ron SGCF‘ ty and Cooperation in Eure In hrs declaratlon he shid that he was

'!’wii‘ling,.‘ 'do alternative service in a .. pital or nursing home!, He Was arrested on
‘4 May 1978, shortly after receiving n 1ﬁcatronr of his pall-u r{d s#ntenged to
21 mont‘s imprisonment. M D

¢ The DR Government continues | u release bolmcal pnsd}ners, to tthe 'Federal
- Republ ,rof Germany in: exchange for sums: of money, estlmated at between
L at ! ner. It rs estlmated that "i 3(?0 prisoners
. ‘were ret dsed in thxs way in 1977. = | i |

i Dunng 'the year under review, Am ésty Inte}natxonal has.lbeen concerned by
a numbef[ of reports allegmg‘maltre ment in GDR prlsons and the requent
mﬂlctloq‘ of special forms of punishijent on prisoners.; Early 978, Amnesty
Internatiginal received from three sepa ate sources reports of Sast a temporary
detenorat on of conditionsin Cottbus pirison, where a large pui ber of its adygptees

. are held.: ‘ ccording to these reports, fo bd was made too salt as an educat:onal
measure’’] beatings by warders became fnore commgnplace an many e" Gftyere

held in s ecial detention with only ofie 'hot medl every thr,e days Iny . »;.3‘.
1978, a number of inmates of this p sbn refsed to work, on the gra ‘*-" ‘
work . for, iprisoners is officially descne s “voluntary”. Thé pnéon authgities
are allege to have reacted by putting gtem on reduced ratlons and allowing them
to wear .anly underclothes and socks, in which clothing they were compelled to
shovel sn w. Some of these prisoners were allegedly subjected to beatings
which res lted in broken collaf bones| broken jaws, knocked' out teeth and, in
one case, Fl 2 ruptured kidney”Amnesty [International groups wprkmg for prisoners
in the G ‘,R wrote lettersfo the GDR a thontles requesting am inquxry into these
allegations; | B '

Although the degth penalty is retai pd‘m the GDR for a number of offences,
mcludmg'? ohtrc ones, Amnesty Inter at‘ional does not know of any instances of
its being imposed during the year under| revlew o :.

On 1Q K)c bber 1977, Amnesty Intefnational published a Bneﬁng Paper on the
German IJ¢macratic Republic. Copies pf'this were sent to the country s leading
officials 4nd to its embassies abroad, and a campalgn was orgamzed by national
sectiond to draw public attention to. he main ‘areas of Amnesty International
concgrn uﬁ the GDR. ‘

| !
1 ! N
h

 Germany (the Federal Republzc of).

During the period covered by this report (July 1977 —June 1978), Amnesty
International has found difficulty in agsessing alleged human' nghts violations in
the Federal Republic of Germany (FR G) The most highly publjcrzcd of these
violations' related to Government effotts to cope with political violence and to
treatment of imprisoned terrorist suspgcts and convicts. No FRG. risoners have
been adoﬁted or had their cases 1nvest1g§ted by Amnesty Internatronal groups
+during the {past year. ! i .i

After a»senes of acts of violence, klﬁ nappmg ind murder RG law continued

to be so mende as to rnake it eaSIer o prevent acts of| poht cal vmlence and to

capture those who commit them. In February, 1978, changes in anti-terrorist
leglslatlon were passed which mcreased the d1scret10naryr power of theé executive
over the exercxse of chﬂ and pohncal mghts In a message sent on 14 February
1978, before the vot%

on these lengla ﬁlve changes, to the Federal Chancellor,

it s s e sl e s e
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uL §chmidt and to the leadf
‘ ty International referred sj
‘ emb‘dymg the changes. This all
legal proceedmgs against people |
.. ation” when the authorities deci
.. 'the defence counsel is implicated i
(The law had prevrously allowed
there was “compelling suspicion”.
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'§ of the ﬁlractlons in t e p liamentary parties,
1ﬁcally to paragrap g a of the proposal
for the excluslon f de ence counsel from
tharged with “cqmma‘ ” or ‘“terrorist associ-

-that “certain facts establish suspicion” that

' the crime of which the d{fendant is accused.
the exclusion of defe‘nce‘ ounsel only when
Amnesty International’s view was that Article

138a left too much discretionary pqwer in the hands of the gxecutive and that it was
likely to detract from the appeararice of fairness in the FR.G s judicial procedures.

Another legislative innovation
“contact ban law”, passed with u
kidnapping of the mdustnahst Ha
aimed at preventing prisoners fron
groups outside. The contact ban
danger to life, limb and freedo

renewable period of 30 days, all fprms of communtcatron a

are either convicted or suspected

ich restricts the rights of some citizens is the
precedented haste by the Bunélestag after the
s-Martin Schileyer in Septdmber 1977. It was
participating in acts of v1olence carried out by
aw may be impogsed in the event of current
It allows the authoj tleﬂ to suspend, for a
ong prlsoners who

of ‘“criminal” or “ter‘ronst association” and

between such prisoners and the ougside world, mcludmg their! lawyers. About 70

prisoriers were affected by this law’

No;one convicted of committi
been adopted by Amnesty Intern
the orgamianon takes the view tha
88a of the Penal Code (referred t

the others mentioned here, respect for the human’ ngh

s

defendants becomes excessrvely de

uring the entire month of ?ctober 1977.

or being 1mphcated iin atts of violence has

tional as a pnsoner of conscience. However,
under such leglslatlon s Articles 131, 140 and
in Amnesty Internat nal Report 1977) and

ts of 'some suspects and

yendent upon the good will,of the government

in polver and upon the discretion of the judiciary and the prosecution, That a
nation’s anxiety about political vio ence may be accdmpamed by abuse of human
rlghts, where this is allowed by legislation, was shown in January 1978 by the trial
in Mupich of Hans Heinrich Sautmpnn, a student and member of the Communist

Federation of West Germany. At
a publicity stand on which there
wished to cause an “‘imperialist wa
German commandos who had con
troop3 of the bourgeoisie”

revolutionaries”

in prison. For thi

a demonstratlon he Pad helped to orgamze
was a placard saymg rthat the “bourgeoisie”

** for reasons of prdﬁt Thé placard called the
ucted the Mogadishu rescue operation “killer

and atcused the authorities of the *liquidation of

Hans Heinrich Sautmann: was charged with

“defaﬁmanon of the State” (Article POa of the Penal Code) and “incitement of the
people” (Article 130). The judge| at his trial acknowledged that Article 90a
presented the difficult problem of deciding when a statement was acceptable
polemic and when it was criminal|calumny against the state, but he found the

defendant guilty and sentenced hi

to four months’ 1mpnsonment suspended for

three years Herr Sautmann had a ready spent three months“ in custody by the

time of the trial.

Amnesty International sent to. |
Bellekom. He reported that the e
mvolvjng advocacy,
courts to refuse tq release the'
official explanatlon for this|
Sautmann’s political views. !
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bserve the trial 4 Dutch lawyer Theodor L.
se was “‘a mattet of olmcal criticism”, not

of violence. H 'was critical of 'the- ecrsﬂpn of the Mumch
def ndant pending trial and cdmmented that the

sal made dons1deravle reference to Herr
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-In My h 1978 Amnesty Internali d \seJmt Professor P ter ’rj lJTalq of the
,‘Jﬂivers \ ,pf Nijmegen in the Nethed 3s to observe the th , of four students i in
Gottinge) l ,The defendants, were ¢hal "‘ with mcltemeht bf tﬂe people” and
- “defamafjpn of the memory of a ‘de¢ : ‘d pe‘rs n’, for pub 1sh11qg ah article on
i the assashjmation: of the Federal Publit| Prosecut ‘n‘,[Siegfneh, Juback. A ¢ 8ta
of ithe tijal, the prosecuqon ynexpedtedly brought two'new (‘}hﬁ{.;e#" .,ing
“‘defam ‘ n of the State”, and partly] f)ls charge two df he qefe H* were
' found g | ky and sentenced to a ﬁne each. i m"epo . {35&3:‘ SOrT

Tak statﬂj that the defendants were '; owed to speak freelyha d -v"‘ .4
‘ ectly durmg the proceedings. ,
less, he jexpressed regret at the decision to prosecute in the casé. The 1‘
stake in i e trial involved the acceptablt limxts to public free speeoh and the
' ence of p blic ‘'opinion on the decisiof { prosecute. The rel tlonfof thes ues

il to the Qmper apphcatlon of Amnesty lh&ematl nal’s Statut

: E

Gdttmgenitnals and has undertaken a § udy of th i ;

The p st year saw a deterioration in| respect cff the hpman ngh S of citfiens of
the FRG who on grounds of conscience, refuse to be co*xscrlpted In'1977,
‘ \International had welcomed legislation which made it unnecessary for
‘ smentxous objectors who had not yet been conscripted to satisfy an
examinifig board that their grounds for objection were genume and which per-
mitted th“m to apply directly for alternjative service. Howevbr in December 1977,
the Federsil Constitutional Court suspended the new measures, and; in April 1978
ruled thaf they were in contravention pf'the Constitution of the FRG. It was the
majority ¥iew of the Court that somd form of conscience-testing was necessary
and that Fhe ‘new legislation failed tp ensure that oniy genuine conscientious
objectors [would be recognized. The Coprt suggested that if this conscience-testing
were not idone by examining boards, it might be done by,making alternative
civilian service both harder and longer. Proposals submitted by the Government
parties in|June, including provision fof an increase in the length of service, have
met with jopposition from a large numper ‘of people actually darrymg out alterna-
tive service, and Amnesty International fears that to mcrea uts length and to
take other. measures being considered, Such as putting conscwntlous objectors in
barracks, gould be considered as punishmient for or as a deterrent to the expression
of conscientious objection. b |

During the past year, Amnesty International took further achon over the prison
condmons of people either convicted ¢f or charged with mvolvement in offences
by the Red Army Fraction and 2nd June Movement groups. On 8 December it
wrote to police and judicial authoritids in West Berlin and to the Chief Federal
Prosecutor of the FRG reiterating its |concern about the use, in| May 1977, of
Knebelketten, restraining devices, on |2nd June Movement pnsopers The con-
clusion of an inquiry being undertake when Amnesty' Internatlonal first inter-
vened was that the application of ing easing pressure to the] body (the wrist or
arm) by means of Knebelketten wag lawful and justifiable fin order to obtain
cooperation from prisoners in identification procedure. Amf est}‘ International
stated that the use of 'such a device cg nstltuted a form' of ill 'treatment and was
unacceptable under any circumstanges. ;

In August 1977, many Red Army F faction and 2nd JuneMovement prisoners
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wdnt on }unger
| r.iade the| previous Ap
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anq hust strike in p
.whereby they

for mental .or physical dam‘
strike an ro restore them. io health w
the exten, to which the condmons |
prisoners | ome within the scope of Amn
in its Statute regarding ‘“‘cruel, inhuma
is a complex one and towards the en
national Executive Committee commxssx
. On 18 October 1977, while the conta
the Red Afmy Fraction were found de
November,| a fourth, who had been hel
ment or in/the total isolation imposed '
in her cell pt Stadelheim men’s prison.
FRG authgrities to observe the autopsi
prisoners, but the autopsies began on the
national had had any chance to clarify -
tation. Other forensm specialists from
autopsies. | 2
Amnesty Intematmnal called for a
inquiry inté the deaths in Stammheim, i
and conﬂnctmg interpretations of the d
reply from!the Badpn-W\’irttemberg Minj
stated thatithere was no need for such
already bexhg undertaken by a special
berg parliament. After this investigatio
that the thfee pnsoners had committed s

Greece ( th% Hellenic Republzc)
Amnesty Ipternational’s major concem

objectors and the retention of the death
prisoners in the country are 50 Jehpvah
refusal to darry out military service. |

In October 1977, the law regulating
allow religious objectoxs to military sery
This alternative service was to be for a
military service. All imprisoned conscien
but those who had served less than fou

ps. In September 1977, Amp;
anitarian grounds to take,w

cEmmxssmn set upubyt
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c#tqst against w1thdra
gre to be allowed'to a

ociate together in

ty Internationalt urged the F RG author-
atever steps werm necessgry to prevent
ge to the! prisoners onl hunger and thirst

l

‘ere it had deteriorated. The questxon of
imprisonment of p "tle lly-motivated
sty Internationalin tertnso the provision
or degrading treatment or, punishment”
of 1977 Amnesty: Intbmatxonal’s Inter-
ned a study of this ma‘tter
t ban law was in force) three members of
in their cells at Stammheim, and, on 12
ince August either in sohtary confine-
y the contact ban law,/was found hanged
inesty International lwas ?nwted by the
s ¢n the bodies of the; threre Stammheim
e very same day# before Amnesty Inter-
the! precise terms of reference of the invi-
outsxde the FRG wd}e present at the
;
n mdependent and p bhcl international
view of wide public concern about them
ircumstances in which| the} occurred. A

ster of Justice, the COmpet; nt authority,
the investigation
Baden-Wiirttem-
Wosedutor declared

hn mquxry in addition t

the state’s pubhc p
icide

b in Greece are irhprisoned;conscientious
penalty. The orgamzation s only adopted
s Wltnesses 1mprxsonqd because of their

conscnppon in Gree e ) Jqs amended to
fice to perform uharmed mijlitary service.
term of four years, twice as long as armed
tious ObJeCtOl‘S weére released at that time,
r years’ imprisonment' wer¢ immediately

recalled to the army, and, when they reflused to accept the altei'natwe of unarmed
\ gain.

Amnesty ternanqnal wrote to the
cption of Law 731/77, which

unpnsonm nt of conscientious obJectQ

Four men who had served well over
April 1978 when th ¥ were again sen-
as the sentences wefe, ejther short or
pneé or two months, . April 1978,

nl

Mi nster of Justice, George St;,‘amatls, asking

had previously been thou t to limit the
to a single term of - four years. If the

b ‘
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