it ts not necessary to till in another forn.
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. Prcditts t ci:icnships: indicate the periods and circimnstao'ccsin and un'Lcr wnicn you ouatwnt ar.a.
lost thern

lo' Studii: indicaII institutia, locclitatea si anul cbsolvirii- __
Studies indicate thc institute, town cnd yrcr of graduation

II. Profesia - indicali ocupagia in prezent si locul de 7nuncd
Profession indicate present occupation and place of work

12. Locurile de munca unde atl lucrat anterior In Romndnia, in ce perioade si funciitle
Places where you worked at previously in Romanta, which periods and functionss

13. Starea civild: indicatL dacd sinteti clsatorit, rfduv, d-vortat, celibatar
Civil status: indicate if you are married, widow(er), divorced, bachelor

locul inregistrarii crsdtoriei ziua -- tuna anul
place of marriage's record day ?nonth year

numele sotiei (sotului) do. la nastere --
name of your wife (husband) at birth

numele soliel (sotului) dv. inainte de clszttorie
Name of your wife (husband) before marriage

14. Indicati dacd ati fast condamnal(t) de alte instante decit cele romdne ,i pentru ce fapte
Indicate whether you were convicted by other courts than the Romanian ones and why

16. Dacii alt locuit in Ronidnfa, ardlafi perioadele Si domdicitite arutc cnsecutiv
Whether you lived in Romania, slate the periods and residences you had consecutively

15. Artatfi dacd in prezent sinteti Invinult sau inculpat intr-o cauzd penald sau. daci aveli de ececulat
a pedeapsD penald.
State if you are at present.accused or defendant in a penal case or if you hare to execute a penal
punishment.
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is. State the tfraelling dicsiment tith tchich you teft the country, tcho Issued It, the dcte, reason and

ciitulnstunces of the departure.

1i. Dact nit stnte;i originar din tara in care vZ gusilf In prezent, indicali date intrarii dv. in aceastil

jara.
if you are not born in the country tvhere you are living, indicate the date of your entry In that
country.

18. Indicati cc solicitati: redobindiree, renuntarea satt clarificarea cetateniei roinane

Indicate the object of your request: reacqutsition, giving up the Romaznian citizenship or clarifying
the citizenship

- 19. .4rdtati detailat motivele cererii dr _
State in deteit the reasons of your request

20. Indicoti veniturIle din care v8l Intretineft In strtindtate (salariul, pensie, rente etc.)

Indicate yosir income abroad (salary, social security fents ect.)

21. Ardtaet in ce constau bunurile dv. mobile si iniobile, valoarea for, fdrile in care se oftil si cc

intentionatt sdl faceti cu ele dupd dobindirea sau redobtndireo cetaleniei romdne in cazul sthbitiril

dv. in Romidnt. _
State In what consist your MoVabIes and the real estate you possess, their value in what countries,

and what you intend to do with themn after the acquisition or the reacquisition of the Romanian

dtizenship In case of establishing your permanent residence in Ronnonia.

22. Ilndicati decd aveti obligatii patrimnoniale fatd de statut rorrudn, fajl de persoene juridice sau fkzice

din Ronandia; In cc consteu acestea 5i crum intelegeti sd Ia indepliniiti;

Indicate if you have pecuniar obligations to the Romanian state, to individuals or jur~itic persons

of Romnania; in what consiri these and hoto you think to solve them.

23. Anexe: turinitoarele acte:
I enclose the following docuinelats:

- copte (fotocopie) de pe actul de naefere;
copy (photocopy) of the birth certlficote
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-6-

- copie (fotocopie) de pe actul de casdiorie sau divort; in caz de deces at soliei (sojulid), copie (fo-
tocopie) de pe certificat Id dC decos.
copy (photocop j) of the certificate of marriage or divorce; in case of death of your tvife (husbcvzd),.
copy (photocopy) of the death certificate.

Localitatea comnpletarii ziua luna _ _ anul
The place (town) day month gear

SEMINATURA,
Signature

OBSERVATIILE Sl AVIZUL AISIUNII DIPLOMATICE (OFICIULUI CONSULAR):

Slgiliul sl semr.Atura
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Annex 3: English translation and Romanian original of form issued, by the
Romanian Embassy to applicants renouncing their Romanian citizenship.

COIfiADE PRESIDENT,

The undersigned ............... (original susrame)
......................... -.. `.orn on.
at .......................... District or.
son (daughter) Of.and of .................... _
residing at ................. Street and "umber ............
Country of ......... , hereby request approval
of my renunciation to Romanian citizenship for the following
reasons

I meet the, conditions set forth in Section 22, subsections
a-c of Law M 24 of December 17, 1971, with regard to Ronanian
citizenship. To this end I an enclosing the following documents

1. Sworn statement by which I undertake not to engage,
a&tPtx-kosinr my RcmPnian citizenshin, in any action likely
to cause harm to the interest of the Ronanian State and
people; by which I declare that I am not charred or indicted
for any criminal activity not an I under any unserved penal
conviction ; by which I furthermore declare that I have no
financial obligations toward the Romanian state or toward
corporations or individuals in Romania , furnishing zuaran-
tees to this end through ....................... (or alternatively)
that I have such obligations toward ........................
and intend to discharge then through........................
and for which purpose I am furnishing the following guarantees
(personal salary, saving accounts at CEC :), personal properties
in or outside Romania

2. Receiot for the anount of *? 201 repre3enting the fee
for renunciation to Romanian citizenship.

3. Certificate of birth lr......... (original, copy or
photocooy translated into Romanian and sworn, legalized or cer-
tified deoendins on circumstances.

Place .. Date .Signature.

*) CASA DE ECO:ONII 'WI CECURI (Saving and Checking Bank)

To Co-rade President
of the Romanian Socialist Republic
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TOVARASE 1PRES3DflT:S,

Subserinat _ (numele de familie

avut anterior) _ na3cut la data de

in localitatea Judeu ul

.'.u1(fiice) luii ,______s____~i a _ ,domic4liat(Zi)

in localitatca Str. _r. -

jara _ , solicit ap~roberca rcnurn; ii la cet- e-

.nia rom ng pent:u urr~.top-ple motive:

Intrur.c3c condijii1Q prevZ<zutade_ Art.22 litarele,

a-c din Lavea Nr.24 din 17 dec.lS71 rrivird cer-tefeia ronsna.

In acest scog.anexaz ur!:: .toG.5-e'-e ac'e:

1. Declaratia autentica prin care MU' oblig s-a nu

ssviryesc dupz. pierderea cetgyenici ro-ia.nn -svte de naturla sa

.aducal atinvere ir:tarcselor statulAi si. p3Onor'lui roran; p-rin

care zcclar C A nu sint inviruit sau i_ vreo cauza

penala s nici nu am de executat vreo a;!eaos.. penal2; prin

care daclar, de asemenea, cd nu am obblisaTii pxtri:.oniale

, fas de statul roman sau faya de perso:fne auricicO or- fizice

din Rom-niia, prazentind -aranii in a.cest sens prin

(sau dupa caz) ca! ara ostfel de obligaoii fayl de_

_ _ __- si irntclg sa le rcndeplincso prin

pentni care prezint urpatoarcle Garan9ii (salariul personal,

dopuneri.la CEC, proprnietai personsle in ,tra sau stragintate

etc);
2. Chitanta in valoare de S '201 reprozentind taxa

de renunaare la ceat- nia ronans.;

3. Actul de na!stcre nr. _(in original,conie

sau footocoT-*e trdaus- In linba :onmina s autenf fi cat,5,lezEli-

* zatE. sau certificata, dupa caz).

Locul _ Senntura,

Dat2a .__ _S ..

* TVARASULU I PRESEDINT3

i^ >4-- AL REJBJ.-CI-l SOCIALIST*E ROMANIA
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Annex 4: Copy of a letter from Hon. Edwarch Koch to Ms. Valerie Secu regarding
Mr. Vircol's application to the Romanian government for an exit visa.

EDWARD W. KOCH RRR YORK0171Ib

Itm Ol$rat, NEW YomA Roo VECOC P9

PA. 2144066

MBmNO CURRENCYongm ~ fn of the ?JU iteb States ,,O

HOURRADMINISTRATION 3DUef 0 epreftntatibi i

Waslifngton. PC. 20515

October 11,1974

Valery Socu
309 Avenue C
New York, New York. 10009

Dear Ms. Secu:

My office has tried unsuccessfully on several occasions to
reach you by phone during the past week.

I met with Ambassador Corneliu Bogdan of the Romanian Embassy
In Washington on the case of Fir. Vircol. He advised me that
Mrs. Doina Vircol's papers to adjust her Romanlan citizenship
were filed by her in elay. The processing of these papers
generally takes about six to eight months. Hlo further stated
that until her status is adjusted, there Is no basis under
Romanian law for her husband to be permitted to leave since
the premise for exit permissions Is predicated on family reunion.
And this requiros that the person outside of Romania no lon0er be
a Romanian citizen. I urged the Ambassador to expedite Mrs.Vircol's
papers and then to expedite Mr. Vircol's application for an exit
visa. And, I asked that their case be treated with compassion In
view of the long separation they have already suffered.

I am sorry that I cannot indicate an immediate time of departure.
But, the Ambassador did know of Mr. Vircol s petition and he promised
to convey my message to his government.

Please do check with Mrs. Vircol to be sure that the Ambassador's
Information on her having applied for an adjustment of her citizenship
was as recent as May. If you have any conflicting information,
please advise me of it.

Sincerely,

Edward 1. Koch

ElK:ndr
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Mr. PELL. Thank you very much. I now recognize Ms. Blum. Do you
have anything that you would like to say?

Ms. BLUM. Yes. I have a statement that I would like to read.
Mr. PELL. Very well. I wonder if you could abbreviate it as much

as you can and then have it appear in full on the record.
Ms. BLUM. OK. I would like to make a few points.
First of all, I left Romania legally and married a U.S. citizen and I

must say that I did not encounter any problems leaving Romania.
I received approval to marry my husband in 9 months. There was

nothing special that happened to me during this period.
In 1975, in June, my parents decided to come to the United States

and they applied to the Romanian authorities for permission to emi-
grate to the United States.

The documents submitted with the application were two statements
with respect to the fact that my parents did not work with secret docu-
ments, and also, two other statements in which the institute my parents
worked for approved their intention to emigrate.

I would like to mention that these documents are not easy to obtain
and I must say that my parents were lucky to obtain them. In case one
does not have these documents, he cannot apply for permission to
emigrate.

Months of silence followed after the application was submitted. My
parents wrote a lot of letters to Romanian authorities to expedite their
case. These letters were not answered.

Another thing that I would like to mention is that soon after the
Helsinki Agreement was signed some organizations called Party Com-
missions were formed. My parents were called to the Party Commis-
sion of Sector 3. They were interviewed several times about the rea-
sons that they wanted to leave and were asked if their decision was
final and firm. These interviews had the purpose of making my par-
ents change their minds. But the Commission, in failing to make my
parents give up their intentions, finally decided that they would give
its 'approval and forward the applications to a higher authority. Actu-
ally, this Commission has the authority to stop the application. If they
do not agree with someone's desire to emigrate, they can simply say no
at this level.

Another thing that I would like to mention is something of recent
invention, and that is if someone desires to make an application for
emigration, he has first to apply for an application so that he will be
eligible to apply for application for emigration.

In 1977, my parents tried to get these new applications and they
were told after they eventually filed the initial application that they
would not be given the application form because they are now resolv-
ing the cases which have been pending since 1974-of those people
who applied in 1974.

I would like to mention a little change that happened in my par-
ents' situation. My grandmother, after her husband died, decided also
to come to the United States and join her son, Valeriu Serban, who
lives in the United States. She was refused the applications after she,
applied to be given them.

She was told that she would not be given the application until my
parents' case is resolved.
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That is all I would like to add at this time and I thank you.
[The written statement submitted by Ms. Blum follows:]
Gentlemen, My name is Mariana Blum and I came from Romania into the

United States on January 5, 1975 as a permanent resident after marrying on
November 21, 1974 an American citizen. I am the only daughter of my parents,
Serban Adrian and Tamara, who live in Bucharest, 63 C. Nottara Street,
Romania. My father's only brother Valeriu Serban, also lives in the United States
as a permanent resident since May 1974. He is presently applying for United
States citizenship.

On June 10, 1975 my parents applied to the Romanian Authorities for per-
mission to emigrate to the United States. Among the documents submitted with
the application were two statements stating that my parents did not work with
secret documents and also, two other statements in which the institute my
parents worked for approved their Intention to emigrate. Both my parents work
at the Design Institute for Rolling Mill Plants in Bucharest and the above-
mentioned statements were issued by this Institute. I would like to mention that
In case one does not obtain such documents the application for emigration is not
accepted.

Months of silence followed after the application was submitted. In February
1976, my parents were asked to come to the so-called "Party Commission of the
Sector 3". This commission interviewed my parents several times, asked them
over and over again the reason they want to leave and if their decision is firm
and final. The interviews had the obvious purpose of making my parents change
their mind. Failing in their attempt to make my parents give up their intention
to emigrate, the commission finally decided that they would give their approval
and forward the applications to higher authorities.

In March 1976, my parents were called to the Commission for Visas and Pass-
ports where they were told that their permission to emigrate was denied. Because
my parents did not get any official document stating the refusal, they hoped that
the verbal rejection was a mistake. They wrote several letters to the Romanian
Authorities with the hope of clarifying this uncertain situation. The result was
that in May 1976 my parents received a letter stating that permission to emigrate
was definitely denied.

In this situation my parents did everything possible to obtain a change in the
Authorities' decision. On May 31, 1976 my parents handed in at the State Council
a memorandum registered under the number 4483. Up to this date no answer
was received to this memorandum. In the same period, after weeks of efforts, my
parents obtained an appointment at the Commission for Visas and Passports.
At the interview with the Commissioner my parents were told once again that
permission to emigrate was denied; no reason was given for this decision and no
authority assumed on the part of the Commissioner to give any explanation.
Since my parents were not granted any other appointments they continued to send
letters to different agencies. On December 17, 1976 my parents sent a new letter
to the Governmental Commission asking again for a reexamination of their case.
This letter was answer on February 17, 1977 by letter number 7833 which said:
"your appeal from December 17, 1976 is not approved, your case is filed".

Given this desperate situation my parents applied on January 5, 1977 for a
new set of applications for emigration. Receiving no answer on January 18, 1977
my parents went to the Passport Office to Inquire about their application. The
answer they were given was that applications for emigration are given only to
those who were refused the applications for emigration made In 1974. Since my
parents filed the applications for emigration In 1975, the Passport Office refused
to give them new applications. Now my parents' situation Is "clear": the 1975
applications are filed and new applications are not "available". My parents
handed in at the Governmental Commission on February 24, 1977 a new memo-
randum registered under the number 1317, but no answer has been yet received.

When my parents applied in June, 1975 for permission to emigrate my father's
parents did not want to leave Romania. Meanwhile, my grandfather passed away
and my grandmother, Debora Serban, decided to come and live with her other
son, Valeriu Serban, here in the United States. My grandmother is eighty one
years old, lives with my parents and is the only other member in our family, be-
sides my parents, who is In Romania. My mother has no relatives in Romania.
On November 30, 1976 she was called at the Party Commission of the Sector 4
where she was told that the commission will give its approval. Because she did
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not get any invitation to come and pick up the application, my father went in
February, 1977 to the Passport Office to ask for this application. The clerk there
confirmed the Party Commission's approval but refused to give the application
for my grandmother. He said that the application for her would be given only
when my parents' situation will be resolved.

Coming back to the case of parents I would like to mention that my father got
an "unsatisfactory" qualification from the institute where he works. A qualifica-
tion Is given every year to employees and it is in reference to one's professional
and social behavior. Revolted by this qualification my father sent a letter in
which he rejected the qualification and in which he mentioned that the "unsatis-
factory" is probably due to the fact that he applied for permission to emigrate.
He did not receive any letter denying this.

Gentlemen, I thank you very much for your attention and I hope that you
can help my family leave Romania.

Mr. PELL. Thank you very much, Ms. Blum. We appreciate your
letting us know of the very sad plight of your family and the plight
that you yourself face here.

Thank you very much.
The next hearing of the Commission will be Thursday, March 17,

1977, when we will take testimony on the problem of Jewish emigra-
tion from the Soviet Union. That hearing will be held in room 2359
of the Rayburn House Office Building, where we will begin at 10
o'clock in the morning, on Thursday, March 17.

At this time, the hearing is adjourned until that time.
[Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]



IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HELSINKI ACCORDS: HU-
MAN CONTACTS: FAMILY REUNIFICATION AND BI-
NATIONAL MARRIAGES

THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 1977

COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE,

Waduington, D.C.
The Commission met, pursuant to notice, in room 2359, Rayburn

House Office Building, Washington, D.C., at 10 a.m.; Hon. Dante B.
Fascell, chairman, presiding.

In attendance: Commissioners Fascell, Bingham, Fenwick, and
Yates.

Also present: R. Spencer Oliver, staff director and counsel; and
Alfred Friendly, Jr., deputy staff director.

OPENING STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER BINGHAM

Mr. BINOHAM. The Commission on Security and Cooperation in
Europe will be in order. In the temporary absence of Chairman Fascell
I will open the meeting.

The hearing today deals with the most publicized and perhaps the
most sensitive topic the Helsinki Final Act put on the international
diplomatic agenda: the emigration of Jews from the Soviet Union.
Two days ago the Commission heard testimony on the implementation
of the family reunification provisions by the Warsaw Pact countries
in cases involving American nationals.

Today, we turn to an issue that has special importance to Americans
even though, in most cases, the people concerned have no immediate
family ties here.

What they do have-the 130,000 Jews who have been able to leave
the Soviet Union since 1971, the thousands who are thought to be
seeking to leave-are direct ties to American sympathies.

As a nation molded by immigrants, we have a special tie to the
concept, indeed to the right, of free movement of people. And as a
haven for those seeking refuge from misery or oppression, we have a
special tie to Jews who have suffered so much of both in this century.

So it is understandable, and here I am speaking for Chairman
Fascell, that an American of Italian descent should conduct a hearing
on St. Patrick's Day about the ways in which the family reunification
pledges given in Helsinki are being applied to Soviet Jews.

The record of which we already know is full of contradictory indica-
tions. Two days ago, for instance, it was reported that Dr. Mikhail
Shtern, a victim of Soviet attempts to intimidate would-be Jewish
emigrants, was released from prison.

(149)
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But the same day that heartening gesture was announced, we also
learned that Anatoly Shcharansky, a dauntless fighter for the right
to emigrate, had been taken to prison in Moscow. He has been waiting
nearly 4 years for permission to emigrate to Israel, where his wife has
been living since June, 1974.

Under constant police surveillance and harassment, he has never-
theless continued to press his case and that of others, both as an indi-
vidual and as a member of the Public Group to Promote Observance
of the Helsinki Agreements in the USSR since it was founded last
May.

His arrest, if that is what this latest episode of repression is, is a
contemptuous Soviet gesture of defiance of the values that the Helsinki
signatories pledged to respect. It is not just another stain on the Soviet
record of Helsinki compliance; it is a confirmation of a continuing
pattern of conduct that calls for resolute public condemnation.

Anatoly Shcharansky appears to be a victim of the Soviet
capriciousness that is documented-in a partial and preliminary way-
in a report I wish to include in today's hearing record.

It is an early and incomplete report on the results of a Commission
staff survey-still underway-of the experiences of recent Soviet
emigres in applying for and eventually receiving permission to leave.

On the one hand, it shows that three quarters of the successful
emigres were able to get their exit visas within 6 months of requesting
them. But on the other hand, it reveals a high incidence of harassment
of applicants before and as they leave and a continuing campaign to
bloek or discourage applicants.

Not all the, questionnaires on which the Commission's final report
will be based have been received or tabulated. And even when they are,
the experience of successful emigres must always be weighed against
our knowledge of the many, many Soviet Jews who have been waiting
long vears to have their refusals reversed.

Torlav's hearing gives us an opportunity to hear from some of them
and from their close relatives. It is a welcome occasion to try to sort
out the contradictory evidence we do have and to put the record in
some kind of order.

Our first witness today, and we are very glad to welcome him be-
fore the Commission, is Clive Barnes of The New York Times. Mr.
Barnes.

STATEMENT OF CLIVE BARNES

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen, first I would
like to explain why I am testifying and why I first became involved
in the question of Soviet Jewry.

I became involved chiefly through one individual case, the case
of a dancer of the Kirov Ballet from Leningrad, Valery Panov. His
case eventually became a cause celebre, but at the time I never knew
that.

He wished to join his family and friends in Tsrael and he applied
for a visa from the Soviet Union to go to Israel with his wife, Galina,
who was not Jewish.

At the time he was immediately dismissed from the Kirov Ballet
and his wife was demoted from the rank of ballerina to corps de ballet
and she was later dismissed herself.
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And he was subject to enormous harassment. Ile appealed to me
because he knew -me and he knew my wife and he knew my sister-
in-law, and asked me to try to help him and raise the issue in the
West.

The harassment of Soviet Jews cannot be too highly stressed, par-
ticularly as soon as they apply for a visa to return to their homeland.
This is a story of such incredible human injustice. Human injustice,
let us face it, not on the scale of, say Hitler, but human injustice on
a scale, on an intellectual scale, on a scale of moral deprivation that
is extremely painful.

Through the case of Valery Panov I became interested and con-
cerned with the fate of Jews all over the Soviet Union and their
justifiable aspirations to emigrate to Israel and to leave a country that
gave them neither religious nor ethnic freedom and, indeed, subjected
them to a very pernicious form of anti-Semitism.

The more I found out about it, the more it disturbed me.
Now, one of the particular reasons why the Panov case is relevant

is because at one time the Soviet authorities were prepared to grant
Valery Panov a visa, himself, but refused a visa, for his wife. In
effect, they were seeking to break up a family.

I think that in most-I was going to say Soviet propaganda, but
I will not say that-let us say Soviet policy, most of these instances,
the insistence on the family unit is a significant one.

It is curious that family unit only seems to apply to good Russian-
born Communists, and the sanctity of family life seems to be of far
less importance in the question of Jews.

Now this was before the Helsinki Agreement of 1975. Had it been
after that I think that this would have been extremely relevant.

It seems to me that the Helsinki Agreement, which offers freedom
of movement, an agreement which the Soviet Government freely at-
tached their signature to, I think really must be upheld. Freedom of
movement must mean exactly what it says.

It is quite immoral to break up families. It is heart-rending. All
of us would feel terrible to have our loved ones to be broken away
from us and us from our loved ones.

I remember during the time of the Panov campaign-and it became
an international campaign-and I remember one time in New York we
had arranged a talk-in with Panov in Russia because they can take
in telephone calls as you know. They are always monitored by the
KGB. Their telephones are never cut off. How can you tap a cut-
off telephone? rLaughter.] We arranged a talk-in with Panov and
a number of well-known people and people who were his friends to
enourage him.

At the end, a very tiny Latvian woman came up to me and said-
she touched me and said:

Please, please get my son out of Latvia. Please write in your paper about my
son. He is a 24-year-old engineer. You write about Panov, why not write about
my son?

I knew full well that I could not write about her son. Her son to her
was as important as the Panovs. Just as important. But the Panovs
had publicity and news value that some little engineer in Latvia does
not have.
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This is why it is very easy to campaign for the well-known and the
celebrated and, if you like, for the glamorous. It is very easy to cam-
paign for a dancer to be reunited with his homeland or for a wife to
be reunited with that dancer.

These people, you can show photographs of them in newspapers and
you can have them visited by television cameras and you can have
campaigns outside Soviet Embassies and Consulates. All of these are
very practicable.

But I am thinking about the little engineer in Riga. These are the
people we must be very much concerned with.

There are so many cases of this that one could literally go on all
morning just giving individual case histories.

I am sure that as a commission you have heard so many and you are
probably almost-not bored with them, but how harrowed can one be?

These case histories are all regrettably and if I may use the word,
despicably, similar.

Let me give you just one. This is the case of Stella Goldberg Yoran.
She is a woman who was born in 1932 in Moscow. She is a pianist and
she first applied for a visa on June 16, 1970.

The grounds for her refusal is that her huband is a traitor to the
Soviet Union.

Stella Goldberg Yoran and her 7-year-old son, Alexander, have
been denied the right to emigrate to Israel since that time and to be
reunited with their husband and father, who is a renowned cellist,
Victor Yoran, who left the Soviet Union so he could live among
Jews.

Stella and Alexander and Victor's aged mother are being punished
for his unauthorized departure. Internationally known artists such
as Leonard Bernstein and Vladimir Ashkenazi and Pierre Fourne-
they all urged the Soviet Union to allow the family to be reunited.

But so far the Soviet Union has been resolute in its refusal. This
is the appeal that this pianist, Stella Yoran, made hoping to rejoin
her husband. I will read it to you because I think it is very poignant.

In accordance with the Declaration of Human Rights, I renounce my Soviet
citizenship. It is impossible for me to remain a citizen of a country capable of
behavior so cruel and so inhumane towards me and my 7-year old son.

A country that treats us as though we were common criminals because I ap-
plied for a visa and was refused countless times to join Victor in Israel.

I implore you to help me in the catastrophe which has befallen my family. It
is already 6 years that my husband is living in Israel.

He did not and does not commit any actions hostile to the Soviet Union and yet
we, his family, have nevertheless been denied the right to emigrate.

I alone am responsible for the well-being of a young child and for my husband's
mother who is old and in poor health.

All our endless appeals to the highest Soviet authorities are to no avail. More-
over the OVIR informed me that for the next three years my applications will
not even be considered. Of what use or value are two people, desperate with grief,
and a 7-year old child, to the Soviet Union?

We are being held as hostages which is nothing short of medieval barbarism.
I entreat you to raise your voices in protection of my family. Save our lives

and help us to join our husband and father and son.

In my briefcase I have many other of those kinds of stories and I
know that you hear many of these stories.

I know such actions go completely contrary to the Helsinki Agree-
ment. I think that this is not even just a question of Soviet Jewry. I
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could, for example, cite the example of the poet, Joseph Brodsky, who
wishes his elderly parents to join him for a visit.

I could cite the example of Rudolph Nureyer, who has a mothler, a
sister, and a niece who would like to visit him but have several times
been denied visas to do so.

These examples of inhumanity are quite incredible in our day and
age, and I feel that we must, at this time, urge the new Administration
not to be confused-not to be confounded by thoughts of detente.
Detente is not an issue in moral human rights.

And I think that most of us who are interested in human rights, the
human rights of Soviet Jews, the human rights of Soviet dissidents,
the human rights of people like Bukovsky, I think that all of us, must
use our own democratic voices to try to influence committees like your
own, the Administration, and every way in which we can, to persuade
Americans to stand very firm on this issue.

It would be very easy to give way. It would be very easy to use
these few people, these comparatively few people, as some kind of
pawn in a power game in exchange for economic or mili-
tary advantages.

I suggest that this would be morally wrong and that governments
that behave with moral blemish in the end do not come out very well
in the sagas of history.

Thank you.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN FASCELL

Chairman FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Barnes, for a very
eloquent presentation and the discussions of additional sad cases
which, unfortunately, are far too many.

You are right, as far as I am concerned, about the need to express
concern for the nonfamous cases which are not so easy to identify and
support. It is the unidentified individual who is struggling who really
has a problem.

Frankly, after hearing a great many of these cases and listening to
a tremendous amount of testimony, I find it very difficult to under-
stand why any government or people acts in a manner which seems
to be so fearful. The Soviet Union is a great country with great
people, and vet the things that seem to distress them most are the

thought of individual freedom or the right to self-expression or to
move about freely. It seems to be a rather unique society in that respect.

I do not know what we can do because of their fear. But certainly,
it seems to me, it is incumbent upon us to speak out wherever we are.
All of us have been too silent for too long. Your eloquent voice has
made a fine contribution to this effort.

The Commission here, as you know, is an expression of the same
governmental concern that you speak for individually. We shall con-
tinue to do that and we welcome your support.

Mr. BARNES. Thank you, sir.
Chairman FASCELL. Mrs. Fenwick.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE FENWICK

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Barnes, I know exactly how you feel, having
suddenly a human being before you who has been treated in this terri-
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ble way. I think all of us have written letters on behalf of people, but
when for the first time you see somebody it is different, and for me it
was a woman called Lelia Roitburd, in Moscow.

It is the difference 'between reading of a terrible accident in the
newspaper and coming upon that accident, with blood in the street.

Can you imagine my surprise, when, at an ecumenical meeting in
my district, the name of Lelia's husband was read out as one for whom
we must pray and plead.

Out of tlhat meeting in Moscow came this Commission, out of her
distress. And somehow in this savage century, which has seen so much
injustice and so many horrors perpetrated by governments, which are
supposed to be instituted for justice, we must learn that we cannot go
on like this.

You are quite right. It is not possible to go on like this, watching
things happen to people.

Mr. Scranton, at the U.N., said that if we do not say anything about
injustice, we seem to condone it. I would go further. If we say nothing,
we are accomplices. And that is what we are all going to turn into,
unless we work hard to. do what we know must be done.

Mr. Barnes, what you said about how people turn to the West-that
is all they have. If we do not care, we cannot pretend that anybody
else will raise their voice.

Mr. BARNES. That is absolutely true. They are only kept alive by
our protests. So many people have said this. People as diverse as
Sakharov and all of the dissidents and all of the Soviet Jews have
maintained that unless the West shows that they care, then as Gogol
said, they are lost souls.

Mrs. FENWICK. Yes; once I asked "How do you dare come to the ho-
tel in such numbers, because the KGB is everywhere and you are
watched." The answer was, "That is the only hope we have because then
we know you are taking down all of our names and addresses, Mrs. Fen-
wick, and that is the only hope we have because they know you are do-
ing that."

Mr. BARNES. Yes, exactly.
Mrs. FENWICK. Thank you, Mr. Barnes.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Bingham.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE BINGHAM

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Barnes, I found your statement very moving in-
deed. I have also witnessed the courage- and I was about to say des-
pair, but it is not despair, it is rather a spirit of courage and determina-
tion combined-that you find in the dissidents in the Soviet Union.

I think that one of the extraordinary things about this is the degree
of that courage, the willingness to submit to the capricious cruelty of
the Soviet system in order to try to achieve an objective.

Do you have any explanation at all for what appears to be the extra-
ordinary capriciousness of the action? Why is it that fairly large num-
bers of people who want to leave the Soviet Union are allowed to leave
and others whose circumstances seems to be more painful, more appeal-
inp,. are denied vear after year.

Mr. BARNES. I think caprice is probably the best word for it. I think
that certainly there comes a point where neople become more nuisance
inside the Soviet Union than outside the Soviet Union.



155

The supreme example of this was, of course, the poet, Solzhelnitsyn
who actually did not wish to leave the Soviet Union, but was forcibly
ejected. And this has happened on more than one occasion.

In other instances caprice seems to be the main thing. Let me stress
that I am very fond of Russians. I like the Russian people. I won't go
quite so far as to say that I never met a Russian I didn't like, but I have
met many Russians whom I have liked and loved a lot.

I think that one thing one has to remember, both in czarist Russia
and in present day Russia, is the incredible power of the bureaucracy
there.

The bureaucratic process is capricious by nature there. I think very
often, why one person gets a visa or one person does not is not some
deep-laid plan, but merely the capriciousness of a minor official, or
which minor official hap pens to process the papers.

It seems to be as simple as that. Certainly some people are made ex-
amples of. I mean all the cases you will hear of at these hearings will
be people, who for some reason or another, the Soviet Union wishes to
make an example of to discourage the others.

But I think the caprice very often is just the caprice of any bureau-
cratic process. I dare say our own bureaucratic process in the United
States is not entirely free from capriciousness, and I think that this
is part of that system.

Mr. BINOHAMI. Thank you. And I certainly want to thank you for
your part in this.

Mir. BARNES. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Barnes.
iA\r. BARNES. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Our next witness this morning is Mr. Euaene

Gold, who is the district attorney for Brooklyn of Kings County, N.Y.
He is the chairman of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry and
has been very active in Jewish communal life. He has done good work
as an activist and spokesman, and today he is testifying on behalf of
the 39 member organizations, among which are B'nai B'rith and Ha-
dassah and several hundred local community organizations, and fed-
erations across the country.

AIr. Gold, it is a pleasure to have you with us today and to hear your
testimony.

STATEMENT OF EUGENE GOLD

Mr. GOLD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is always a
pleasure to be in your company, personally, and to be able to express
the appreciation of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry for the
support and encouragement that you have given to us.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, as chairman of the National Conference on Sov-
iet Jewry, I welcome this opportunity to testify today and present
some data concerning the Jewish minority in the Soviet Union. With
me is our executive director Jerry Goodman, our Washington rep-
resentative Marina Wallach, and Esther Lazaris, and Jeanette Mager,
two women whose cases are svmbolic of hundreds of other men and
women separated from their relatives and families.

Mr. Chairman, it was with great pleasure that we greeted you at our
Board of Governors meeting in New York last October, and we express
our appreciation for your role in helping to create this Commission. I

87-587-77-11
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would also like to extend a special note of gratitude to Representative
Millicent Fenwick, the "mother" of this Commission.

For those who may not be familiar with our organization, I should
like to offer a brief synopsis. In June 1971, the National Conference on
Soviet Jewry was created in response to an unprecedented massive
crackdown against Soviet Jews seeking their freedom-especially the
freedom to emigrate to Israel.

The crackdown led to a series of show trials and harsh prison terms
for many young Jews. Today, 39 national organizations and hundreds
of local affiliated councils, federations, and committees comprise our
constituency, and I am submitting a list of these organizations for the
record.

Chairman FAscEIL. Without objection, it will be included in the
record.

Mr. GoLD. Thank you, sir. The National Conference on Soviet Jewry
through a sister agency, the National Jewish Community Relations
Advisory Council, reaches every corner of organized Jewish life in the
United States, and maintains international ties as well.

We have the same dual mission as when we were founded; to help all
Soviet Jews who wish to emigate to leave the U.S.S.R. for Israel and
elsewhere, and to help the Jewish minority in the U.S.S.R. live as
Jews with all the rights, freedoms, and privileges, accorded all other
religious and ethnic groups.

One of the most pressing situations that now exists is the cruel and
often deliberate separation of Soviet Jewish families. Last year, with
the South Florida Conference on Soviet Jewry, a committee of the
Greater Miami Jewish Federation's Community Relations Committee,
and I know that you, Mr. Chairman, worked closely with them, the
NCSJ published a selection of 54 case histories of such families in the
book Orphans of the Exodhts which led to a special vigil in this House.

We have, since, compiled more case histories-poignant and tragic
case histories of husbands and wives, parents and children who only
know one another from photos, from memories, from letters; separated
by thousands of miles by an inhumane policy.

Mr. Chairman, in addressing our board of governors last October,
'you said, and I quote:

If families in the Soviet Union are having just as hard a time since Helsinki
as they bad before it in seeking to reunite with one's relatives abroad, a signifi-
cant standard is being violated.

I advise this Commission that the Soviet Union is guilty of ruthless
violations, bureaucratic in their procedure, devastating in their effect.

Four months ago yout told us that the Helsinki Accord's promise
that the application to join separated family members " 'will not mod-
ify the rights and obligations of the applicant or of members in his
family' is still an empty one." I suggest the promise is not only empty,
but has been twisted by the U.S.S.R.

As reported in the MAreh 8 edition of our Neum BTti7etin, No. lO!,
applicants from Moscow, Vilnius, Leningrad, Kishinev, and other cit-
ies have recently been refused visas, because local offices claimed the
Helsinki Acreement. which provides for the reunification of families.
wouldk be viol ated by such actions!

This must be one of the most bizarre interpretations of a document
designed to facilitate family reunions. Jewish refuseniks recently pe-
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titioned for written refusals, but Soviet officials claim that the OVIR-
the local immigration office-does not have to give any reason for one's
refusal. Meanwhile,' harassment against prominent Soviet Jewish
activitists continues, a fact I will soon demonstrate.

In one of the most heavily endorsed appeals to emerge recently
from the U.S.S.R., 163 refuseniks from 13 cities: declared that the
"situation in which would-be emigrants are brought to utter despair
by being constantly refused-quite illegally-for many years, can
no longer be tolerated." The text was addressed to all heads of nations
which signed the Helsinki Agreement, to the U.S. Congress and to
this Commission.

The signers stated that the Soviet practice of oral 'denials of emigra-
tion without a time limit to the refusal and without any legal basis
are a direct violation of the spirit and letter of the Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights, ratified and signed by the U.S.S.R. in 1973.

They went on to "emphatically insist that all those'illegally pre-
vented from leaving shall be quickly given permission; alternately,
they should be given formal statements in writing with the official,
legal reasons for refusal, and stating the period of time the refusal
will stay in effect, in accordance with existing laws and regulations."

Signers included Vladimir Slepak, Professors' Alexander Lerner
and Mark Azbel, Dina Beilina and Ida Nudel-Moscow; Felix Arono-
vich and Alexander Yampolsky-Leningard; Dr. 'Eltan Finkelstein-
Vilnius; Grigory Hess and Lev'Ovsishcher-Minsk; Vladimir Kis-
lik-Kiev; Yuri Berkovsky-Novosibirsk- Yaakov Gordin-Riga;
the Goldstein family-Tbilisi; and Benor 6urfel-Tallini

Mr. Chairman, this is the absurd situation we face., A' situation
which breeds despair for hundreds of separated Soviet Jews. A policy
which denies hope or comfort.

I would hope that the cases we present to you today would be viewed
as just the tip of an icebero. The Helsinki Accords are not only being
broken with the example of these families, but the freedom to worship
freely, to congregate freely, to study one's culture and history, and
to openly learn Hebrew, are being denied to Soviet Jews.

They are a people who face a bitter irony-in the Soviet Union' they
are not permitted to be Jews, nor are they permitted to stop being
Jews, a situation which only encourages the desire of Jews to join
family and friends in Israel and elsewhere.

The numerous provisions of the Final Act, as related to the funda-
mental aspects of human rights, created an atmosphere of great ex-
pectation. However, the reality of Soviet policies soon changed it.
I believe that the treatment of the Jewish minority in the Soviet Union
has become a litmus test of Moscow's real support of' d6tente with a
moral'base, and its adherence to the Helsinki Accord.

The adoption of the Helsinki Final Act was greeted by many people
as a significant step towards ensuring greater security and cooperation
in Europe and a better understanding between the peoples concerned.

As members of a people who have suffered from 'war, especially
during the last World War, Jews have a particular stake in the preser-
vation of peace. Jews therefore welcomed the formulation of prin-
ciples guiding peaceful interstate relations; we are greatly interested
in the progress of confidence-building measures, and are anxious to
see better cooperation between nations.
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All this adds directly to our own security, as well as to the security
of the world at large.

So often during our history, we have been subjected to discrimina-
tion and persecution. Naturally we devoted particular attention to the
humanitarian issues to which the Final Act is directed.

The largest Jewish community in Europe, the 2 to 3 million Jews
of the Soviet Union, especially hailed the provisions of Basket III.
Their adoption seemingly indicated understanding on the part of the
government of their country toward some of the problems which have
gravely occupied Soviet Jews, as members of a religious and national
minority.

Mr. Chairman, in any review of the implementation of the provi-
sions of Basket III of the Final Act in regard to this community
of Soviet Jews, the record is sadly disappointing. It is with genuine
regret that we have to present an unfavorable balance sheet of per-
formance by the Soviet authorities.

It is our conviction that further buildinog of the structure of security,
cooperation, and detente-which we applaud-can be accomplished
only if the foundations are solid. The first task of any followup con-
ference should be therefore to seek a remedy for the situation where
the first year's performance is wanting.

Mr. Chairman, the balance of the statement which I have submitted
to the Commission which relates to the reunion of families, the re-
strictive interpretations by the Soviet Union of the phrase "family
eunification," their definition, or lack of it, of the term "national

security," their extraordinary definition of the phrase "public order,'
their even more incredible definition of the phrase "the rights of
others," their definitions of "reasons of state" and other impediments-
they are all outlined in this statement and I shall not read it in its
entirety at this time.

Chairman FASCELL. Without objection, Mr. Gold, your entire state-
ment will be placed in the record and we particularly welcome your
review and analysis from a legal standpoint in light of your dis-
tinguished legal background.

Mr. GOLD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to just conclude
by saying this, if I may.

The Final Act states, "that an application concerning family re-
unification will not modify the rights and obligations of the applicant
or of members of his family."

It has been mentioned, in the statement that I did not read, that the
Soviet authorities strictly adhere to the provision that the applicant's
obligations are not diminished by the application.

The corresponding provision protecting the applicant's rights is,
however, not observed. The most frequent forms of abridgement of
their rights are the following: Dismissal from jobs, demotion in em-
ployment or in the Army, refusal of new employment and charges of
parasitism, expulsion from university, military conscription, depriva-
tion of apartments, arrest or threat of arrest.

And where in the world, anywhere, can anyone forget the Jewish
Prisoners of Conscience ?

I would advise this Commission, Mr. Chairman, to' carefully ex-
amine these grave violations of human rights, the rights of the Jewish
minority in the U.S.S.R.
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I also firmly recommend that the U.S.S.R. remove all obstacles
in the way of those Soviet Jews who wish to emigrate and be reunited
with families, in accordance with the provisions cited in the Helsinki
Final Act and other international agreements.

I would also ask the Members to demand the immediate release by
Soviet authorities of all Soviet Jewish Prisoners of Conscience whose
only "crime" was their wish to emigrate to Israel and to allow them
to emigrate.

The anti-Semitic media campaign waged in the U.S.S.R., the pro-
hibition to pass on to a new generation their religious and national
Jewish traditions, the acts directed against these traditions, the viola-
tions of freedom of communication between Soviet Jews and their
brothers and sisters overseas, the attempts to isolate them, the obsta-
cles placed in their way to their historic homeland-all these contradict
the spirit and the letter of the Helsinki Final Act, and we will docu-
ment these violations at another occasion.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your attention. We believe that
the Congress and the Administration are moving ahead to insure
basic human rights, including the special rights of the Jewish minority
in the Soviet Union.

This Commission is an important step forward in that direction,
and I trust that all Americans will support your efforts.

Thank you.
[The written statement submitted by Mr. Gold follows:]

Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission on Security and Cooperation
in Europe, as Chairman of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry (NCSJ),
I welcome this opportunity to testify today and present some data concerning the
Jewish minority in the Soviet Union. With me is our Executive Director Jerry
Goodman, our Washington representative Marina Wallach, Esther Lazaris, and
Jeanette Mager, two women whose cases are symbolic of hundreds of other men
and women separated from their relatives and families.

Mr. Chairman, it was with great pleasure that we greeted you at our Board
of Governors meeting in New York last October, and we express our appreciation
for your role in helping to create this Commission. I would also like to extend
a special note of gratitude to Rep. Millicent Fenwick, the "mother" of this
Commission.

For those who may not be familiar with our organization, I should like to
offer a brief synopsis. In June, 1971, the National Conference on Soviet Jewry
We have the same dual mission as when we were founded-to help all Soviet
Jews seeking their freedom-especially the freedom to emigrate to Israel. The
crackdown led to a series of show trials and harsh prison terms for many young
Jews. Today, thirty-nine national organizations and hundreds of local affiliated
councils, federations and committees comprise our constituency, and I am sub-
mitting a list of these organizations for the record.

The National Conference on Soviet Jewry through a sister agency, the National
Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, reaches every corner of orga-
nized Jewish life in the United States, and maintains international ties as well.
We have the same dual mission as when we were founded; to help all Soviet
Jews who wish to emigrate to leave the USSR for Israel and elsewhere, and to
help the Jewish minority In the USSR live as Jews with all the rights, freedoms,
and privileges accorded all other religious and ethnic groups.

One of the most pressing situations that now exists is the cruel and often
deliberate separation of Soviet Jewish families. Last year, with the South
FIlorida Conference on Soviet Jewry, a committee of the Greater Miami Jewish
Federation's Community Relations Committee, the NCSJ published a selection
of fifty-four case histories of such families in the book Orphan8 of the Exodu8
which led to a special vigil in this Rouse. We have since compiled more case
histories-poignant and tragic case histories of husbands and wives, parents
and children who only know one another from photos, from memories, from
letters, separated by thousands of miles and an inhumane policy.
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Mr. Chairman, in addressing our Board of Governor's last- October, you said,
and I quote, "If families in the Soviet Union are having just as hard a time
since Helsinki as they had before It in seeking to reunite with one's relatives
abroad, a significant standard Is being violated". I advise this Commission that
the Soviet Union is guilty of ruthless violations, bureaucratic in their procedure,
devastating in their effect. Four months ago you told us that the Helsinki Ac-
cord's promise that the application to join separated family members "'will not
modify the rights and obligations of the applicant or of members in his family'
is still an empty one." I suggest the promise is not only empty, but has been
twisted by the USSR.

As reported in the March 8 edition of our New8 Bulletin (no. 105), applicants
from Moscow, Vilnius, Leningrad, Kishinev and other cities have recently been
refused visas, because local offices claimed the Helsinki Agreement, which pro-
vides for the reunification of families, would be violated by such actions. This
must be one of the most bizarre interpretations of a document designed to facili-
tate family reunions. Jewish refuseniks recently petitioned for written refusals,
but Soviet officials claim that the OVIR--the local Immigration office-does not
have to give. any reason for one's refusal! Meanwhile, harassment against prom-
inent Soviet-Jewish activists continues, a fact I will soon demonstrate.

In one of. the most.heavily endorsed appeals to emerge recently from the
USSR, 163 refuseniks from 13 cities declared that the "situation in which
would-be emigrants are brought to utter despair by being constantly refused-

*-quite illegally-for many years, can no longer be tolerated." The text was ad-
dressed to all heads of nations which signed the Helsinki Agreement, to the
U.S. Congress and to this Commission.

The signers stated that the Soviet practice of oral denials of emigration "with-
out a time limit to the refusal and without any legal basis are a direct violation
of the spirit and letter of the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, ratified and
signed by the USSR in 1973. They went on- to "emphatically insist -that all those
illegally prevented from leaving shall be quickly given permission; alternately,
they should be given formal statements in writing with the official, legal reasons
for refusal, and stating the period of time the refusal will stay in effect, in ac-
cordance with existing laws and regulations."

Signers included Vladimir Slepak, Profs. Alexander Lerner and Mark Azlbel,
Dina Beilina and Ida Nudel (Moscow), Felix Aronovich and Alexander Yampol-
sky (Leningrad) Dr. Eitan Finkelstein (Vilnius), Grigory Hess and Lev
Ovsishcher (Minsk), Vladimir Kislik (Kiev), Yuri Berkovsky (Novosibirsk),
Yaakov Gordin (Riga), Goldstein family (Tbilisi) and Benor Gurfel (Tallin).

Mr. Chairman, this is the absurd situation we face. A situation which breeds
despair for hundreds of separated Soviet Jews, a policy which denies hope or
comfort. I would hope that the cases we present to you today would be viewed
as just the tip of an iceberg. The Helsinki Accords are not only being broken with
the example of these families, but the freedom to worship freely, to congregate
freely, to study one's culture and history, and to openly learn Hebrew, are being
denied to Soviet Jews. They are a people who face a bitter irony-in the Soviet
Union they-are not permitted to be Jews, nor are they permitted to stop being
Jews, a situation which only encourages the desire of Jews to join family and
friends in Israel and elsewhere.

The numerous provisions of the Final Act, as related to the fundamental
aspects of human rights, created an atmosphere of great expectation. However,
the reality of Soviet policies soon changed it. I believe that the treatment of the
Jewish minority in the Soviet Union has become a litmus test of Moscow's real
support for detente with a moral base, and its adherence to the Helsinki Accord.

The adoption of the Helsinki Final Act was greeted by many people as a sig-
nificant step towards ensuring greater security and cooperation in Europe and
.a better understanding between the peoples concerned. As members of a people
who have suffered from war, especially during the last World War, Jews have a
particular stake in the preservation of peace. Jews therefore welcomed the
formulation of principles guiding peaceful inter-State relation; we are greatly
interested in the progress of confidence building measures, and are anxious to
see better cooperation between nations. All this adds directly to our own security,
as well as to the security of the world at large.

So often during our history, we have been subjected to discrimination and
'persecution. Naturally we. devoted particular attention to the humanitarian
issues to which the Final Act is directed. The largest Jewish community in
Europe, the two, to three million Jews of the Soviet Union, especially hailed
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the provisions of Basket Three. Their adoption seemingly Indicated understand-
ing on the part of the government of their country towards some of the problems
which have gravely occupied Soviet Jews, as members of a religious and national
minority.

Mr. Chairman, in any review of the implementation of the provisions of

Basket Three of the Final Act in regard to this community of Soviet Jews, the

record is sadly disappointing. It is with genuine regret that we have to present

an unfavorable balance sheet of performance by the Soviet authorities. It is our

conviction that further building of the structure of security, cooperation and

detente-which we applaud-can be accomplished only if the foundations are

solid. The first task of any follow-up conference should be therefore to seek a

remedy for the situation where the first years' performance is wanting.

REUNION OF FAMILIES

High among the humanitarian issues covered by the Helsinki Final Act ap-

pears that of the reunification of families. The language is clear:
The participating States will deal in a positive and hunanitarian spirit with

the applications of persons who wish to be reunited with members of their

family.
Actually, the Final Act contains even more far-reaching provisions, and the

preamble of the Human Contacts section of Basket Three speaks of efforts to

". . . facilitate freer movement . . .", and in Principal VII, it contains the

commitment by the participating States to "act in conformity with the . . . Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights" which stipulates that:

"Everyone shall be free to leave any country, including his own." (Article
12/2)

Thus, the Final Act contains an undertaking to generally permit freedom of
movement.

The problem of the reunification of families is particularly pressing for Jews

because there are special circumstances in their recent history. In addition to
the general havoc of the last World War in Europe, Jews suffered barbaric
persecution at the hands of the Nazis and their allies. Large numbers sought to

escape extermination by fleeing into other countries, mostly under circumstances
in which they could not take their entire family with them. In the case of Soviet
Jews, persecution, and the consequent splitting of families, goes back even

further. It is well-known that between 1880 and 1914 hundreds of thousands of

Jews fled from territories which now form part of the Soviet Union to escape
persecution and pogroms by the Tsarist regime; close family members are often

still in the old country. The more recent emigration of some 120,000 Jews from
the Soviet Union to Israel has created new problems of separated families, be-

cause frequently only part of the family was able to leave. As a result of this

history large numbers of Jews in the USSR have applied for, or are desirous
of applying for, permission to be reunited with their families. However, while

many have been allowed to leave, large numbers are refused exit permits, re-

sulting in serious humanitarian problems and hardship.
The policy regarding the granting of exit permits has become particularly

restrictive in the last year-and-a-half. While the number of permits granted in

1973 was 34,700 (monthly average 2,892), it fell in 1974 *to 20,500 (monthly
average 1,708) and in January to July 1975, to 7,149 (monthly average 1,021).
Since the signing of the Final Act the record has hardly improved. In August
to December 1975, the number granted was 6,060 (monthly average 1,212), in

1976, 14,310 (monthly average 1,192), and in January to February 1977, 2,300
(monthly average 1,150). There was a slight increase in November and Decem-
ber 1976 (1,610 and 1,760 respectively), but in January and February the
numbers again dropped back to their previous rate.

Soviet authorities argue that the reduction in the number of visas granted

reflects the corresponding reduction in the applications for emigration due to
the "disappointment of Soviet Jews with Israel", and their difficulties with
adaptation. Even if we admit the possibility of a certain decline in applications,
the fact remains that the requests for invitations have far oustritpped the

number of visas granted. Furthermore, there is an undiminished number of re-
fusals, accompanied by an increasing campaign of harassment and intimidation,
against the applicants or would-be applicants. If the number of applications has

dropped, this may be due to the psychological climate created among Jews in the
USSR and the uncertainty and hazards of an unforeseeably long waiting period
during which the applicant is deprived of his or her means of livelihood.
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RESTRICTIVE INTERPRETATION OF "FAMILY REUINIFICATION"

The Soviet authorities try 'to justify their restrictive practices by using theFinal Act which, in fact, they violate. They now argue for example, that ifsome members of a family stay behind, the departure of others would actuallylead to the separation of the family-even when the departure is to join otherfamily members abroad-and that, they say, would be contrary to the HelsinkiAccords.
This interpretation of the Final Act distorts its meaning and purpose. The Actwas not adopted to force family members to remain together, but to enable peopleto unite and live with those members of the family whom they freely choose, andto move for that purpose from one country to another if that is required.A restrictive application of the Final Act in reverse is practiced by the Sovietauthorities when they claim that 'the relatives abroad who sent a certified in-vitation to a Soviet Jew to join them are not sufficiently near kinsmen. But whatconstitutes sufficient 'nearness" for this purpose is not defined. Col. VladimirObidin, as Head of the All-Union OVIR (the Department of Visas and Registra-tion) stated in an interview 'with Jewish activists that the authorities apply theU'SSR Code of Marriage and Family which includes as a family, spouses and un-married children. But this is not borne out by the Fundamental Principles ofLegislation in the USSR and Union Republics on Marriage and the Familyas adopted by the Sulpreme Soviet of the USSR on 27 June 1968, which statesin Article 2: "Legislation on marriage and the family regulates . . . relation ...between man and wife, parents and children and between other membe-s of afamily", thus indicating a wide interpretation.

APPLICATION OF RESTRICrIONS

The Final Act refers to the obligations under the Human Rights Covenants,including the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. Its pro-vision regarding freedom of movement is subject to certain limitations:The above-mentioned rights shall not be subject to any restrictions exceptthose which are provided by law, are necessary to protect national security,public order (ordre public), public health or morals or the rights and freedomsof others. (Article 12/3)
Soviet authorities invoke the various international documents selectively, assuits their policy. They do not implement the freedom of emigration clause ofthe Covenant, but invoke its restrictions which they apply to the narrower"family reunification" provisions of the Final Act. They do not recognize thatthe Final Act knowns no exemption from the principle of freer movement, butquote the restrictions inherent in the term "family reunification".National Seourity.-Security considerations are the legitimate concern ofStates, especially if the restriction is fairly applied. But the concomitant condi-tion that the restriction should be "provided by law" is not fulfilled.There is no provision in the Soviet legal system which would clarify whichcategories of employment carry with them the' diminution of the freedom ofmovement; and what is the length of time required until a person who oncehad access to State secrets can be declassified.Knowing one's rights does not merely mean that the text of the Final Actshould be published in Pravda and Izve8tia, but it also means that the indi-vidual has a right to know the laws and regulations relevant to the exercise

of his rights.
The legal uncertainty has led to a situation in which the authorities can applythe "national security" argument in the most arbitrary fashion. Persons whosejobs have not brought them into contact with any state secret or classifiedscientific knowledge are being stigmatized as security risks. In other instancesin which there are genuine reasons to assume that security considerations apply,this comes as a complete surprise to the applicant.
Of particular importance is the length of the period of declassification. TheSoviet Minister of Interior, Nikolai Shchelokov, told Jewish activists in Octo-ber 1976 that the maximum refusal period was five years. Yet many have beenwaiting much longer.
'In a letter to the US Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, inDecember 1976, 29 Leningrad Jews urged that the criteria for applying the"national security" clause be clearly defined. While this is, of course, pri-marily a subject for domestic legislation, in its application to an international
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Covenant and indirectly to the Helsinki Final Act it also demands definition in
international law.

Putbaio Order.-This is potentially a far-reaching term without an agreed,
precise legal definition. In the context of emigration, however, it should hardly

go beyond the meaning that freedom of movement can be restricted to ensure
the demands of public order. Thus, it would mean that individuals sentenced by
a competent Court to deprivation of liberty could lawfully be refused permis-
sion to leave the country, or that citizens liable to army service could be denied
departure. This interpretation is supported by a specific clause in the Final
Act, stating:

The presentation of an application concerning family reunification will not
modify the right and obligations of the applicant or of members of his family.

In the context of the "family reunification" scheme under the Final Act, Soviet
authorities use this legitimate restriction in a manner which indicates arbitrary
application and, indeed, bad faith. Young Jews are called up to the Army after
the submission of their application to leave, often after they have first been ex-
pelled from their universities (which is in itself a violation of their rights).
This blocks their chances of leaving the country not only for the duration of
minimum compulsory service, but, because they were ostensibly exposed to mili-

tary secrets during their service, for a further unspecified period of security
clearance.

The situation is even worse, because conscription of a young Jew affects the
emigration of the entire family; they cannot leave even if they were to take
the agonizing decision to leave their son or brother behind-as their departure
would create a "separation of families". Through the combination of the "secur-
ity" and "public order" escape clauses of the Covenant, and the distored inter-
pretation of the "family reunification" aim, Soviet authorities manage to build
up an effective barrier against the departure of entire families.

The Rights of Others.-Based on the restriction clause, Soviet authorities de-

mand the consent of members of the applicant's family to his departure. This
is a completely unjustified requirement, except in cases where the wouldube
emigrant has maintenance obligations toward another family member remaining
in the Soviet Union. Legislation on Marriage and Family establishes an uncondi-

tional maintenance obligation only by parents in favor of children who are minors
or, if these are without parents, by their grandparents, brothers, sisters or step-

parents (Articles 18 and 21). In all other cases the obligation is restricted.
However, Mr. Albert Ivanov, Head of the Administration Department of the

Central Committee of the OPSU, in a two-hour interview on 16 February 1976
with some leading Jewish activists, reportedly stated: "Apart from this (the
maintenance claims) we must also know the parents' attitude to the children's
emigration as we cannot only follow mercantile considerations. It often happens
that parents cannot become morally reconciled to the emigration of their children
. . .We must take into account the moral aspects as well." This, of course,
throws the "rights of others" clause wide open to all sorts of abuse by relatives
afraid that their consent might reflect upon them in the eyes of the authorities,
and even abuse by the authorities who can intimidate relatives into refusal. A
more precise and concrete legal definition of the "rights of others" is therefore
urgently called for.

REASON OF STATE; OTHER IMPEDIMENTS

Applicants are often given the vaguest motivation for their refusals. It should
be pointed out that the reasons are never put into writing, but are communicated
orally at the OVIR office. A precise survey, therefore, in a statistical sense,
would be impossible.

Among the vague or general formulations appear "State interest" or "emigra-
tion inadvisable for regime considerations". How far these overlap with "State
security" is impossible to tell. But it is a fact that, in a meeting between Albert
Ivanov, Head of the Administration Department of the Central Committee of the
CPSU and Col. Vladimir Obidin, Director of the All-Union OVIR, with six Jewish
activists on 16 February 1976, Ivanov stated that "We must always take into
account the interest of the State." This apparently in Soviet eyes supersedes any
other international, guaranteed human right.

Among a variety of other explanations for refusals appear, for instance:
"there is nothing for you to do in Israel", or "there is no necessity for you to
emigrate", and even, "it is inexpedient to let you go". Sometimes the reasons
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sound even more arbitrary. Recently it was reported from Tbilisi that the OVIRrefuses to consider applications from single individuals. Reports from Derbentstate that large numbers of simultaneous refusals were given without any ex-planation whatever.
Finally the entire reunification of families concept is a humanitarian one, andappears as such in the Final Act. But, within this arrangement, it was agreed

that:
Special attention be given to requests of an urgent character-such as requestssubmitted by persons who are ill or old.
Yet, there are cases of several old and sick people whose applications have notbeen accorded the priority demanded by humanitarian considerations.

PROOEDURE

The Final Act provides that participating States will deal with applicationsas "expeditiously as possible". It also mandates that necessary fees will becharged in connection with applications but "at a moderate lever'. Furthermore,applications for the purpose of family reunification which are not granted may
be renewed "at the appropriate level and will be reconsidered at reasonably shortintervals". Under such circumstances, fees are to be charged "only when applica-tions are granted".

In respect to the fees charged in connection with application, a gesture hasindeed been made by the Soviet authorities. In January 1976, the fee was loweredfrom 400 roubles per person to 300 roubles. However, this is far from "moderate"
as pledged in the Final Act. In addition, applicants for reunification with familiesin Israel (which are the most frequent cases among Jews) have to renounce
their Soviet citizenship and pay a fee of 500 roubles. Such renunciation of citizen-ship is mandatory only in case of emigration to Israel, which is a distinct dis-crimination. The total fee of 800 roubles (approximately $1,065) is extremely
onerous. For a family of four, it can represent half-a-year to three years' earn-ings, depending on the applicant's occupation.
;'Other token procedural improvements announced at the same time were:

The decision on the application is to be taken by the local bodies responsible
for internal' affairs, and an appeal can be made to a higher body. However, theappeal remains within the administrative machinery; no judicial review is avail-able;

A rejection can be reviewed in six months rather than one year; and
The requirement of a character reference (Kharateristika) was eliminated;only a certificate from the place of work is demanded. (This still means that theplace of work has to be informed of the intended application, even before itis submitted, often leading to immediate dismissal.)

ABRIDGEMENT OF APPLICANTS' RIGHTS-HARASSMENT

There has been no sign in the last 18 months of a speedier processing of appli-cations. -People still wait several months before their cases are heard. There arefrequent administrative hold-ups. For instance, in Tbilisi, questionnaires neededfor application have not been Issued for a long time under the pretext that thelocal OVIR office had none available. In other places (e.g. Minsk), the note ofreference from the place of work, which the. applicant has to submit with hisapplication, was held back for months.
The most serious delay is caused by the non-delivery of the certified invitation(,vzov) from abroad. These are held up in the post, disappear altogether, orare handed over to the OVIR rather than to the addressee.
In places such as Odessa or Dushanbe, the office hours of the OVIR havebeen reduced to one or two a week. As a result, people sometimes have to wait formonths merely for their turn to hand in their documents. I
The Final Act states that "an application concerning family reunification willnot modify the rights and obligations of the applicant or of members of hisfamily". It has already been mentioned that the Soviet authorities strictly adhereto the provision that the applicants' obligations are not diminished by the appli-cation. The corresponding provision protecting the applicants' rights is, however,not observed. The most frequent forms of abridgement of their rights are thefollowing: . ,
(a) Dismi88al from jobs.-Most applicants or members of their families aredismissed from their employment.
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(b) Demotion in employment or in Army.-In other instances, applicants are

demoted, and their salary decreased. Army officers in reserve are demoted to the

rank of privates. This means not only humiliation, but also loss of pension.
(c) Refusal of new employment. "Parasitism."-Those dismissed from their

jobs can often not find new employment. They are then prosecuted for "parasit-

ism" (Article 209/1 of the Criminal Code of the RSFSR).
(d) RE'pulsion from University.-Students who apply are expelled from their

universities.
(e) Military Conscription.-Young applicants are conscripted Into the Army

after they submitted their applications. Former exemptions for reasons of health

or study are Ignored.
(f) Deprivation of Apartment8.-In certain areas of the USSR, applicants'

must immediately give up their apartments, even before their application is

considered.
('g) Arrest or Threat of Arrest.-Applicants are often arrested on trumped

up charges. Among these, "parasitism" and "hooliganism" are the most frequent

ones.
(h) Prisoners of Consoience.-The most serious cases of the harassment of

applicants are the Jewish Prisoners of.Conscience, those who have been arrested,

tried and convicted on various charges following their application, or that of a

member of their family, for an exit visa. I have attached the list of these prison-

ers with their place of detention and the charges preferred against them. They

vary from "stealing", "taking bribes", "'speculation", through "evading military

service", to "anti-Soviet propaganda" and even "treason".
The situation of these prisoners is precarious.
I would advise this Commission to carefully examine these grave violations of

human rights, the rights of the Jewish minority in the USSR. We should firmly

recommend that the USSR remove all obstacles in the way of those Soviet Jews

who wish to emigrate and be reunited with families, in accordance with the

provisions cited in the Helsinki Final Act and other international agreements.
I would also ask the Members to demand the immediate release by Soviet

authorities of all Soviet Jewish Prisoners of Conscience whose only "crime" was

their wish to emigrate to Israel and to allow them to emigrate. The anti-Semitic

media campaign waged in the USSR, the prohibition to pass' on to a new gener-

ation the religious and national Jewish traditions, the acts directed against

these traditions, the violations of freedom of communication between Soviet Jews

and their brothers and sisters overseas, the attempts to isolate them, the obstacles

placed in their way to their historic homeland-all these contradict the spirit and

the letter of the Helsinki Final Act, and we will document these violations at

another occasion.
Mr. Chairman. I thank you for your attention. We believe that the Congress

and the Administration are moving ahead to ensure basic human rights, includ-

ing the special rights of the Jewish minority in the Soviet Union. This Commis-

sion is an important step forward in that direction, and I trust that all Ameri-

cans will support your efforts.
Thank you.

[Materials submitted for the record by Mr. Gold follows:]

As APPEAL FROM SOVIET JEWS

Among the number of clauses settled upon in the Helsinki Accord, there is one

issue which has not attracted the necessary attention from those struggling for

strict and complete fulfillment of all agreements attained in Helsinki. The prob-

lem concerns the partial reunification of divided families, and has bearings upon

a wide range of individuals attempting to secure their rights to select their
country of residence.

Despite a clause in the Helsinki Accord stating that the requests' of those

willing to reunite with members of their families shall be considered in a "posi-

tive and humanitarian spirit," emigration authorities in the Soviet Union more

and more often consider only family applioations, refusing exit visas (and more

often even consideration for exit visas) to separate individuals willing to reunite

with members of their families living outside the Soviet Union. There are many

cases where legally grown people are refused their exit visas for the "reason"

that their parents had not decided to leave or, are not allowed to leave by the

Soviet authorities. Often the parents are refused on the basis that their children

remain 'in the Soviet Union. Even more frequently, refusals are given because
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of "inadequately close relationship" of those who have sent the invitation. Even
the official divorce of a married couple is not considered an adequate reason
for the departure of one of the spouses when the other is forced to remain in
the Soviet Union.

All of this illustrates the unprecedented government interference into the
family sphere of its citizens. It also illustrates the usurpation of the right to
decide with whom and why citizens should create and maintain the family. Such
interference is unreasonable from both the legal and the moral point of view.

We would like to direct the attention of the governments of the countries
which participated in the signing of the Helsinki Accord, and primarily the gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union, to the created conditions under whichthe agree-
ments reached in Helsinki are used for the execution of the aims directly oppo-
site from those seen by the authors of these agreements, and we call upon them
to take practical steps to eliminate all possible barriers standing in the way of
free emigration of individuals including those on the way to partial reunifica-
tion of families.

A. LERNER, (and others).

LIST OF CONSTITUENT AGENCIES OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON SOVIET JEWRY
American Federation of Jewish Fighters, Camp Inmates and Nazi Victims,

Inc.; American Israel Public Affairs Committee; American Jewish Committee;
American Jewish Congress/AJ Congress Women's Division; American Mizrachi
Women; American Zionist Federation; Americans for Progressive Israel/
Hashomer Hatsair; An-ti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith; B'nai B'rith/
B'nai B'rith Women; Bnai Zion; Brith Sholom; Central Conference of American
Rabbis; Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations;
Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds; Free Sons of Israel; lladas-
sah, Women's Zionist Organization of America; Jewish Labor Committee/
Workmen's Circle; Jewish War Veterans of the U.S.A.; Labor Zionist Alliance;
National Committee for Labor Israel; National Council of Jewish Women; Na-
tional Council of Young Israel; National Jewish Community Relations Advisory
Council; National Jewish Welfare Board; North American Jewish Youth Council;
Pioneer Women; Rabbinical Assembly; Rabbinical Council of America; Religious
Zionists of America-Mizrachi, Hapoel Hamizrachi, Women's Organization of
Hapoel Hamizrachi; Student Struggle for Soviet Jewry; Synagogue Council of
America; Union of American Hebrew Congregations; Union of Orthdox Jewish
Congregations of America: United Synagogue of America: United Zionists-
Revisionists of America; Women's American ORT; The World Zionist Organiza-
tion, American Section; and Zionist Organization of America.

LIST OF JEWISH PRISONERS OF CONSCIENCE

(Prepared by National Conference on Soviet Jewry)

Anatoly Altman. Born: September 19, 1942. From: Riga. Occupation: Engraver.
Mother: Deceased. (No living relatives close enough to be permitted long visits
noiV.) Relative: Nina Lotzova, Yam Suf 16, Jerusalem, Israel. Arrested: June
1970. Tried: December 1970 (FLT).' Sentence: 10 years (strict). Camp: Perm
No. 35. Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 VS 389/35, Moscow RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Hillel Butman. Born: September 11, 1933. From: Leningrad. Occupation: Law-
yer/Engineer. Mother: Sara Gilkovna Butman, Kirovsky Prospekt 64/66, Lenin-
grad, RSFSR, U.S.S.R. Wife: Eva Butman, Kibbutz Naan 73263, Israel.
Arrested: June 1970. Tried: May 1971 (SLT).2 Sentence: 10 years (strict).
Camp: Perm No. Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 VS 389/35, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Mark Dymshitz. Born: May 10, 1927. From: Leningrad. Occupation: Pilot. Wife:
Alevtina I. Dymshitz, Novo-Izmailovsky Prospekt 81/64, Leningrad, RSFSR,
U.S.S.R. Children: Yulia and Elizaveta, Rekhov Armon Hanatziv 127/27.
Mfizrah Talpiot, Jerusalem, Israel. Arrested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970
(FLT).' Sentence: 15 years (strict). Camp: Pern No. 36. Address: P.O.B.
5110/1 VS 389/36, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Yuri Fedorov. (Tried with Jewish defendants in the First Leningrad Trial,
December 1970.) Born: June 14, 1943. From: Moscow. Occupation: Unknown.
Wife: Natalia Fedorova, Serafimovich 2/2/188, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.
Arrested: June 15, 1970. Tried: December 1970. Sedtence: 15 years. Camp:
Potma Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 Zh/Kh 385/1, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.
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Aleksandr Feldman. Born: March 12, 1947. From: Kiev. Occupation: Construc-
tion Engineer. Father: Motl Feldman, Kurnatovskogo 19/1, Kiev, Ukrainian
SSR, U.S.S.R. Brother: Leonid Feldman, Modiin 141/3, Entr. B, apt. 1, Giva-
taim, Israel. Arrested: October 1973. Tried: November 1973. Sentence: 3½2
years. Camp: Selo Daryovka. Address: P/Ya UShCh Yu Z 17/10, Selo Dar-
yovka, Belo Ozersky Raion, Khersonsky Oblast, Ukrainian SSR, U.S.S.R.

Ilya Glezer. Born: June 10, 1931. From: Kharkov. Occupation: Biologist. Mother:
Rebecca Boreskina, Rekhov Etzel 14/22 Hagiva Hazarfatit, Jerusalem, Israel.
Arrested: February 1972. Tried: August 1972. Sentence: 3 years in prison plus
3 years in exile; now in exile. Address: Veterinarny Proyest 7, Boguchany,
Krasnoyarsky Kray, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Leib (Arye) Khnokh. Born: October 4, 1944. From: Riga. Occupation: Elec-
trician. Wife Mern Khnokh. Beit Brodetzky, Ramat Aviv, Tel Aviv, Israel.
Relative: Etta Shvartz, Rekhov Rishon Le Zion 301, Jerusalem, Israel. Ar-
rested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970' (FLT).' Sentence: 10 years (strict).
Camp: Vladimir. Address: P.O.B. OD/I St/2, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Albert Koltunov. Born: February 3, 1921. From: Chernovtsy. Occupation: Man-
ager, lottery administration. Wife: Genya Koltunova, Chelyus Kintsev 4/10,
Chernovtsy, Ukrainian SSR, U.S.S.R. Mother-in-law and brother-in-law: Sara
and Rudolf Brisinov, Rekhov Atarat 2/11, Holon, Israel. Arrested: March 12,
1974. Tried: June 3, 1974. Sentence: 5½ years. Camp: Chernovtsy. Address:
Chernovtsy, P.O.B. 328211, Ukrainian SSR, U.S.S.R.

Mikhail Koienblit. Born: September 4, 1937. From: Leningrad. Occupation:
Dentist: Wife: Polina Yudborovskaya, Bodenheimer 88/22, Haifa, Israel. Rel-
ative: Yevgeny Shleimovich, Bolsheokhtiusky Pr. 6/1/85, Leningrad, RSFSR,
U.S.S.R. Arrested: November 1970. Tried: May 1971 (SLT).2 Sentence: 7 years
(strict). Camp: Potma No. 19. Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 Zh/Kh 385/1, Moscow,
RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Eduard Kuznetsov. Born: January 29,1941. From: Riga. Occupation: Translator.
Aunt: Elena Georgievna Bonner, Chkalova 48B/68, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.
Wife: Sylva Zalmanson, Bet Milman, 32 Tagor Street, Ramat Aviv, Israel.
Arrested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970 (FLT).' Sentence: 15 years
("specially strict"). Camp: Potma. Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 Zh/Kh 385/1,
Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Sender Levinzon. Born: March 3, 1948. From Benderi. Occupation: Metalworker.
Wife: Tsilia Levinzon, Markaz Klitab, Katamon Tet, Jerusalem, Israel. Ar-
rested: March 5, 1975. Tried: May 27, 1975. Sentence: 6 years. Address: Un-
known.

Anatoly Malkin. Born: November 8, 1954. From: Moscow. Occupation: Student.
Parents: Mr. and Mrs. Malkin, Karl Marx 20/60, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.
Arrested: Mbay 27, 1975. Tried: August 19, 1975. Sentence: 3 years. Prison ad-
dress: Index 413370, Wagon 50, SU-2 Uchastock 4, Alexsandrov-Gal, Sara-
tovskaya Oblast, U.S.S.R.

losif Mendelevich. Born: August 3, 1947. From: Riga. Occupation: Student.
Sister: S. Druk, Kalisher 30/12, Beer Sheva, Israel. Father: Moisei Men-
delevich, Kirov 18/3, Riga, Latvian SSR, U.S.S.R. Arrested: June 1970. Tried:
December 1970 (FLT).l Sentence: 12 years (strict). Camp: Perm No. 36.
Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 VS 389/36, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Aleksei Murzhenko, Born: November 3, 1942. From: Kiev. Occupation: Un-
known. (Tried with Jewish defendants in the First Leningrad Trial, December
1970.) Wife: Liuba Murzhenko and Daughter, Rusanovsky Blvr. 5/55, Kiev,
Ukrainian SSR, U.S.S.R. Arrested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970. Sen-
tence: 15 years. Camp: Vladimir. Address: P.O.B. Od/1 St/2, Moscow, RSFSR,
U.S.S.R.

Mark 'Nashpitz. Born: March 27, 1948. From Moscow. Occupation: Dentist.
Mother: Ita Nashpitz, Maon Olim, Rekhov Katznelson 63/320, Bat Yam, Israel.
Arrested: February 24, 1975. Tried: March 31, 1975. Sentence: 5 years in exile.
Address: Selo-Tupik, Tungiro-Olekminsky Rayon, Chitinskaya Oblast, RSFSR,
U.S.S.R.

Boris Penson. Born: January 2, 1946. From: Riga. Occupation: Artist. Mother:
Gessia Borukbovna Penson, Maon Olhm, Ramat Yosef, 63 Katznelson Street,
Bat Yam, Israel. Friend: Michael Neuberger, Kibbutz Merom Hagolan, Israel.
Arrested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970 (FLT).' Sentence: 10 years
(strict). Camp: Potma No. 19. Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 Zh/Kh 385/19, Moscow,
RSFSR, U.S.S.R.
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Lev Roitburd. Born: September 26, 1936. From: Odessa. Occupation: Engineer.
Wife: Eilia Tenenboim, Generala Petrova 23/1/36, Odessa, Ukrainian SSR,
U.S.S.R. Arrested: July 1975. Tried: August 1975. Sentence: 2 years. Prison
Address: Presently' working for the "national economy" in Novosobirsk. Ad-
dress unknown.

.Isaak Shkolnik. Born: July 24, 1936. From: Vinnitsa. Occupation: Mechanic.
Mother: Liza Shkolnik, Lisenko 38/5, Lvov, Ukrainian SSR, U.S.S.R. Wife:
Feiga Shkolnik, I Rechov Katznelson, Shikun Rasko, Jerusalem, Israel. Ar-
rested: July 1972. Tried: March 1973. Sentence: 7 years. Camp: Perm No. 35.
Address: P.O.B. 5110/1 VS 389/35; Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Aleksandr Silnitsky. Born: 1952. From: Krasnodar. Occupation: Student. Father:
Taivel Silnitsky (now living in Israel). Aunt: Henia Tulsky, Hameasfim 24,
Tel Aviv, Israel. Arrested: September 1975. Tried: November 1975. Sentence:
3 years. 'Camp: Tomsk. Address: Do Vostrebovaniya, Khimpioschadka, Bel-
orechensk 4, Krasnodarskyi Kral, U.S.S.R.

Aleksandr Slinin. Born: March 18, 1955. From: Kharkov. Occupation: Student.
Mother: Lena Slinin, Profinterna 3/21, Lozovaya, Kharkovskaya Oblast,
Ukrainian SSR, U.S.S.R. Arrested: June 1974. Tried: June 1974. Sentence
3 years. Camp: Zheltiye Vody. Address: Do Vostrebovaniya, Zhadnov 26,
Donetskaya Oblast, 341026 U.S.S.R.

Boris'Tsitlionok. Born: June 26, 1944. From: Moscow. Occupation: Plumber/
Locksmith. Aunt: Debora Samoilovich (now in Israel). Mother: Batia Orlov,
Kiriat Ata, Rekhov Yosef Tal 74/6, Haifa, Israel. Arrested: February 24,
1975. Tried: March 31, 1975. Sentence: 5 years in exile. Address: Pionerskaya
30, Yenisseisk, Krasnoyarsky Kray, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Yakov Vinarov. Born: February 3, '1954. From: Kiev. Occupation: Student.
Parents: Mr. and' Mrs. Vinarov, Strazhesko 3/145; Kiev, Ukrainian SSR,
U.S.S.R. Arrested: May .1975. Tried: June 3, 1975. Sentence: 3 years. Prison
Address: Senerodonetsk-2, DI Yistrevivania Luganskaya Oblast, Ukrainian,
U.S.S.R.

Israel Zalmanson. Born: March 13, 1949. From: Riga. Occupation: Student.
Uncle: Avram Zalmanson, Mivtza Sinai 23, Bat Yam, Israel, Sister: Sylva
Zalmanson Kuznetsov; Beit Millman, 32 Tagoi Street, Ramat Aviv, Israel.
Father: Iosif Zalmanson, Veidenbaum 45/22, .Riga, Latvian SSR, U.S.S.R.
Arrested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970 (FLT). Sentence: 5 years (strict),
Camp: Potma No. 35. Address: Labor Camp VS 38935, Permovskaya Oblast,
U.S.S.R.

Wuif Zalmanson. Born: November 2, 1939. From: Riga. Occupation: Army
Engineer. Relative: (see above). Arrested: June 1970. Tried: December 1970,
(FLT).' Sentence: 10 years (strict). Camp: Perm No. 36, Address: P.O.B.
51101/1 VS. 389/36, Moscow, RSFSR, U.S.S.R.

Amner Zavurov. Born: 1050. From: Shakhrizyab. Occupation: Radio
technologist. Wife: Rachel Davydov Zavurova, Ulitsa Bainal-Mival 9, Shak-
hrizyab, Uzbek S.S.R., U.S.S.R. Arrested: December 19, 1976. Tried: January
13, 1977 (conviction upheld February 1977). Sentence: 3 years. Address:
Unknown.

Chairman FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Gold.
Mr. Binglam.

COMMVIENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE BINGHAM

lMr. BINGHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I. would like to salute you, Mr. Gold, for your leadership in this

cause and the wonderful work being done by the National Conference
on Soviet Jewry.
* I know that you will be conducting a massive rally on May 1 in
New York. It has been a very impressive event to me on many occa-
sions when you gather 100,000 or more citizens to protest.

I think that these events do have an effect on the Soviet Union. I
recall the one at the United Nations-the degree of their outrage when

FD'P: First Leningrad trial.
SLT: Second Leningrad trial.
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any question -was raised about their behavior, reflected what I felt
wvas a degree of sensitivity to criticism and pressure.

The results up to now have not been encouraging. However, I think
it is fair to say the situation would be worse if it had not been for the
kind of pressure that your organization and others have been
maintaining.

I would like to ask you specifically whether you think that the
Jackson-Vanik Amendment did not have its intended result, that, in
fact, it made the situation worse and that it ought to be modified.
What is your comment on that?

Mr. GoLD. Well, first, there are really two questions, as I see it, Con-
gressman, implicit in what appears to be one question.

The first part would require an analysis of the Jackson-Vanik
Amendment and its impact on Soviet Jewish emigration, if any.

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that it would serve no useful pur-
pose to try to make that kind of evaluation at this time.

However, I must say this. It appears to .me that when one examines
the record of the discussions that took place prior to the enactment of
the Jackson-Vanik amendment in December 1974, if one examines the
testimony of the former Secretary of State, Dr. Henry Kissinger,
before the Senate Finance Committee on December 3, 1974, one must
come to quite the opposite conclusion.

Indeed the former Secretary of State testified before the Senate
Finance dommittee, that is, prior to the passage of the Jackson-Vanik
Amendment, that both he and President Ford 'had received assurances
f rom Mr. Brezhnev at the summit meeting in Vladivostok in November
1974; that the Soviet Union was prepared to meet the standards set in
the letter sent by the Secretary of State to Senator Jackson.

Indeed, he went further in his testimony. He said that a violation
of the terms of the letter by the Soviet Union would be considered by
the Administration as a very serious act on the part of the Soviet
Union.

Now I am sure you will recall, Mr. Bingham, that about the same
time, and within a day or two of. the passage of the Jackson-Vanik
Amendment, there was also passed the Stevenson Amendment.

Indeed, I think it could be fairly said that the then Secretary of
State, in the earlier part of January and late in December, stated
categorically that the abrogation of the Trade Agreement of 1972 by
the Soviet Union, was the result of the Stevenson Amendment. This
is contrary to what he said in the latter part of January 1975.

Indeed, no one will ever be able to prove with any definitiveness,
what the real cause was for the drop in emigration. Except that we
know that the Soviet Union totally controls the rate of the emigration.

Now one need only examine the number of affidavits that have been
sent into the Soviet Union, to draw that conclusion. These are
affidavits of request from families outside the Soviet Union which is
the first step necessary to make the application to leave.

But it seems to me that before we come to that point, Congressman,
before one can consider a change in the trade relationship between the
two countries, the United States and the Soviet Union, it would be
necessary for there to be some affirmative acts-and I use the plural
form, acts-in relation to Soviet Jews as a precondition for a differing
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attitude on the part of either the Congress of the United States or the
American people.

I believe that one can use the phrase-I suppose you can define it
in any way that you wish-the phrase "flexible linkage."

We in the Jewish community, and surely in the National Confer-
ence, do not urge that this nation return to the days of the cold war.
We support detente.

It does appear, however, that there is the possibility at least-and
I hope that I am wrong-that events in the Soviet Union during the
past 10 days to 2 weeks might indicate that, contrary to the American
position of urging d6tente, the Soviet Union itself is creating a set
of conditions which might lead them to a reimplementation of the
Cold-War status.

Let's see what they are doing today in the Soviet Union to Soviet
Jews-the recent arrest Pf Mr. Anatoly Shcharansky and the spurious
charges of espionage and treason. Television programs twice within
the past month-anti-Semitic, anti-Zionist, ahti-Israel, and opposed
to Jewish heritage and culture. All lead one to consider and wonder
what it is thatfthe Soviet Union is really doing.

Now I made reference to the number of applicants who would wish
to leave. Since 1970 there have been approximately 130,000 Jews who
have left the Soviet Union. At the present time there have been, once
again in round figures, 180,000 invitations sent into the Soviet Union
that have not been used, as far as we know.

Now we have no way of knowing how many Jews applied to
emigrate. That is something only the Soviet Union knows. But there
are some facts that we do know. One is that 180,000 Soviet Jews have
asked the first step be taken-send me an affidavit.

Second, during the year 1976 alone, once again in round figures,
some 56,000 affidavits were sent into the Soviet Union at the request
of Soviet Jews, including thousands of requests for renewals of old
affidavits that had been outdated.

Despite those impressive statistics of requests to leave, and in the
face of harassment, in the face of imprisonment, in the face of KGB
interrogations, in the face of all of that, those are impressive statis-
tics-the Soviet Union permitted only 14,100 Soviet Jews to emigrate
during 1976.

Therefore, it is quite apparent, that the statement by the Soviet
Government that 98 percent of all Jews who apply leave is some-
what inaccurate, to say the least. And second, that the drop in emigra-
tion is the direct result of a definite policy, and perhaps even a quota,
imposed by the Soviet Government itself.

Mr. BINGnAM. Thank you.
M rs. FENWIcK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE FENWICK

Mrs. FENWICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Yes, Mr. Gold, it is very good to see you here. Although you did not

read out the name of Dr. Gurfel, I spoke to him and his wife on a
telephone to see, if by direct contact after many letters, we could con-
vince the Soviet Government that we really were interested in
Dr. Gurfel, and his right to go to Helsinki for a scientific conference.

i



171

Nothing resulted, and to my horror, the telephone was cut off when
we tried to call again.

I think they are right, the people inside the country, when they say
we must continue to try to make these contacts.

And I agree with those in the Soviet Union that we met-refuseniks
and dissidents and Jewish people, Ukrainians and Lithuanians-that
the Jackson-Vanik is a symbol that we would destroy at risk. I do not
feel the Stevenson Amendment which, I am told, is the one the Rus-
sians really care about because it involves credits, and money, is as
important as a symbol. Technology is what they want and the fact that
we may or may not give them credits is significant.

It is hard to find our way between these considerations. I agree with
you that there is no point in dealing with such governments, whether
Russian or any other, without demonstrating by acts-and I too put
them in the plural-what it is we really care about. If we are going to
have detente, we must be honest about that.

There is no use trying to have detente on the false basis that we
are not interested in human rights, that somehow it is just a passing
fad or fancy.

We have to be clear or we won't have any real d6tente. How would
you evaluate acts to show compliance with Helsinki? Suppose that one
could offer the carrot of the removal of the Stevenson Amendment in
return for such compliance, how would you gauge that, and what kinds
of gestures would we expect? Give us some idea.

Mr. GOLD. What kind of acts would I consider?
'Mrs. FENWICK. How many exit visas would you require? As you say,

the horror is the random and capricious nature of the oppression; if
we could get some clear definition of what a family is, would that be
helpful? Perhaps it's not enough to know the number of individuals
given visas or released from prison-perhaps we should ask for ju-
ridical or regulatory definitions, to avoid the capricious injustice of
the present system.

Mr. GOLD. I think one would have to put all of the things you have
mentioned, Mrs. Fenwick.

There would have to be and should be substantial numbers, or sub-
tantial increase in the number of Soviet Jews that are allowed to leave.

The Soviet response is that applications have fallen off. That may
be true, but one should examine the reasons for it. The reasons are quite
obviously the harassment and imprisonment and the recent anti-Se-
mitic campaign within the Soviet Union, and the recent arrests and
threats of additional trials and so forth.

In tandem with that increase in numbers, you need a decrease in the
harassment or preferably, obviously, an end to it.

The KBG might have a lesser role within the framework of the
emigration structure. Clear definitions of the emigration rules-

Mrs. FENWICKi. And procedures.
Mr. GOLD. Yes, and procedures. Trying to establish some consistency

and have the terms more clearly defined. Whatever the terms might be,
let them at least be clearly defined so that they will know what will
happen when they make an application. That seems to me a very min-
imal kind of thing.

WThat is the meaning of security? How long does it last? Do you
become a "security risk" simply because you know someone who al-

87-587-77-12
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legedly has secrets? That is quite obnoxious, to make the assumption
that you are a security risk because someone you know casually or even
well works for the government in some sensitive capacity. So there
are a variety of things which can and should be done within the frame-
work of acts, before there can be a reasonable expectation on the
part-

Mrs. FENWICK. Of any change.
Mr. GoLD [continuing]. Yes, or a modification or increase in credits.

I would suspect that that might be the critical area of concern.
I realize quite well, as I am sure that you do, that the Soviet Union

has its own agenda, and we have an obiligation to respect that agenda,
while we do not agree with it.

What thev have to understand is that America has an agenda. And
it seems to me that when you spoke of the symbolism of the Jackson-
Vanik Amendment-it seems to me that speaks very directly to the best
in America. It speaks exactly, as I view it, to what the President him-
self has been saying in recent days.

Mrs. FENWICK. Thank you, Mr. Gold.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF CHAIRMAN FASCELL

Chairman FASCELL. Surprisingly enough, Mr. Gold, the Soviets
themselves have undertaken to make the linkage. I read statements
that they have been making lately which seem to be a welcome change
in Soviet attitude.

I have heard-let me put it that way-that the Stevenson Amend-
ment to the contrary notwithstanding, the Soviet Union has been able
to get credits and financing and technology in other places, and it really
does not make any difference.

Mr. GOLD. May I address myself to that, Mr. Chairman?
Chairman FASCELL. Please do.
Mr. GoLD. Right. I have problems trying to be district attorney, even

greater problems trying to be a lawyer, so I am surely not much of an
economist. But that statement has been made.

I understand from what I have heard and what I have read that the
Soviet Union is in quite serious financial difficulty.

Chairman FASCELL. In terms of their total external borrowing?
Mr. GoLD. That is right. In terms of their total external borrowing

which exceeds, both for the Soviet Union and the Eastern European
countries, in excess of $40 billion, and that most of that indebtedness
is to banks in West Germany and France and England and Japan
which they are now trying to roll over-something like what we are
trying to do in the city of New York. [Laughter.1 Of course, we in
the city of New York have been a bit more successful than the Soviet
Government as I understand it.

So I believe that they are in great financial difficulty and do need
credits and do need help, and the one country that has the capacity to
meet that is the United States.

As I understand it, in addition, they are very much concerned about
American know-how and technology. We are obviously the most ad-
vanced nation in the world in that area, and they need that kind of
assistance.
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They have arranged some business transactions, for example, with
concerns in other countries. I know of a particular concern in Great

'Britain, which built a factory for them inside the Soviet Union, where
they are producing goods for sale in other parts of the world. And I
understand from this British company that while they can operate the
plant, they can't produce the quality merchandise. So they have a great
deal of need for know-how.

From what I read as well, and I am not a Kremlinologist, it is my
impression that they have a great need for consumer goods. And the
only one that can provide them with the know-how to create those con-
sumer goods, et cetera, is the United States.

So I think that they need us just as much as we need them.
Chairman FASCELL. The Soviets have declared time after time their

full support for Helsinki and all of its provisions-I think you men-
tioned that in your statement.

What would you think using the exact Helsinki language in place of
the Jackson-Vanik formulation.

Mr. GOLD. At this point, Mr. Chairmian, I think that it is really pre-
mature to consider that kind of change if any at all.

What I am concerned about is sending the wrong kind of signals to
the Soviet Union. It seems to me that at this particular time, espe-
cially with the arrest of Shcharansky and the other acts which we have
described, that what is happening is that the Soviet Union, if nothing
else, is testing the American will.

Chairman FASCELL. Nothing would happen right away I can assure
you, on any legislative matters. We are having a hard time around
here attending committee meetings.

Mr. GOLD. Right. I would hope that the Soviet Union would not re-
ceive the wrong signals from the American people or from the Con-
gress or the Administration.

Chairman FASCELL. I doubt that we would get to any consideration
of that particular bill any time before June, at least. Even though I
must say the present Administration is like a battleship going through
a backyard pond, and the waves are so high that the rest of us are
scrambling to try to keep up with what is going on. [Laughter.] So
I do not think that you have to be unduly concerned.

Mr. GOLD. But I would say that down the road, if the Soviet Union
does the kind of things we have been talking about, then we could se-
-riously consider the proposal you make.

Chairman FASCELL. The numbers seems to change on refuseniks.
Does the National Conference deal with the figure that seems to be
permanent, or hard-core cases?

Mr. GOLD. I believe we have told your able staff, the counsel
to the staff, Spencer Oliver and Al Friendly, who is the deputy staff
director-is that your title now?

Mr. FRIENDLY. Yes.
Mr. GOLD. We have a computerized list of all of the refuseniks.
Mr. GOODMAN. Hardcore refuseniks.
Mr. FOLD. Hardcore and the ones that we know of, and it amounts

to 900 families.
Mr. FRIENDLY. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FASCFLL. Mr. Friendly.
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Mr. FRIENDLY. How many people does that amount to?
Mr GOLD. Roughly 2.000 individuals.
Mr. FRIENTDLY. And is your definition of hardcore cases refusals go-

ing back 2 or 3 years ?
Mr.-GOLD. Right. Some of the cases, as you know, have been more

than 7 years for example. Slepak, and others. Ile is not the only one,
but more than 7 years! That is very interesting. Slepak was denied a
visa, he was told, because he was a security risk.

Yet, in December when some of the Jewish activists in Moscow met
with some Soviet officials, the group assembled was told that security
only lasted for 5 years. Slepak was part of the group and he said, well
I have been waiting 7, and that is the reason given to me.

Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Gold, one final question. Wrhat do you rea-
sonably expect out of Belgrade?

Mr. GOLD. Your first meetings, of course, which will probably last
for several weeks, begin on June 15. That will be the time, as I under-
stand it, that the agenda will be set.

Of course, we all know from attending some international meetings,
that the agenda is sometimes more important than what takes place at
the substantive meetings themselves. Unless a particular item is on the
agenda, it would not be possible to have discussions. when the futll-
blown meeting takes place in September or early October, which I
understand is the targeted date.

I would hope that there would be progress. I do not think that one
could reasonably expect at the meetings, in October that the Soviet
Union is suddenly going to say, "Mea Culpa."

Chairman FASCELL. I do not think that is going to happen either.
Mr. GOLD. But we can have progress and the Americaln position can

be strong. The American group can speak for America as it should
through this Commission, and through its representatives at Belgrade.
And I would hope that at least some of the members of this Commis-
sion, including yourself, would be a part of the American delegation.

You have the most finite knowledge of the situation and would be in
the best position, as I view it, to make a strong American presentation.

Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Gold, we have had the finest cooperation
from the Administration. Secretary Vance has been very cooperative.

Mr. GOLD. That is an amazing change.
Chairman FASCELL. And a welcome change, and I can assure you

that already we are totally integrated in the efforts of the U.S. Govern-
ment and State Department in preparation for Belgrade.

Right now the work is at the staff level. We fully expect to work
and cooperate and be part of the U.S. delegation when it does go to
Belgrade. So we will be looking forward to tTiat experience very much.

You have a witness, would you care to introduce her to us?
Mr. GOLD. Yes; I would like to introduce to you, Mr. Chairman, and

members of the Commission, Esther Lazaris, who was born in
September of 1946. She was born in the far north of Russia, where her
parents were in exile.

At the age of 10, her parents werepermitted to return to their home
in Lithuania. She attended school in Kaunas and was graduated as an
engineer in thermodynamics from the polytechnical institute.

In 1970, she married Vladimir, then a law student in Moscow. They
have one son, born April 1972. She emigrated to Israel in 1973 and
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lives in Rehovot with her son and parents. Her husband, now an un-
cmployed patent attorney and one of Moscow's leading refuseniks, has
been trying to be reunited with her since 1973. Her trip to the United
States to testify before the Commission'was arranged by the National
Conference on Soviet'Jewry.

May I introduce Mrs. Lazaris.
Cbairman FASCELL. Thank yCu very much. Mrs. Lazaris, we are

happy to have you.

STATEMENT OF ESTHER LAZARIS

Mrs. LAZARIs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ladies and gentlemen, allow me to thank you for giving me the op-

poltunity to speak here. My name is Esther Lazaris. I live in Rehovot,
Israel, together with my son Raphael who will 'be 5 years old next
month,.and with my parents.

My husband Vladimir is still in Moscow. He has been trying to join
us for over 3 years. His repeated requests for permission to be re-
utnited with us in Israel have been refused by the Soviet authorities.
Why?

My husband, a lawyer 'by profession, worked in the patent office of a
research institute for new building materials. The institute did not
deal with any secret information, and Vladimir had no "secret" work.

Hle was dismissed from his place of work shortly after he applied to
leave for Israel, in October 1974. He was denounced publicly as a
traitor by his colleagues. He has been out of work since then and has
often been accused of being a parasite.

During this time my husband has had one aim, to join us in Israel,
and he has been doing everything possible to achieve this.

For every separated family, life is very diflicuilt, but in our case there
is an added problem. Our son, Raphael, is somewhat retarded physi-
cally and mentally as a result of asphyxia suffered at birth. He
receives medical treatment but needs more than the care and attention
that I alone can give. He needs his father.

Unfortunately I lack the legal and the political experience needed
for understanding the details of the Helsinki Final Act, signed by the
Soviet Union, the United States, and other nations, but it appeared not
only to our family, but to many others in a similar position that the
end of our sufferings was near.

No matter what the wording of the document was, none of us had
any doubt that it would confirm the humanist principle of reunifica-
tion of families who have been separated.

I have no right to forget that when speaking to this distinguished
Commission, I represent not only my own case, but numerous other
tragedies.

I live in a country where there are hundreds of families in a position
similar to mine. They came from all over the Soviet Union. There are
many of them and I could not, of course, list them all. I have brought
with me many cases. However, I would like to mention two today.

Mrs. Dina Ass lives in indescribable fear. Her son Josif Ass from
Moscow, had been arrested 'by the Soviet authorities several months
ago and he faced a prison term.

Thanks to the immediate reaction of the world public, including
Members of the U.S. Congress, he was released. He still waits in
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Moscow for permission to join his mother in Israel. His mother is
afraid to turn on the radio every morning-what if there would be
bad news from Moscow again ?

Even more difficult is the situation of another category of Soviet
Jews-my unfortunate sisters whose husbands and sons are im-
prisoned in the Soviet Union.

The long absence of letters, reports about torments of hunger and
cold, the impossible work, the insults and harassments by the officers
and the guards, reports about transfers to the frightful Vladimir
Prison, about illnesses and inadequate medical treatment and punish-
ment in solitary cells-all these and the complete helplessness turn
their lives into hell.

Meri Khnokh, for example, had last seen her husband 7 years ago.
when he was arrested. He has to serve another 3 years in prison and lie
is already very, ill. It would be difficult to bring him to a satisfactory
physical condition even if he would live in the best possible conditions.
Thus, his wife and son, whom he has never seen, his parents, brother
and sisters, all in Israel, are still hoping to see him.

Sitting next to me is Jeanette Mager. Like me. Jeanette is a "sepa-
rated" family. She lives in Israel. Her husband, Mikhail lives in Vin-
nitsa, inl the Ukraine. They have been separated 4 years now.
Jeanette's husband, a factory worker, has been repeatedly refused per-
mission to join his wife and parents.

My husband might have to pay dearly for my appearance before
you. HIowver, knowing him, I have no doubts that he would approve
of my action, as it is much worse to remain silent.

Apart from the worries I have about my son s health, I also live with
continuing fear for my husband's daily life. We all remember the cases
of the Prisoners of Conscience and the easy way they were transformed
from being "refusenik" to "POC". This process can happen very easily.
as my parents, too, suffered for their Zionist ideals. They were forci-
bly moved overnight to the far north from their home in Lithuania
in 1941.

For the last few months the campaign against the refuseniks has
been raging in the press and on the radio and television. Anti-Semitismn
has increased. Even such a little thing as communication with my hus-
band, something that is so basic and important when we are so far
apart, is both uncertain and irregular and subject to censorship.

I would like here to remind you that the Soviet authorities allow
Jews to emigrate to Israel on the basis of reunification of separated
families.

However, in many cases, instead of enjoying the happiness that
should result from the application of such a humatnitarian principle,
people have become victims of a biased interpretation of this princi-
ple. In other words, they become victims of a personal tragedy.

Finally, honorable members of this Commission, I have told you of
some of the problems that families like mine have, and I hope and
pray that while you discuss the issues concerned with the Helsinki
Agreement, please give thought to the fate of our loved ones.

I wvant to thank the National Conference on Soviet Jewry for bring-
ing me to the United States to testify before this Commission, and I
want to thank the Commissioners for hear ing me.

Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Thank you very much. Mrs. Fenwick.
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COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE FENWICK

Mrs. FENWICE. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I am sure you understand
that we here are deeply sympathetic and hope that we can do some-
thing. I would also like to speak to Mrs. Mager, who we already know.
Her family has been so tragically divided, also.

I wish there was something more direct and immediate, that could be
done, Mirs. Lazaris. You know, we hear these things and it makes you
feel so frustrated not to be able to say, "Tomorrow the visa will be
given."

But we are determined and will not stop working, and I am sure you
know that you can count on whatever we can contribute to the egfoot
to bring some kind of justice into this situation. Everyone on this
Commission is determined; to do it. I realize it is hard for you to say
these things and very difficult for you to have come and we thank you.

Ms. LAZARIS. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Bingham.
Mr. BINGRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE BINGHAM

Mr. BINGRAM. I would like to join Mrs. Fenwick in what she .said.
You presented us with a very vivid situation and we certainly want
to help.

I do have one question. Did you and your husband apply to leave
the Soviet Union at the same timee?

Ms. LAZARIs. No; we wanted to apply at the same time, but as you
know, in the Soviet Union, there is such a rule that parents must sign
an agreement, or permission to let their children go. It does not depend
on how old the children are.

Mr. BINGHAM. No matter what age?
Ms. LAZARIS. That is right. For example, my father had received

permission from his mother when he was 50 years old. So the parents
of my husband did not agree to do so, and opposed it. His father began
to write letters to KGB to blame our decision.

So we decided that we must save our son and my parents, who had
suffered so much, and I will help him from Israel with public opinion.
And it helped. His parents agreed and they signed the document' and
it was OK from that point of view, and we never thought that it
might be some other circumstance that we would have to face.

Mr. BING1IAM. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Mrs. Lazaris, thank you very much. We regret

that you have to tell us this tale of tragedy. It has been told much too
often, but we are delighted to welcome you here, and very pleased that
the National Conference made it possible for you to appear before this
Commission to tell your story.

Thank'you so much.
Ms. LAzARIs. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Gold, I would, like to thank you and Mr.

Goodman and the National Conference for testifying here today and
cooperating with us. I commend you for the tremendous work that you
have done in mobilizing not only the Jewish community, but public
opinion here and everywhere else on this very important issue.
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Mr. GOLD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Commission, for your help.

Chairman FASCELL. We will have to stand in recess while we go over
for a vote. We will proceed with our next witness, Mrs. Irene Manekof-
sky, as soon as we get back.

[Whereupon, a short recess was taken.]
Chairman FASCELL. The Commission will come to order. Our next

witness this morning has been a Washington resident for 25 years and
has been involved in the Soviet Jewish movement since the Leningrad
trials of 1970 and I suspect long before that also. She traveled to the
Soviet Union in 1974. She is the vice president and Washington repre-
sentative of the Union of Councils for Soviet Jews and president of
the Washington Committee for Soviet Jews, which is a grassroots
volunteer organization with affiliates in nearly 20 communities.

Irene Manekofsky, we are very pleased to have you here with us this
morning. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF IRENE MANEKOFSKY

MS. MANEKOFSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased that
you invited me to testify today.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, my name is Irene
Manekofsky, and I represent the Union of Councils for Soviet Jews
as its Vice President and Washington representative. The Union of
Councils is a grassroots, volunteer, membership organization founded
in 1969 and composed of 20 local Soviet Jewry groups in 18 cities.

The sole purpose and effort of our dedicated volunteers is to support
the struggle and aspirations of the Jewish minority in the Soviet
Union. In keeping with the purpose of today's hearing, I shall focus
my attention on the subject of the reunification of families.

In my day to day work on behalf of Soviet Jews, it has become clear
to me that since the signing of the Final Act of the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe, the situation of those families sep-
arated by Soviet emigration policies has worsened.

Before the Final Act was signed, invitations sent to Soviet Jews
from any relative abroad were, however arbitrarily, accepted by the
Soviets within the emigration process. Since Helsinki, however, this
situation has badly deteriorated.

In June 1976, the Soviets made their position clear, when Mr. V.
Obidin, chief of OVIR-Department of Visas and Registration-told
a group of Soviet Jews:

We are now putting a stop to all arbitrary emigration. In accordance with
the decisions of the agreement at Helsinki, we shall let people go only where It
is for reunification of families. And a family, in accordance with the Code on
Marriage and Family of the USSR, consists only of husband, wife and unmar-
ried children.

Presently, the most widespread reason for refusal is the Helsinki
Agreement. Saadia Shamuilov of Samarkand has three children in
Israel, but OVIR considers them too grownup to be considered his fam-
ily. Anna Glezer, whose father is prisoner of conscience Ilya Glezer,
now in internal exile, was refused permission to join her aged grand-
mother in Israel.
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By these standards, a brother, sister, grandparent, or aunt would
not be considered a close enough relative by the Soviets. In many of
these cases, due to the Nazi holocaust and Stalin's reign of terror, these
are the only surviving relatives of many families.

Still another way the Soviets have chosen to use the Final Act to the
disadvantage of many families is their often repeated statement: "We
do not wish to violate Helsinki by separating families."

Victor Gurevich was refused because his mother-in-law was not
planning to leave the Soviet Union. Others, like Alexander Slepak and
Vladimir Lerner, both adults whose parents are denied visas because
of so-called knowledge of secrets, have been denied permission to leave
without their parents.

These few examples-and there are many more such cases-are
clearly in violation, not only of the reunification provisions of the
Final Act, but of the "Universal Declaration of Human Rights"-to
which all signatories of the Helsinki document are committed-which
states that "Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his
own, and to return to his country."

It appears that by their arbitrary and narrow interpretation of the
Helsinki document, the Soviets are using the agreement as an instru-
ment against free emigration and the reunification of families.

However, I would like to make it clear that I believe the Helsinki
Agreement to be an outstanding and noble document which has made
a great contribution to the cause of human rights around the world.

However, since our Government-along with 34 other govern-
ments-signed this agreement ini good faith, we have the right to
expect the signatories, including the Soviet Union, to honor the provi-
sions of Basket III in the spirit and letter in which it was conceived.

Permit me to play a tape which was made in the Soviet Union during
the week of February 23, 1977. A second tape, made by another
traveler, was erased by customs officials at Moscow Airport as he was
departing, following a thorough and intimidating search.

Today's tape is in Russian, but it is simultaneously translated into
English. These three refuseniks, Evgenny Liberman, Maria Slepak,
and Arkady Rabinov, detail the stories of their refusals and the ways
in which they feel the provisions of the Helsinki Agreement were vio-
lated, in particular the provision for reunification of families.

I will play a short piece of it because it might be difficult to follow
and then I will just summarize the three cases briefly.

[Wihereupon, a tape recording was played.]
MS. MANEKOFs1RY. Evgenny, as he says, lives with his parents. His

brother's family lives in Israel. Liberman was refused on grounds of
knowing army secrets, although in the army he was in charge of a
warehouse where items such as gasoline and radio tubes were kept.
He claims that these items are sold in stores throughout the Soviet
Union.

He says:
In 1976, my elderly parents were refused exit visas to Israel. The OVIR

inspector informed them that even in 15 or 20 years they would not be permitted
to meet with their elder son, even for a short time on a visitor's visa, which my
brother sent my parents. I consider this statement not only a cruel humilia-
tion of people, but also a mockery of the Helsinki Agreement and the countries
signing this agreement.
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The next speaker is Maria Slepak, age 50, of Moscow. She is a
physician. She wishes to be reunited with her aged and ill mother
who is living alone in Israel. She and her husband, Vladimir, have
been refused since 1969. Their case was referred to earlier.

In desperation, Maria divorced Vladimir in order that she and her
minor son, Leonid, could join her mother. Again she was refused.
Maria quotes Mr. Obidin again:

He informed me that the decision had been made not to let out of the Soviet
Union the former wife of Vladimir Slepak or the child. "You, Maria Slepak, and
your children," he said, "will leave the Soviet Union only if Vladimir Slepak is
permitted exit. from the Soviet Union." When this will come to pass, and if it
will come to pass at all, he could not tell me.

The Soviet Government recognized the divorce, but the emigration
office did not.

The third case is that of Arkady Rabinov. He is an engineer, age 30,
of Leningrad. In 1973 he was refused because of so-called secrets.

OVIR informed his wife, Elena, that she could leave any time she
wanted if she would divorce her husband. She did not choose to do
this. In 1973, Arkady was called in and told that the period of his
access to secrets had expired and he should apply again to leave.

His parents and he applied and again he was refused. This time
the reason was because of his wife's knowledge of secrets. In the mean-
time, his parents and sister, thinking the entire family would receive
permission, applied for exit, received permission, and were compelled
to leave without their son.

Arkady says here:
At the present time I am faced with a dilemma: Either divorce my wife

and leave, with the possibility of seeing my parents in the U.S. or Israel, or
doom my parents to a continuation of the separation from their son. In April I
will again be eligible to apply for a visa and I hope that this time humaneness
will triumph. I believe that human rights cannot be the internal affairs of
any one state, but that they concern all people.

The three cases you have heard on this tape are living testimony to
the capricious and arbitrary system of granting visas in the Soviet
Union and proof of Basket III violations.

It would appear to me that when the Soviets signed the Final Act of
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe in August 1975,
they had no intention of conforming to the spirit and letter of the
Basket III provisions of the Final Act.

I thank you very much for your attention and your time.
Chairman FASCELL. Thank you, Ms. Manekofsky. Without objec-

tion your full statement, including the transcripts of the three tapes
will be included in the record as part of our consideration of this
Commission.

[The written statement submitted by Ms. Manekofsky, and tran-
scripts of the three tapes, follow:]

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. My name is Irene Manekofsky.
and I represent the Union of Councils for Soviet Jews as its Vice-President and
Washington Representative. The Union of Councils is a grass roots, volunteer,
membership organization composed of twenty local Soviet Jewery groups in 18
cities. Our sole purpose is to support the struggle and aspirations of the Jewish
minority in the Soviet Union. In keeping with the purpose of today's hearing, I
shall focus my attention on the subject of the reunification of families.

In my day to day work on behalf of Soviet Jews, It has become clear to me that
since the signing of the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
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Europe, the situation of those families separated by Soviet emigration policies
has worsened. Before the Final Act was signed, invitations sent to Soviet Jews
from any relative abroad were, however arbitrarily, accepted by the Soviets
within the emigration process. Since Helsinki, however, this situation has badly
deteriorated. In June, 1976, the Soviets made their position clear, when Mr. V.
Obidin, Chief of OVIR (Department of Visas and Emigration) told a group of
Soviet Jews: "We are now putting a stop to all arbitrary emigration. In accord-
ance with the decisions of the agreement at Helsinki, we shall let people go only
where it is for reunification of families. And a family, in accordance with the
Code on Marriage and Family of the USSR, consists only of husband, wife and
unmarried children."

Presently, the most widespread reason for refusal is the Helsinki Agreement.
Saadia Shamuilov of Samarkand has three children in Israel, but OVIR con-
siders them too grownup to be considered his family. Anna Glezer, whose father
is Prisoner of Conscience Ilya Glezer, now in internal exile, was refused per.
mission to join her 'aged grandmother in Israel. By these standards, a brother,
sister, grandparent or aunt would not be considered a close enough relative
by the Soviets. In many of these cases, due to the Nazi Holocaust and Stalin's
reign of terror, these are the only surviving relatives of many families.

Still another way the Soviets have chosen to use the Final Act to the dis-
advantage of many families is their often repeated statement: "We do not wish
to violate Helsinki by separating families." Victor Gurevich was refused because
his mother-in-law was not planning to leave the Soviet Union. Others, like
Alexander Slepak and Vladimir Lerner, both adults whose parents are denied
visas because of so-called knowledge of secrets, have been denied permission to
leave without their parents.

These few examples-and there are many more such cases-are clearly in
violation, not only of the reunification provisions of the Final Act, but of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (to which all signatories of the Helsinki
Document are committed) which states that "Everyone has the right to leave
any country, including his own, and to return to his country." It appears that by
their arbitrary and narrow interpretation of the Helsinki document, the Soviets
are using the agreement as an instrument against free emigration and the
reunification of families.

However,' I would like to make it clear that I believe the Helsinki Agreement
to be an outstanding and noble document which has made a great contribution
to the cause of human rights around the world. However, since our government-
along with 34 other governments-signed this agreement in good faith, we have
the right to expect the signatories, including the Soviet Union, to honor the pro-
visions of Basket III in the spirit and letter in which it was conceived.

Permit me to play tape which was made in the Soviet Union during the week
of Feb. 23, 1977. A second tape, made by another traveler, was erased by customs
officials at Moscow Airport as he was departing, following a thorough and
intimidating search. Today's tape is in Russian, but it is simultaneously trans-
lated into English. These three refuseniks, Evgenny Liberman, Maria Slepak,
and Arkady Rabinov, detail the stories of their refusals and the ways in which
they feel the provisions of the Helsinki Agreement were violated, in particular
the provision for reunification of families.

TAPED TESTIMONY

1. Respected Ladies and Gentlemen: I, Evgenny Liberman, age 30, a bachelor,
live together with my parents at the following address: 40 Novatory St., Bldg.
6, Apt. 4, Moscow, USSR. My father, Arkadi Liberman, age 63, and my mother,
Shulamit Rosenblit, age 61, I, my brother and his wife, applied to OVIR, to the
main Internal Affairs Administration, and to the Moscow City Executive Council
with a request for permission for exit to Israel. My brother, Yuli Liberman
(born in 1939) and his wife, received permission and now live at the following
address: Tabinkin St., 32/18 Beersheba, Israel.

The refusal of permission to leave was given to me orally and proclaimed:
"On grounds of state security you are refused permission to exit." I would like
to tell you of certain circumstances in my life which I believe have a direct bear-
ing on my receiving this refusal. In the army I served at a power station. I was
in charge of a warehouse where various lubricants, spirits, gasoline, metal
workers' tools and radio tubes were kept, which are sold in specialty stores
across the entire Soviet Union. I did not have any dealings with anything in the
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Army that could have any relation to state security. The last half year of my
army service, I was not even supposed to carry a rifle.

Four years and 10 months have passed since my discharge from the army. My
work had no relation to state security. The directors of the enterprise where I
worked refused to listen to the proof I gave of my never having been privy to any
secrets, declaring that they had not given any data about me or my work to any-
one. The ministry in charge of the enterprise where I worked said the same thing.
But OVIR refers to the enterprise, declaring that they cannot let me go due to
the enterprise's refusal. Three years and 5 months have passed since I left that
enterprise. I have repeatedly lodged complaints to all instances,. to OVIR, the
main administration of Internal Affairs, to the Moscow City Executive Com-
mittee, to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, to the General Secretary of the Cen-
tral Committee of the Communist Party of the USSR. But not once have I
received an answer. All letters are forwarded to OVIR, in spite of the decree of
the Supreme Soviet of 1968 concerning the prohibition against sending com-
plaints to an organization against which the complaint has been lodged.

In Nov. of 1976, together with my brothers by fate-refuseniks-instead of
receiving an answer to our request to the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of
the USSR, we were forcibly taken to a forest outside Moscow and taken out of
the bus. Between Dec. 21 and 24, 1976, I was under house arrest in connection
with holding a seminar on Jewish culture in Moscow. I was a member of the
seminar's organizing committee. The reason given was anti-State activity. 'My
apartment was searched with the purpose of removing documents slandering the
Soviet state and social structure. No such documents were found. After my arrest.
I was warned to renounce my activities, lest I be subjected to administrative an(d
legal prosecution. And all this because I took part in the seminar to determine
the state of Jewish culture in the USSR and to deterinine its prospects for the
future.

In 1976, my elderly parents were refused exit visas to Israel. The OVIR inspec-
tor informed them that even in 15 or 20 years they would not be permitted to
meet with their elder son, even for a short time on a visitors' visa, which my
brother sent my parents. I consider this statement not only a cruel humiliation of
people, but also a mockery of the Helsinki agreement and the countries signing
this agreement.

Appealing to you as representatives of the American people and American
democracy, I thank you for the help you are giving to the unfortunate throughout
the world. I hope that my testimony will help render justice to my family and
that my elderly parents and I can be reunited with the family of my brother in
the holy land of Israel. I thank you for your attention. Evgenny Liberman,
Shalom.

2. Respected Ladies and Gentlemen: I, Maria Slepak, age 50, the mother of
two children, a physician (radiologist), have not worked since 1971. I am ap-
pealing to you with a request to help me become reunited with my aging sick
mother, who lives alone in Jerusalem. In March of 1971, of all the members of
my family, only my mother who, at the time, was in the hospital suffering from
a myocardial arrest, was permitted to emigrate to Israel. During the past six
years, I have attempted unsuccessfully to obtain an exit visa to join my mother.
The reason for my refusal, as I have been told repeatedly by the ministry of
Internal Affairs, the KGB and the Central Committee of the Communist party,
is that my husband, Vladimir Slepak, until 1969 worked in an institute con-
nected with secret work. For the same reason my elder son, Alexander, has
also been refused an exit visa for six years.

During these years, the health of my mother has grown acutely worse. In 1976,
I officially divorced Vladimir Slepak in order to join my mother with my minor
son, Leonid, and again I was refused. In spite of the fact that I presented docu-
ments from an Israeli hospital testifying to my mother's grave condition, the re-
fusal was confirmed by the deputy chief of a section of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party, Albert Ivanov, and by the head of the Office of Registra-
tions and Visas (OVIR) Vladimir Obidin. Obidin informed me that the Ministry
of Internal Affairs -believes that my mother is very sick and that he considers
that there is no one closer to a person than his mother, that in accordance with
the Helsinki Agreement I have the right to reunification with my mother. But,
in spite of this, I was again refused exit from the Soviet Union. Obidin informed
me that the decision had been made not to let me out of the Soviet Union the
former wife of Vladimir Slepak or his sons. "You, Maria Slepak, and your
children," he said, "will leave the Soviet Union only if Vladimir 'Slepak is per-
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mitted exit from the Soviet Union." When this will come to pass, and if it will
come to pass at all, he could not tell me.

As far as my mother is concerned, Obidin told me that the Ministry of Inter-
nal Affairs committed a great error in permitting her to leave the Soviet Union
alone in 1971, which he-Obidin-deeply regrets.

My address is: Maria Slepak, 15 Gorky St., Apt. 77, Moscow 100300, UISSR. My
mother's address is: Bertha Rashkovskaya, Rehov Chernikovsky 48/9, Jerusalem,
Israel. I thank you.

3. Hello, my name is Arkady Rabinov. I am thirty years old. By profession I
am a radio engineer. My address is: 74 Svetlanovsky Prospect, Apt. 144, Lenin-
grad, USSR.

In February of 1973, my wife, Elena Rabinov, and I applied for an exit visa
for permanent residence in the State of Israel. More than four years have passed,
but to the present day we have not yet received permission. We were told that
the ground for refusal is the fact that until 1972 I worked in an institution
connected with secret work. In spite of the fact that in the two years of my
work in that institution I never once saw any secret documents, the refusal was
confirmed over the course of three years in response to my numerous applications
to the Central OVIR, the Internal Affairs Administration, and state and party
organs. In announcing the refusal, the Lenigrad OVIR told my wife in 1973
and 1974 that she did not possess any secret information and that she could
go to Israel any time, but that the only obstacle to this was her marriage to me. If
she were to divorce me, then she could leave the Soviet Union. She rejected
this proposal, preferring to wait until the Soviet authorities permitted us to
leave together.

During these years I could not find work in my profession (my profession is
. that of radio engineer). One year I worked as an elevator operator and had
several other temporary jobs from which I was also dismissed. But finally, in
December of 1975, I was summoned by the KGB and was told that the period
of my access to secret work had elapsed and that I should immediately apply
for exit. My parents were told the same thing over the phone by an employee of
the KGB. Much heartened, we turned in our documents to OVIR expecting that
this time we would be given exit visas very quickly. But we had to wait three
long months for an answer, and in April of 1976 we were again refused a visa.
This time the reason named was my wife'8 secret work, which she had quit in
1972. We tried to protest, declaring that the Deputy Chief of the Internal Affairs
in 1973 and 1974 had told my wife that she did not possess any secret informa-
tion and that she could have left long ago had she not been living with me. But,
just as with all our other protests and declarations before, we received the same
answer: "The refusal is confirmed."

I do not know what goal the official organs were pursuing by informing me that
I could leave, but this story had grave consequences. My parents and sister, with
her family, learning that we would finally be permitted to leave, applied for exit
together with us. In a month they received permission, and three weeks afterward
they were compelled to leave, believing that soon we, too, would receive exit visas.

My refusal was a 'heavy blow for my parents. My father is 69 years old, my
mother 65, and they never would have left had they not been assured of our
receiving permission to leave. At the present time my parents live in the United
States. Their address is: Mr. Rabinov, 1760 Whitewood Lane, #4, Campbell,
California.

At the present time I am faced with a dilemma: Either divorce my wife and
leave, with the possibility of seeing my parents in the U.S. or Israel, or doom
my parents to a continuation of the separation from their son. In April I will
again be eligible to apply for a visa and I hope that this time humaneness will
triumph. I believe that human rights cannot be the internal affairs of any one
state, but that they concern all people.

I am deeply grateful to you for the fact that you are not indifferent to human
rights, for your help and support. It is a great honor to speak before such an
important gathering.

Thank you for your attention.
The three cases you have heard on this tape are living testimony to the

capricious and abritrary system of granting visas in the Soviet Union and proof
of Basket III violations. It would appear to me that when the Soviets signed the
Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe in August
1975, they had no intention of conforming to the spirit and letter of the Basket III
provisions of the Final Act.
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Ms. MANEK0FSKY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Yates.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE YATES

Mr. YATES. Well, I want to congratulate Mrs. Manekofsky upon
the marvelous work that she has been doing in this field, and I would
like to say that if it were not for the work that she has done, even
fewer emigrants would get out of the Soviet Union. I hope she
continues.

Ms. MANEKOFSoiY. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Bingham.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE BINGHAM

Mr. BINGHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairmnan.
Mrs. Manekofsky, I would again like to salute you for your work

in this field. I think your cases have been very illustrative of the kind
of "you can't win"-

Chairman FASCELL. Catch-22.
Mr. BINGHM. Yes, Catch-22 procedure that these people go

through. And I think it is helpful to have these cases that show the
capriciousness and inconsistencies and cruelties of the system that is
operative in the Soviet Union.

I might ask you the same question that I asked Mr. Gold. There
has been some feeling expressed by some Members of the Congress that
the amendment that we adopted, the Jackson-Vanik Amendment to
the trade bill, was counterproductive and did not produce the antici-
pated result, and that some consideration should be given to modifying
it. What is your position on that?

Ms. MANE/OFSKY. My feeling on the Jackson-Vanik Amendment
is identical to the feeling of the Soviet Jews, who I feel have the
most to gain or lose by actions that are taken, such as the Jackson
Amendment.

Their feeling is that when the amendment was first introduced, the
Soviets perceived it as being a major attack on them. It really threw
them off balance. They saw it as worldwide support for Soviet Jews.
That was in the earlier days of the movement when there was a lot of
pressure from the West.

Immediately after the amendment was introduced in the House and
in the Senate, the Soviets dropped the emigration tax. That was the
infamous tax whereby if you had a college education, you had to pay
for it before you could emigrate.

They dropped that tax immediately and then the numbers starting
rising. For example, in the years when the Jackson-Vanik Amendment
was being debated in 1972, 1973, and 1974, over 90,000 Jews received
permission to leave.

Thus, the Soviet Jews' position and the position of Dr. Sakharov,
and all of the leaders in the movement, is that this was probably the
most moral piece of legislation ever enacted.

Unfortunately, things since then have deteriorated. We all have to
agree with that. There are fewer Jews getting out now. The Soviets
carefully control Jewish emigration at about 12,000 or 13,000 a year.
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Many reasons are given. The Stevenson Amendment and the restric-
tion on credits were mentioned earlier here today.

Of course, we cannot also deny the last Administration's duplicity
in this matter. The moment the amendment was passed, the Adminis-
tration said that it was a mistake and that it was going to bring harm
to Soviet Jews-and it did-and then the numbers started going down.

My feeling is that now the Jackson Amendment is an importanttoo]
for us to use. I think there has to be very strong support for it in the
Congress. The Soviets have to know that the amendment has strong
backing. If they perceive for one moment that it is losing support,
they will just wait it out, because they have lots of time and are more
patient than we are.

If they feel that the amendment is in danger and they can wait for
repeal and not have to allow more emigration, then they will try for
both.

For this reason, I feel very strongly that the U.S. Congress should
remain firm and committed to the Jackson-Vanik Amendment.

At that same time, we could let the Soviets know that, as was men-
tioned earlier here today, before consideration could be given to repeal
of the amendment, certain acts could be performed by them. These
acts must be very specific and occur first as an act of good faith.
Minimally they could be as follows: (1) the prisoners of conscience
must be released; (2) the refuseniks should be told in writing when
they will receive visas, and (3) there must be an end to the arbitrary
use of knowledge of secrets as reason for refusal. If the Soviets would
comply with their own laws, then after 3 or 5 years, depending on the
class of secrets, a person would automatically be allowed to emigrate.
If they would comply with these laws regarding knowledge of state
secrets, then I believe the refuseniks would even be satisfied with know-
ing in writing that they may leave after their knowledge of secrets
is up. But the arbitrariness of Soviet officials and not knowing what
their future is, are major problems for them. Also, there would have
to be an end of harassment of those applying to leave.

These are the kinds of concessions the Soviets would have to make
before there should be any consideration to repeal the amendment.

Mr. BINGHAM. Thank you.
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Yates.
Mr. YATFS. May I ask a question?
Chairman FASCELL. Yes.
Mr. YATEs. I just want to state my agreement with what you have

said.
When Vladimir Bukovsky was before this Commission 2 weeks ago

he said the same thing. He said that the passage by the United States
of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment was one of the great moral acts of
this time, that it was an example for the other countries of the world
of how important the United States considered this is be.

There are many of us who wondered what is the most effective way
to deal with this problem. We did a great deal of soul searching on
Jackson-Vanik, almost to the point of where we were convinced by
opponents of Jackson-Vanik saying, "Look what has happened since
passage of Jackson-Vanik-the Soviets have cut down the member of
visas."
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But even since that time, I think the Soviets have gone so much
further since President Carter has started to talk about human rights.
The Soviets have gone even further than they went with the passage of
this legislation, which indicates to me it is not affected by Jackson-
Vanik, but merely an attitude where they have now gone on the record
to say that they are not going to pay any attention or give recognition
to the pressure from the outside.

I am inclined to think that it is the pressures from the outside that
have really caused the stepping up of this kind of hostility on the
part of the Soviets.

I think only the retention of this kind of pressure will persuade the
Soviets to come over to the other side and increase the number of
visas. I, for one, think that the pressure ought to be retained and I
agree with Bukovsky and I agree with the dissidents with whom I
spoke in Moscow 2 years ago, that the Soviets demand a quid pro quo
when they deal and I think in turn we ought to be thinking in terms
of some kind of requirement in exchange for whatever we give them
in terms of trade benefits.

MS. MANEKOFSKY. I agree with you completely, Mr. Yates, and I
would like to add one more thing. The dissidents and the Soviet Jews
also particularly feel this.

When the Soviet Union strikes back the way they have recently, and
they have struck back very, very angrily at Mr. Carter's position on
human rights-they do not do it out of a position of strength. They do
this from a position of weakness and fear.

I believe that Mr. Bukovsky made that clear as well in his statement.
The Soviet Union is in a very bad situation, even though when you
go to Moscow and Leningrad you see the people looking well fed and
well clothed. The people are hungry in most of the Soviet Union and
the situation is not good.

The people are very disgruntled and unhappy with the system.
The only way the leaders can keep the system going is to keep an iron
fist on the population.

Further, this striking out is fear by the regime because of their own
illegitimacy of power. Therefore, when they strike back like this we
have to be more and more steadfast because we are the ones who are
strong and we have the freedom and the power in that freedom. This
is the way the Soviet Jews and dissidents feel and they have trans-
mitted that to me any number of times and they all-almost 100 per-
cent-agree with that. I just want to say one other thing about the
situation now.

Mr. Carter receives criticism for his position and his critics say he
is making things worse for Jews and dissidents. Well Soviet Jews don't
agree with that. They don't agree with that at all. They feel that every-
thing that he is doing-and the more he does and the more that this
Commission does-only can help them. Only silence will hurt them.

Maybe in the short run some people will get hurt, and they are get-
ting hiurt already, as we have seen by the arrest of Anatoly Shcharan-
sky, but in the long run, it will be better for our country and their
country and for peace and human rights in the world. The Soviet
Government has to know this, and they have to know that these are
our values and that they are of prime importance to us.
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And if I may take one more moment to talk about linkage, which Mr.
Fascell mentioned before-that even though Mr. Carter says that
human rights are not linked to other matters, they are most definitely
linked.

Not officially, but because I feel he has set the mood in this country
for human rights and against the abuse of people around the world,
that public opinion is very, very important and he will need public
opinion-and the United States Congress is public opinion-to sup-
port his defense budget and the SALT talks and trade. And so it is
linked by what the American people feel is an outrage against com-
mon decency.

Mr. YATES. Good.
Chairman FASCELL. As one of the civil rights activists who testified

before us said:
We are the ones who make the decisions. We put our life on the line and we

think what you are doing is fine.

Mr. FRIENDLY. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Friendly.
Mr. FRIENDLY. Ms. Manekofsky, one technical question. Evgenny

Liberman talked about a visitor's visa that his brother tried to send.
Ms. MANEKOFSKY. Yes.
Mr. FRIENDLY. Do you know any other similar cases? I ask because

in the Helsinki agreements themselves, aside from the provisions on
family reunification, there is another section on the right of family
visits pending reunification. Has anybody that you know ever been
granted a visa? How many do you know of who have even asked for
visas for temporary visits?

Ms. MANEKOFSKY. This is the first that I have ever heard that one
has been asked for and I thought it was quite interesting because it
does directly violate one of the provisions of Helsinki.

Mr. FRIENDLY. There are some people in the United States-the
Rabinov's parents. To your knowledge have they sent him a invita-
tion to come here on a temporary basis?

Ms. MANEKOESKY. Not to my knowledge. People might have done
it, but I have never heard of it.

Mr. FRIENDLY. For the record, the Commission staff is not aware of
more than a couple.

Ms. MANEKOFSKY. I see.
Mr. FRIENDLY. None of them have involved refuseniks. It is not a

technique that has been used.
Ms. MANEKOFSKY. Do you think they should?
Mr. FRIENDLY. It is in the agreement. Yes, sure. Everything is

obviously worth trying.
Ms. MANEKOFSKY. Thank you.
Chairman FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mrs. Manekofsky. Thank

you for bringing us this addition to the record and the tortured in-
terpretations used by the Soviets.

Ms. MANEKOFSKY. Thank you very much and thank you for
listening.

Chairman FASCELL. I want to commend you, having worked with
you for some time, on your sincere dedication to a very important
cause. A lot of people are lucky that they have a friend like you.
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Ms. MANEK}OFSKY. Thank you, and we are lucky to have you.
Chairman FASCELL. Our next witness will be introduced by our dis-

tinguished colleague from Illinois, Congressman Yates.
Mr. YATEs. Felix Aranovich and Mrs. Dinenzon.
Mr. ARANovIcGH. It would be very good if it were Felix, I am his

brother, Victor.
Mr. YATES. I have that man on my mind.
Mr. AMANOVICH. Sometimes I call myself my own brother.
Mr. YATES. First Mr. Chairman and colleagues of this Commission,

let me say that I have known Victor Aranovich and his mother, Mrs.
Dinenzon, who sits behind him, for many, many years. How long has
it been Victor?

Mr. ARANOVICH. Three years.
Mr. YATEs. Since we first began to work on this case. This is the

case of his brother whom I saw in Leningrad 2 years ago when I went
to Leningrad as a member of Speaker Albert's parliamentary
delegation.

I just want to say that it is a heartrending case. It is a case of a
family that has been disunited, a family that has been very close.
They lost their father in World War II. Victor's mother and he were
allowed to leave and Felix is still there waiting. He was married 2
years ago and his wife has joined Victor and his mother in Chicago
in my district. They now have a little baby, David.

I can only tell Victor-I come back and report to Victor and to
Mrs. Dinenzon about what I have done. Felix is very much on my
mind. I have talked to the Russian authorities. I talked to Arbatov,
even to Brezhnev. I almost said Khrushchev.

Mr. ARANOVICH. It is the same. [Laughter.]
Mr. YATES. And last week I asked Vice President Mondale who said

he is going to take up Felix's case. I do not know what can be done
except that we have to make sure that Felix rejoins his family in the
9th Congressional District in Chicago.

With that Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to present Victor to the
Helsinki Commission.

Chairman FASCELL. Mr. Aranovich, we are very happy to have you.

STATEMENT OF VICTOR ARANOVICH

Mr. ARANOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Commission. Thank you for this opportunity to speak before you.
Mr. Yates, thank you very much for your very great help which has
started since we came here.

Let me tell you a little bit in more detail about our situation. A few
years ago our family consisted of three people, my mother sitting be-
hind me, Mrs. Lubov Dinenzon, who is a lawyer. My brother, Felix
Aranovich, an engineer, and myself, a filmmaker.

We lost our father in the years of World War II. All three of us
always lived together in Leningrad, U.S.S.R. My brother and I were
not married.

In 1972 we presented an application for permission to leave the
U.S.S.R. The result was the emigration was permitted for mother and
I. Felix was refused the right to leave on the pretext of his work for


