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COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY: HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF FOREIGN
STATES’ EXPERIENCE

The article examines collaborative activities in the foreign policy context of sev-
eral states. An analysis of cooperation with the Nazi regime during World War 11,
specifically in the context of expulsion and physical violence against the Jewish pop-
ulation, is conducted. The article explores legal verdicts, accountability for crimes
against humanity, and the interconnection of collaboration with wartime actions
and ethnic conflicts. It highlights the peculiarities of interaction with the Nazi regime
in different countries and underscores the importance of criminal accountability for
collaborative actions.

The detailed analysis of collaboration during World War Il is presented for Poland,
Lithuania, Bulgaria, and Croatia. In Poland, the focus is on the changes in political
structure and the national movement, highlighting the relations between occupi-
ers and local elites, as well as the reactions of national groups to specific political
decisions.

The role of various groups, such as the Lithuanian Activist Front (LAF), in Lith-
uania is analysed in the context of resistance or collaboration with the Nazis. The
interaction of Lithuanians with the occupiers and their participation in repression are
crucial aspects.

Bulgaria is examined through the lens of collaboration in the deportation of Jews
and changes in government policy toward the Jewish population during that period.

Croatia is scrutinized concerning the physical extermination of Jews and Serbs
by the Ustasha government. The role of the police and Ustasha in committing crimes
against humanity and their collaboration with the Nazis are described.

The article emphasizes the relevance of such research for contemporary Ukraine,
providing lessons for law enforcement and officials, particularly in developing clear
and effective regulations to avoid legal unpredictability. Given the current wartime
conditions in Ukraine, studying the history of collaboration assists in devising strat-
egies for detection, accountability, and prevention of potential acts of betrayal. The
examination of collaboration in modern Ukraine aids in formulating effective legal
mechanisms to respond to such phenomena, contributing significantly to the con-
struction of a just and resilient society.

Key words: collaborative activity, criminal liability, cooperation with the Nazi
authorities, military actions, responsibility for crimes against the foundations
of Ukraine s national security.

Copokin A. A. Kosnabdopauiiina aisiibHicTh: icTopuuHuMii ornsj aocsiny
3apyOiKHUX ep:KkaB

Crartsa po3misiaae kojaOopauiiiHy AisUIBHICTh Y 30BHIIIHBOMONITHYHOMY KOH-
TEKCTI psAy JiepKaB. 3MIMCHIOEThCS aHAJ3 CIBMIpAIll 3 HAIMCTCHKOIO BIIAOK0 TijT
gac Jlpyroi cBITOBOT BiliHH, 30KpeMa B KOHTEKCTI BUCEJICHHSI Ta (pI3UYHOT PO3IPABH
HaJl €BPEHCHKUM HaceJCHHSIM. PO3IISAmaloThesl CyIOBI BHPOKH, BiNNOBITalbHICTH
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3a 3JI0YMHH TIPOTH JIFOJICTBA Ta B3AEMO3B 30K KOJIAOOpAIiifHOT MisIIbHOCTI 3 BOEH-
HUMM JIISIMU Ta €THIYHUMH KOH(IKTaMA. CTaTTsI BUCBITIIFOE OCOOIMBOCTI B3aEMOJTIT
3 HAIIUCTCHKUM PEKUMOM Y PI3HUX KpaiHax, a TAKOXK MiJIKPECITIOE BAKIUBICTh KPH-
MiHAJIBHOT BIIMOBIATLHOCTI 32 KOJIaboparriiHi mii.

VY cTarTi 3A1HCHIOETHCS AeTAIBHIN aHai3 KolabopamiiHoi TisSUIbHOCTI B KpaiHax,
3okpema [lomemi, JInTei, bonrapii Ta Xopsarii mig uac pyroi cBiToBOi BiifHH.

VY Ilonbmi, 3 OISy Ha 3MiHY MOJITUYHOI CTPYKTYypH Ta HAliOHAJIBHOTO PYXY,
OyJ10 BHIIEHO OCOOJMBOCTI B3a€MOJIii 3 HAIIMCTCHKUM peKUMOM. Po3risgarorbes
BIJIHOCHMHU MK OKYIIAHTaMU Ta MICIIEBUMU €JIiTaAMH, & TAKOXK PEaKI[isl HAllIOHATHHUX
rpyI Ha BU3HAYEHI MOJITHUYHI PilLIEHHS.

VY JIuTBi aHANI3yETHCS POIb PI3HUX TPYI, TaKUX K JINTOBCHKHI (DPOHT aKTH-
BicTiB (LAF), y KoHTeKcTI omopy abo criBmpaili 3 HalucTaMu. BaskIMBUM € BUCBIT-
JICHHS B3a€MOJIi1 JIMTOBIIIB 3 OKYIIAHTAMHM Ta TXHS y4acTh y perpecisx.

Bosrapist onucyeTbes yepes npru3My CIIBIpaIl B ISOPTAIlii €BpeiB, a TAKOXK 3MiH
B TIOJITHII BJaJy Ta ii CTaBIICHHS JI0 €BPEMCHKOTO HACEIICHHS BiJOMUMH €BPEHHM
HACEJICHHSIM B TOH MEpio.

XopBarisi pO3MISAAETHCSA 3 TOUKU 30pY (PI3HUHOTO 3HUIIEHHS €BpPEiB Ta cepoiB,
BUMHEHOTO ypsaoM Yerami. OnucyeThCs poiib MOJMI{ Ta ycTali y BUNHEHHI 371091~
HIiB MIPOTH JFOJSTHOCTI Ta TXHS CHIBMpAaIs 3 HAIUCTAMU.

HaromnomryeTscsi, 1110 BaXXITUBICTh TOAIOHOTO TOCTIPKEHHS JJ1s Cy4acHOi YKpaiHu
oOymoBIieHa psiioM (hakTopiB, 30KpeMa, iICTOPUYHHUNA aHaJli3 Ha/Ja€e MPaBO3aXUCHUM
OpraHaM i YHHOBHUKAM YPOKH Ta BKa31BKH IJIs1 PO3POOKH HiTKUX 1 €()eKTHBHUX HOP-
MAaTHUBIB, 00 YHUKHYTH MPaBOBOI HeMepen0aqyBaHOCTI; cCydacHa YKpaiHa, mepely-
BalOYM B YMOBaX BOEHHOTO CTaHy, BUBYAE iCTOPIIO KOJIabOparii sl po3poOKH cTpa-
TET1i BUSIBIICHHSI, MPUTATHEHHS IO BIAMOBIIAIBHOCTI Ta 3aro0iraHHs MOTCHIIHIM
aKkTaM 3paJiv; 3aBISKA BHBYCHHIO 1CTOpIi Kojabopallii B cydacHid YkpaiHi MOXKHa
c(hOopMyYITIOBATH JTi€BI MEXaHI3MH IPABOBOTO pearyBaHHs Ha MO/I10H1 SBUIIA, POOJISTIH
BaroMHi BHECOK y OOY/IOBY CIPABEIINBOTO Ta CTIHKOTO CYCIIIBCTBA.

Knrouosi cnosa: xonabopayiiina OisnbHicmb, KPUMIHATLHA I0NOBIOATbHICHIY,
Cnienpays 3 HAaYUCMCbKo0 81a00k0, B0EHHI ii, 6I0N0GIOATLHICIb 3a 310YUHU NPOMU
OCHO8 HAYIOHATbHOT be3neKku YKpainu.

Introduction. There are pages in the country’s history that leave incurable wounds on the
public body. One such theme is collaboration — collaboration with occupying forces, which took
on a special face during World War II. Modern Ukraine, faced with martial law and economic chal-
lenges, feels the need for a detailed review of the historical experience of collaboration to bring
criminal responsibility. Through the study of collaboration history in modern Ukraine, effective
legal mechanisms for responding to similar phenomena can be formulated, making a significant
contribution to building a just and resilient society.

Problem Statement. The primary objective of this article is to explore the legal dimensions
surrounding collaboration with the Nazis during World War II and to analyse the justifiability of
criminal accountability for those who chose to collaborate. By examining the historical context,
legal frameworks, and international perspectives, we seek to evaluate the basis upon which collab-
orators can be held criminally responsible.

Research Findings. The concept of “collaborative activity” is traditionally associated with
the period of the Second World War. In the study of the German occupation of Poland published
in 1979, J.T. Gross defined a collaborator as someone who, in the context of “unequal distribution
of power,” wishes to grant certain powers and information to the occupier [1, p. 119]. In this con-
text, it is worth emphasizing once again that betrayal of the state is likely considered a stigmatiz-
ing label for most people. A collaborator essentially betrays the state, but in unique and complex
circumstances for society and the state (conditions of occupation, war). Resistance, in this con-
text, is the antithesis. Both collaboration and resistance are responses to foreign occupation. Very
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few individuals accused of collaboration once defined their relationships with foreign invaders as
betrayal. Clearly, any study of collaborationism, regardless of its academic definition, must con-
sider the various manifestations of the phenomenon, acknowledging its broad spectrum of possible
behaviours, ranging from politically motivated conditional cooperation to complete identification
with the ideological goals of the occupier [2, p. 167]. In our opinion, collaborationism during the
Second World War in Europe became possible due to the existential dilemma of preserving stability
and developing the traditional socio-economic model or aligning with Germany, which had already
established its hegemony in Europe. Overall, during the Second World War, the state policies of
European countries were subordinated to two trends. On the one hand, the spread of the communist
threat in Europe, which a strong dictator could hinder, and on the other hand, pro-German policies
evolved into state-political cooperation carried out through state bodies. This became possible due
to the need to counter the Soviet Union and the mental attraction of most Europeans to German
values against the backdrop of Soviet ones. Examples of state collaboration were demonstrated by
France, Denmark, as well as Czechoslovakia, Norway, and other countries.

State policy and the average consciousness of citizens in European countries fostered tol-
erance towards aggression from Germany. As a result, both state officials and most citizens in
European states were willing to engage in voluntary and conscious cooperation with German occu-
piers. Except for Great Britain, none of the European countries had a significant military opposi-
tion to Germany and “resistance movements,” except for partisan movements. Thus, the logical
consequence of the development of the state-political system was widespread collaborationism in
Europe on the eve and during the Second World War [3].

While it may sound banal that history tends to repeat itself, the current external political
situation with Ukraine has indeed followed a similar pattern. Since 2014, the world, by and large,
tolerated the actions of the Russian Federation in Eastern Ukrainian territories and Crimea. We
believe that this desire not to provoke the aggressor became one of the preconditions for active
military actions on Ukrainian soil.

During the Second World War, European partners of Germany collaborated with the Nazi
regime, proclaiming, and implementing anti-Jewish legislation. In some cases, they deported their
Jewish citizens and/or residents under German guard on the way to killing centres or labour camps.
In certain countries, fascist militarized organizations terrorized, looted, and killed native Jews under
German leadership or on their own initiative. The Hlinka Guard in Slovakia, the Iron Guard in Roma-
nia, the Ustasha in Croatia, and the Arrow Cross in Hungary were responsible for the deaths of thou-
sands of Jews on their native soil. In these and other countries, military personnel, police, and gen-
darmerie played a crucial role in the expropriation, concentration, and deportation of Jewish residents
within their territories. In Hungary, Slovakia, Croatia, Bulgaria, and Vichy France, police, military,
and gendarmerie officials were vital in implementing Germany’s initiated policy of deporting Jews
living in areas under their influence or control to killing centres in the east [4].

We propose to focus attention on specific manifestations of collaborative activity in individ-
ual states. One of the main manifestations of collaboration was cooperation in the physical destruc-
tion of Jews. For instance, the Ustasha government in Croatia built its concentration camps. By the
end of 1942, the Croatian authorities killed over two-thirds of Croatia’s Jews (about 25,000), many
of whom were in the Jasenovac camp system. The Croatian police and Ustasha also killed between
320,000 to 340,000 ethnic Serbs, some in Jasenovac, but most in villages where they lived.

The Slovak government deported almost 80% of the Jewish population of Slovakia in col-
laboration with the Germans in 1942. Italy and Hungary collaborated with Germany in various
ways, including enacting anti-Semitic legislation. However, neither Italy nor Hungary deported
Jews until Germany directly occupied these countries [4]. Bulgaria willingly collaborated with the
Germans in deporting Jews from territories occupied by the Bulgarians because of the disintegra-
tion of Yugoslavia and the occupation of Greece by the country. Responding to public resistance
and even reservations within the ruling party, the Bulgarian authorities refused to deport Jews from
Bulgaria itself. However, they expropriated many members of the Jewish community and sent
Jewish men to forced labor during 1943 and 1944.




Iumanns kpuminanvHo20 nPasa, KPUMIHONOZE MA KPUMIHATILHO-6UKOHABY020 NPAsa

The Romanian gendarmerie and military units directly killed and deported Romanian and
Ukrainian Jews in the re-annexed provinces of Bukovina and Bessarabia in Ukraine, as well as in
the Romanian-controlled Transnistria. Nevertheless, the Romanian government refused to deport
Jews from the main provinces of Romania (Moldavia, Wallachia, southern Transylvania, and
Banat) [4].

Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian, and ethnic German collaborators played a signifi-
cant role in the killing of Jews across Eastern and Southeastern Europe. Many served as perimeter
guards at killing centers and participated in the mass murder of hundreds of thousands of Jews
using poison gas. Others, especially ethnic Germans from Southeastern Europe, served in the sys-
tem of Nazi concentration camps, particularly after 1942.

Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Belarusians, and Ukrainians spontaneously formed groups
that German SS and police subsequently cleared and reorganized. From the outset, members of
these “partisan” or “self-defense” groups killed hundreds of Jews, as well as real and perceived
Communists. Reorganized by the Germans, these units became ruthless and reliable auxiliary
police units, assisting German authorities — civil, military, SS, and German police — in the extermi-
nation of hundreds of thousands of Jews and millions of non-Jews in the occupied Soviet Union.

Norwegian police and militarized formations aided SS units and German police in deporting
Jews to Auschwitz-Birkenau. Similarly, local civilian and police authorities closely collaborated
with the Germans in Belgium and the Netherlands in the capture and deportation of Jews residing
in these two countries [4].

Another important aspect of collaboration activity lies in cooperation and support for the
occupying authorities in the occupied countries. Many individuals in Nazi-occupied countries and
regions did indeed collaborate with the German occupation authorities. Even in Poland, where
applying the concept of collaboration might seem challenging at first glance, there were instances
of cooperation with the occupiers.

Former leading political elites and influential social groups of the Second Polish Republic
had little influence on the fate of their people, as occupied Poland became an experimental ground
for implementing repressive and utopian manifestations of demographic policies unprecedented in
Europe. According to the plans of Nazi Germany, the Polish nation was to disappear.

In this context, one can draw parallels with contemporary events in the context of the Rus-
sian-Ukrainian war, where some groups or individuals may engage in cooperation with the occupy-
ing authorities or exhibit collaborationist tendencies [5, p. 539]. At the same time, both in wartime
Poland and in contemporary Ukraine, due to a lack of interest from the occupying authorities,
there was no basis for widespread state collaborationism; only isolated examples existed, lacking
a systemic character.

In the western territories of Poland annexed to the Reich, the Polish state authority was
completely abolished. Simultaneously, the occupiers heavily relied on social, educational, and
cultural policies that required forced cooperation. The number of administrative staff was sig-
nificantly reduced by early 1941 (122,700 compared to the pre-war figure). However, by 1943,
their numbers had increased again to 206,300 [6, p. 217]. And within a year, it even exceeded the
level of 1939. The proportion of Polish mayors (except for Galicia) reached 73%. The occupiers
aimed to “place” priests as well as Polish mayors, heads of district offices, and representatives of
cooperatives to influence public opinion. The youth actively engaged in collaborationist coop-
eration [7, p. 750].

Polish citizens whom the Nazi regime considered (potentially) German were one of the pil-
lars supporting the new regime in the occupied territories [8, p. 20]. Therefore, publicly declaring
oneself as German meant opening the path to social and economic advancement. However, the
occupiers’ policy still involved distinguishing collaborators. A list was created to categorize ethnic
Germans (and individuals subject to Germanization) into four categories that would govern the
“racial” selection of the population [9, p. 250].

In Poland, there was a small ethnic German population that they began to artificially increase
by enlisting people of ethnic German origin who had once been Polonized and were now to be
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re-Germanized. Their number increased from about 70,000 in 1939 to 111,000 by the end of 1941
and 264,000 by the end of 1943.

In the context of researching collaboration activities, the annexation of territories by the
Soviet Union is often referred to as occupation. Thus, during the twentieth century, Lithuania
experienced half a century of foreign rule, as practically the entire period between 1940 and 1990
can be characterized as “occupation” in any sense except the legal one. Certainly, at least from the
late 1950s onwards, the world in general, like many residents of Soviet Lithuania, ceased to think
of their country’s condition as an “occupation.” [8, p. 20].

Overall, throughout the entire period of occupation, the Germans continued to recruit aux-
iliary personnel from the indigenous peoples of the Soviet Union into their police forces, military
units, and civilian administrations. Research on collaboration in Lithuania suffered from tenden-
cies to narrow or expand the concept of collaboration for partisan purposes, often with the aim of
attacking or defending the historical reputation of “nationalist” movements. Sometimes, defend-
ers use the same data to draw diametrically opposite conclusions. For example, supporters of the
Lithuanian Activist Front (Lietuviy aktyvisty frontas or LAF) claim that the anti-Soviet uprising
that broke out during the Nazi invasion had about 100,000 insurgents — evidence, in their view,
of patriotic sentiments among the population. Israeli author S. Shner-Neshamit takes the same
absurdly inflated figure as evidence of something entirely different, namely, mass collaboration
with the Nazis [10, p. 98]. To our understanding, such an assumption by the author is not fair.
Resisting Soviet soldiers did not necessarily mean collaborating with the Nazis simultaneously.
The wartime actions on the territory of Ukraine vividly and firmly rooted in the minds of Ukrainian
citizens the unwillingness to live under occupation. Therefore, protests one set of invaders should
not be negatively assessed and presented as tolerating Nazism. Moreover, the actual number of
insurgents was at least five times less. The debate also gave rise to the “theory of two genocides,”
according to which Lithuania’s collaboration in the Holocaust was only revenge for the atrocities
committed by Jewish supporters of the Soviet regime [11, p. 138]. Furthermore, even today, there
are assumptions that the populations of the Baltic countries and Ukraine voluntarily collaborated
with the Germans for the purpose of killing Jews [12, p. 320].

Conclusions. In summary, it is worth noting that the international experience regarding the
nature, manifestations, and responsibility for collaboration has been analyzed in a retrospective
aspect, as collaboration is a product of warfare, occupation, and expansion. We have highlighted
the aspect of collaboration: cooperation in the context of expulsion, displacement, and physical
violence against Jews. It has been argued that collaboration is not always the opposite of resistance
and, in some cases, is a forced step. It is noted that, considering the high moral condemnation
of collaboration, holding individuals accountable for collaboration did not always happen in the
legal field, and even when sentences were issued, punishments were always particularly severe.
We would like to emphasize another unusual trend, according to which, within the framework of
our study, we described foreign experience mainly for comprehensive research, not for borrowing
into domestic legislation. Unfortunately, the war in Ukraine has spawned new social relations
that are “unknown” to the modern democratic world. Therefore, Ukrainian legislation should now
become a positive example to follow in the context of holding individuals criminally responsible
for collaboration.
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