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that it is practically always done in
industrialised countries? This is one
of the subjects to be taken up at a
conference in May and June organised
by the research policy programme at
the University of Lund. Created in
the late 1960s to study questions of
science and technology policy, the
research policy programme has focused
attention on UNCSTD and, through
the international distribution of its
SAREC-supported "‘Lund letter’, which
chews over the problems that the con-
ference will hopefully tackle, has
stimulated discussion on the issues
involved. Researchers at Lund agree
with people at SAREC and those
working on the national report: all
stress the importance of preparatory
work and discussion, which they hope
will prevent UNCSTD from hecoming
a hugh jamboree with no coherent
argumentation or follow-up.

The gquestion of appropriate techno-
logy is also widely discussed. The
national report goes out of its way to
point out that, in a reaction to the
belief that complicated technology will
solve the Third World’s problems,
many people regard appropriate tech-
nology as essentially soft or simple.
But. it stresses, technology that is
suitable for a particular job in a parti-
cular country may be either simple or
highly complex, depending on the
capacity of the receiving country to
use it and adapt it to its social and
economic conditions. The question is
complicated. because the degree of
adaptation needed is not obvious and
may by influenced by all sorts of fac-
tors. A survey of 15 large Swedish
companies with international branches
has shown that they have made only
a few attempts to adapt their techno-
logy to suit the developing countries
they operate in. This was said to be
partly because some of the technology
needed no modification. and partly
bhecause of the status-consciousness of
some of the recipient countries.

Although the national report does
not mention the fact. Sweden is one
of the few UN members which con-
tributes 1% of its gross national pro-
duct in forcign aid. As a recent
government statement points out,
however, aid is only one part of trying
to fulfil development goals. There is
not much hope of alleviating the worst
problems in many Third World coun-
tries until the price of raw materials
has been stabilised, debts written off,
and entrance assured to goods and
copital markets. The Swedes are con-
vinced that a similarly broad picture
of the role of science and technology
in development must be kept in focus
if UNCSTD is going to make any
difference at all to the two-thirds of
the world’s population in the develop-
ing countries,
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News from Orlov’s trial

The Moscow Helsinki Monitoring Group put out this
statement last week. It is based on Irina Orlova’s account

‘ OrLov’s trial was a fiction. This is

obvious from the fact that the
authorities needed to detain him for 15
months in conditions of the strictest
isolation in order to prepare the trial
and only three days to examine the
materials of the investigation in 58
volumes. The court needed no more
than a few hours to discuss and draw
up the sentence. . . .

The formally open trial took place
behind closed doors. Apart from
specially selected people only Orlov’s
wife and two sons were allowed into
the court room. Each time they were
subjected to humiliating searches- -
Orlov's wife was stripped naked in the
presence of men. Orlov’s son was
several times beaten on the head.
Orilov’s friends, including Academician
Sakharov, were not allowed into the
court room. . . .,

In the course of the trial the Pro-
curator and the court carefully avoided
mention of the fact that the documents
incriminating Yu Orlov are documents
of the Moscow Helsinki Monitoring
Group. The court established only the
fact of Orlov’s participation in the
compilation of the documents and sup-
pressed all attempts by Orlov and his
counsel to examine the documents with
regard to their content. That is, the
court regarded all the documents in
advance as “slanderous”. . . .

All appeals by Orlov and his counsel
directed towards defending Orlov—the
calling of witnesses for the decfence,
making known documents—were re-
jected by the court. Orlov’s evidence
was persistently and repeatedly inter-
rupted by the court and his counsel's
questions were struck out by the judge.

Realising that the advocate Ye
S. Shalman could not carry out a
political defence, Orlov, at the end of
the judicial investigation, expressed
gratitude to the counsel for his legal
and moral help and renounced par-
ticipation by the counsel in the cross
examination, declaring that he himself

would make the speech for the
defence.
However, Orlov’s speech for the

defence was interrupted by numerous
shouts from the judge and hostile cries

The EEC reaction to the trial

from the specially selected audience.

The judge also interrupted the final
speech. Orlov said: ‘“Are you not
ashamed to interrupt me, after all this
is my last word?” However, even after
this he was denied the chance to speak
without interruption. Orlov was not
allowed to complete either his speech
for the defence or his final words.

After the court had granted the
request that the counsel be relieved of
any further participation in the case,
the counsel, Ye 8. Shalman, was re-
moved by brute force from the court
and was permitted to return only after
he had telephoned the directors of the
college of lawyers. . . .

Therefore we affirm that the trial of
Orlov was not an objective and just
investigation but an attack on free-
dom of thought and speech.

The significance of the trial of Yurii
Orlov, as well as that of political trials
which have taken place in the past and
those which are expected to take place
in the near future of his friends in the
Moscow Helsinki Group, the writer A.
Ginsburg and the cybernetician A.
Shcharansky, extends far beyond the
borders of the USSR.

These trials have a direct relation
not only with the question of human
rights but also with that of detente in
international relations.

We call upon the governments and
heads of state of countries which
signed the Helsinki Act, public
organisations of those countries and
private individuals, in the first place
scientists and writers, to speak out in
defence of Yurii Orlov, in defence of
the Helsinki Act itself, which asserts
an indissoluble link between the prob-
lem of security and human rights.

Members of the “Helsinki” Group:
Y. Bonner, S. Kalistratova, M. Land,
N. Meyman, V. Nekipelov, T. Osipova,
V. Slepak. Member of the Georgian
“Helsinki”” Group: M. Goldshteyn.

We fully support the statement of
the “Helsinki’’ Group about the trial
of Professor Yu F. Orlov: A. Sak-
harov, I. Nudel, S. Polikanov, A.
Lavut, A. Polikanov, I. Kovalev, Yu
Yarym-Agayev, L. Kopelev, V. ,,
Kornilov.

“The Nine, who consider that the Helsinki Final Act constitufes a programme
of action for detente recall that, in this document signed by their heads of state
or government, the participating states have commiited themselves to respect
human rights and fundamental freedoms and have confirmed the right of the
individual to know and act upon his rights and duties in this field. . . . The
governments of the Nine find it incompatible with the Final Act and with defente
that individuals should be prosecuted and sentenced for having demanded the
implementation of the Final Act in their own country”.
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