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Kronid Lyubarsky: The Soviet State
Tries to Unmake a Scientist

While one Viking analyzes the surface

soil of Mars and another circles the plan-

et

in search of a landing site, a man who

more than most would love to follow the
spacecrafts’ progress is unable to do so.

He is Kronid Lyubarsky, an astrophys-

icist and astrobiologist who has made a
special study of Mars and contributed to
the Soviet attempts to explore the plan-

et.

3 SEPTEMBER 1976

Lyubarsky is in prison, where he is

serving a S5-year sentence for having
helped distribute the journal of the Rus-
sian civil rights movement and other self-
published literature. His case is of partic-
ular interest because of the tenacity with
which he has tried to continue his scien-
tific work while in prison, and because of

to

the state’s efforts to deny him the right

call himself a scientist.
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the percentage of next day delivery of mail was
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cent; New York City, 69 percent [P. Kihss, New
York Times, 18 February 1973, p. 1].
The poverty level is defined by the Social Secu-
rity Administration poverty threshelds adjusted
for changes in price levels; the poverty level for
farm families is set at 85 percent of that for non-
farm families. H. Kahne, J. Econ. Lit. 13, 1271
1975).
§). P.) Moynihan, The Politics of a Guaranteed
Income (Random House, New York, 1973), pp.
352-356; review of Moynihan [P. Passell and L.
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51, 1033 (1969); G. S. Tolley, J. Urban Econ. 1,
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My argument disregards distributional questions
that can affect political feasibility of proper pric-
ing. (i) The interests of current residents may
not coincide with the interests of the people who
would reside in the city if the change were
implemented. (ii) The relatively poor might bear
more costs and obtain fewer benefits than the
relatively rich. Initially, this could limit popu-
lation growth or even reduce it, even though the
city increased its spending for labor. But ulti-
mately, multiplier effects o%the increased spend-
ing would probably increase population. Both
factors may explain why effluent charges and
urban toll roads have had limited application in
practice.

E. S. Mills and F. M. Peterson present the case
for the market in the context of urban
sprawl [Am. Econ. Rev. 65,267 (1975)].

See the seminal works of T. W. Schultz on
investment in human capital.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Surv. Curr.
Bus. 51 (May 1971).

Source of data: U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No.
618 (January 1976).

I thank J. Drake, who served as research assist-
ant.

The state’s latest move is an expedient

that even Orwell never thought of, a
proposal to revoke Lyubarsky’s scientif-
ic degree. It is not known whether VAK,
the Highest Certifying Commission, has
acted on the proposal, which came be-
fore it a year ago, but at least three other
scientists are reported to have had their
degrees revoked. ‘“VAK, apparently,
does not understand,”” Lybuarsky noted
in a statement which was written from
prison on 1 October last year and has just
now become available, ‘‘that a scientist
can indeed be demoted from the ranks of
his peers, but it is not within its power to
do so, fortunately.”

Lyubarsky’s trial, held from 26 to 30

October 1972, took place behind closed
doors after these who wished to attend
had been evicted from the courthouse.
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But according to the December 1972 is-
sue of the Chronicle of Current Events,
Lyubarsky made the following statement
to the court in explaining why it was
natural for the scientific worker to strive
to find things out for himself:

... For me and the people of my genera-
tions this idea . . . was all the simpler, all the
more natural, in that we had been reared in a
special era, in an era when cybernetics was a
pseudo-science, when genetics was declared
to have fascist tendencies, when probability
theory was an idealistic vagary. That was the
era when ‘‘the essence of all philosophy’’ was
contained in chapter four of the Short History
of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolshe-
viks), when all economic theory was covered
in Stalin’s Economic Problems of Socialism
and nowhere else—God forbid! And so, that
kind of upbringing bore its fruits. So I will
never take anyone at his word. Not later, and
not now.

The sentence was 5 years in strict
regime camps, even though his health
was precarious. He has had three-quar-
ters of his small intestine removed and
suffers from spasms of blood vessels in
the brain which induce fainting. Even so,
he was granted no special diet privileges.

In a letter to Science (5 April 1974),
Valery Chalidze, a fellow member of the
civil rights movement who is now in
exile in New York, reported that, ‘‘De-
spite the difficult conditions of his con-
finement, and despite serious illness,
Lyubarsky has maintained his interest in
scientific developments related to Mars:
it will be most unfortunate if his punish-
ment for freethinking, together with oth-
er consequences, involves the partial
loss of his scientific qualifications be-
cause of lack of an opportunity to follow
scientific literature.”

Chalidze asked readers of Science to
send articles and copies of the Mariner
photos of Mars to Lyubarsky’s prison
camp. Presumably little of this material
reached him, because in October of the
same year Lyubarsky wrote in a letter to
the World Federation of Scientists of the
problem faced by the many political pris-
oners who are scientists by profession.

‘““Each of us,”” Lyubarsky said, ‘‘what-
ever his political convictions, remains a
scientist as before, and tries to preserve
his professional skills under any condi-
tions. But the conditions under which we
are kept in the camps are so arranged as
to prevent that to a maximum degree.”’
Soviet publications are impossible to ob-
tain if more than a few years old, and all
foreign publications are forbidden. Let-
ters from scientific colleagues require
many months to censor and often are not
delivered at all. Under such conditions,
Lyubarsky notes, ‘““We are faced with
total creative impotence. We are not
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merely being deprived of freedom tempo-
rarily: we are being deprived for ever of
a cherished thing—our profession.”’

The loss of a scientist’s skills, he adds,
““is further accelerated by purely physi-
ological factors. We are all compelled to
do heavy physical work of a kind for
which many of us, no longer young, are
hardly fit. This leaves us neither the time
nor strength for intellectual activity.”

The letter concludes: *‘I ask you—and
in your persons, scientists everywhere—
to intervene in this very distressing situa-
tion out of feelings of humanity and pro-
fessional solidarity. . . .”

Lyubarsky’s appeal has been heeded
by his colleagues in the United States,
but without much effect. Thirty special-
ists in meteors and meteorites (another
of Lyubarsky’s interests) sent a petition
on his behalf to Soviet Premier Alexei N.
Kosygin but met with no response. In
December last year, 191 astronomers
signed a petition to President Podgorny
requesting that because of Lyubarsky’s
poor health, the remainder of his prison
sentence and subsequent period of exile
be remitted as an act of clemency.

The appeal for clemency has had no
known effect. In October 1974, after sev-
eral protests and hunger strikes, Lyu-
barsky was transferred from the Moldavi-
an labor camp to which he had been
sentenced, to the Vladimir prison, where
especially hard conditions are enforced.
If he survives his prison term, he will be
released next January.

In his most recent statement, about
the move to revoke his degree, Lyu-
barsky says that a group of his former
fellow workers were put under strong

pressure to ask that VAK deprive him of
his degree of candidate in physical-math-
ematical sciences.

The motive, he states,

was my allegedly ‘‘antipatriotic’’ activity, by
which one means my political dissidence and
open expression of convictions. . . .

Attempts to treat scientists according to
their political views, and not their scientific
achievements, have been made many times in
many countries. In each case it was done
during the darkest periods in the history of
these countries. VAK should remember this
fact. The most deplorable aspect in all this is
that . . . again people are compelled to vote,
each being ashamed of himself and the others,
for what they know in their souls to be unfair
and disgraceful. . . .

Turning to the question of whose activity is
unpatriotic, one should remember that the last
word here remains with history. I am in jail
now. Well, the grateful memory of history
keeps the names of many prisoners. But |
seek and cannot find the name of a single
jailor. The members of VAK should reflect on
this fact before adding to the numbers of the
latter.

Lyubarsky has written numerous arti-
cles on meteors, plants and space biol-
ogy, and is the author of the books,
Essays on Astrobiology, Cosmic Biology
and Medicine, and The Planets of the
Earth Group—Mars. He has translated
several works into Russian, including
Fred Hoyle’s Galaxies. Born in 1934, he
worked until his arrest at the Chornogo-
lovka Institute of Solid State Physics
near Moscow.

Lyubarsky may not now be in a posi-
tion to contribute directly to the advance
of knowledge, but his efforts on behalf of
free inquiry and expression contribute to
the same end. Equally remarkable is the
nature of the state that makes such ef-
forts necessary.—NICHOLAS WADE

U.S.S.R. Exchange Rejected

The chairmen of six departments at
the University of Maryland have decided
not to accept any more Soviet-initiated
requests for the placement of scientists
in their departments, although they will
continue to accept scientists of their
own choice. The move is a protest
against Soviet policy on scientific ex-
change, which often prevents scientists
chosen by their American colleagues
from accepting the invitation. The Uni-
versity of Maryland, for example, has
not been allowed to receive Benjamin
Levich, a distinguished electrochemist.
The six professors note that they and
others have been similarly frustrated
when inviting other Soviet scientists
to conferences.—N.W.
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