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ABSTRACT 

 
This study asks what role did the civilian population in occupied territories of Ukraine and 

Crimean Peninsula play in the establishment and enforcement of the new Nazi and 

Romanian occupation regime between 1941 and 1944. To what degree were local 

inhabitants culpable for the crimes committed by the occupiers against local Jews, Roma, 

Communists, partisans and others? More importantly who were these people? How and 

why did they become collaborators? 

 

This study aims to answer the thesis questions by analysing the records of war crime trials 

that were conducted by the Soviet authorities during and after the war ended. The files 

consist of interrogation records, testimonies of witnesses and defendants, court 

proceedings and final sentencing which reveal extensive biographical background of the 

defendants. The scope of the study was limited to only those defendants tried under the 

civilian subsection “a” of the Soviet Criminal code as 58-1 “traitors of the Motherland” or 

58-3 as “accomplices”. 

 

The dissertation is arranged thematically with each chapter focusing on a specific grouping 

of collaborators. The categories include: village elders, policemen, Ukrainian nationalists, 

women, and miscellaneous jobs and activities undertaken by local civilian collaborators (the 

“others”).    

 

The study concludes that civilian collaboration is a complex phenomenon that took on 

various forms ranging from clerical work to murder. The analysis of the defendants’ 

biographical data revealed a lack of a singular significant attribute that could distinguish a 

civilian likely to collaborate from one that would not. The civilian collaborators found in the 

collection were of various genders, ages, and familial, social and political backgrounds, 

educational and professional levels.  The motivating factors for initial collaboration ranged 

from ideological, political to emotional (a sense of fear, jealousy, greed or thirst for 

revenge), as well as more pragmatic reasons such as careerism, material gain or the primal 
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will to survive. The degree to which civilians collaborated in the Holocaust depended more 

on their circumstances than their politics. Despite the initial motives to joining the local 

administration, police force, or other institutions, local inhabitants were instrumental in 

facilitating the implementation of occupation policies, including the destruction of Jews and 

Roma.   
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CHAPTER 1      Introduction 
 

In his landmark study on the development of the modern Ukraine George Liber forewarned 

that “the many administrative and territorial changes that took place on the lands that 

became a united Ukraine in the twentieth century are confusing” for even the most 

informed readers.1 The territories in question exchanged hands multiple times between the 

outbreak of the First World War in 1914 and the end of Second World War in 1945. Prior to 

the outbreak of the First World War the borderlands were predominantly a violence-free 

zone. However, in 1914 the borderlands became a shifting battlefield as Austro-Hungarian 

and Russian armies marched back and forth claiming and reclaiming the ownership over the 

lands and the people. The interwar years saw a failed attempt to establish an independent 

Ukrainian nation, while Poland successfully gained its independence. The tumultuous 

political atmosphere in the borderlands resulted in nationalization policies from German, 

Polish and Soviet rulers which, coupled with economic strains, turned various ethnic groups 

against each other.2 Scholars like Alexander Prusin believe that the roots of inter-communal 

and inter-ethnic violence, which took on a genocidal character during the Second World 

War, can be traced back to the turbulent history of the borderlands.3  

 

On the eve of the Second World War, several states ruled Ukrainian-inhabited territories. 

The largest section was part of the Soviet Union. By 1939 Soviet Ukraine (Ukrainian SSR) 

consisted of fifteen oblasti (districts) and Moldavian Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic 

(Moldavian ASSR) which lay on the boundary with Romania. The second largest territory 

home to ethnic Ukrainians was Poland, which had become an independent state in 1918. 

Here, most Ukrainian lived in western Volhynia and east Galicia (which had been part of the 
                                                             
1 George O. Liber, Total Wars and the making of modern Ukraine, 1914-1954, Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 2016, p. xix. 
2 For latest discussions on the conflicts in the borderlands see Alexander Prusin, The Lands Between: Conflict in 
the East European Borderlands, 1870-1992, Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2010; Timothy Snyder, 
Bloodlands: Between Hitler and Stalin, London: Bodley Head, 2010; Omer Bartov and Eric D. Weitz (eds.), 
Shatterzone of Empires: Coexistence and Violence in the German, Habsburg, Russian, and Ottoman 
Borderlands, Bloomington-Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2013;  
3 Prusin, The Lands Between. 
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Russian Empire before the First World War). Before the outbreak of the Second World War 

Galicia and Volhynia were home to roughly five million individuals who spoke dialects of 

Ukrainian.4 A significant number of ethnic Ukrainian also resided in former Russian province 

of Bessarabia and former Austrian provinces of Bukovina which became part of the 

Romanian Empire in 1918.5 Before 1939 Crimea, which was part of the Russian SFSR, was 

also two-third majority Slavic (both Ukrainians and Russians).6  

 

On 23 August 1939, the Soviet Union and the Third Reich signed a non-aggression pact (the 

Molotov-Ribbentrop pact) dividing Poland into German and Soviet spheres in the event of 

war. The war came just days after the signing of the pact as German troops invaded Poland 

on 1 September. On 17 September 1939 Soviet troops entered eastern parts of Poland. 

From November onward, western Volhynia and eastern Galicia became six districts of an 

enlarged Soviet Ukraine. By June 1940 Soviets occupied the Baltics (Lithuania, Latvia and 

Estonia) and later that same month they annexed Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina from 

Romania.7 Bukovina and “Ukrainian-populated southern regions of Bessarabia were directly 

incorporated into the Ukrainian SSR, while the remaining part of Bessarabia and former 

Moldovan autonomy within Soviet Ukraine were constituted as a new union republic, the 

Moldovan SSR.”8 Therefore, by 1941, the population of Soviet Ukraine was almost 41 

million.9       

 

On 22 June, 1941, in the early hours of the morning, German bombers crossed the Soviet 

frontier and struck ten major Soviet air bases. The initial attack was followed by another 

onslaught of bombers and dive bombers destroying 1,200 Soviet aircraft. Henceforth, more 

                                                             
4 Timothy Snyder, The Reconstruction of Nations: Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569-1999, New Haven 
and London: Yale University Press, 2003, p. 144. 
5 Serhy Yekelchyk, Ukraine: Birth of a Modern Nation, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007, p. 128. 
6 Norbert Kunz has argued that the overall population of Crimea was at least 1.1 million in 1939, “‘The Jews are 
completely destroyed’: The fate of Jewish minorities in the Crimea in World War II”. The Holocaust in Ukraine: 
New Sources and Perspectives. Conference Presentations. Washington DC: Centre for Advanced Holocaust 
Studies, United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2013, p. 121. 
7 Karel Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair: Life and Death in Ukraine under Nazi Rule, Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap 
press of Harvard University Press, 2004, pp. 9-10. 
8 Yekelchyk, Ukraine, p. 132. 
9 Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair, p. 10-11. 
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than three million German troops marched eastward, entering Soviet territories. The 

alliance between Stalin and Hitler was now null and void. The Soviets were taken by surprise 

and German troops advanced into the Russian interior with haste; this was the beginning of 

“Operation Barbarossa”.10  

 

The Soviet Army suffered tremendous losses within days of the German attack.11 The 

German military campaign plan consisted of three rapid thrusts conducted by four 

armoured groups, backed up by seven slower infantry armies.12 Army Group Centre 

advanced through Belorussia, towards Smolensk and Moscow. Meanwhile, Army Group 

North made its way through the Baltics, occupying Vilnius on 24 of June and Riga by 1 July. 

Army Group South was tasked with occupying the agriculturally rich Ukrainian lands. By 24 

July 1941 Rostov on Don was under occupation, Smolensk fell in the first week of August 

and by 12 August German troops reached Krasnodar. German troops penetrated the 

Crimean peninsula by September 1941, however due to Soviet defences the lands were not 

entirely under the German rule until spring of 1942. When the Wehrmacht’s advance was at 

its farthest, around eighty million Soviet citizens found themselves under German 

occupation.13  Simultaneously, between July and August 1941, Romanian troops, in alliance 

with Nazi Germany, returned the two provinces, northern Bukovina and Bessarabia, and re-

established its administration there. The Soviets did not return to these lands until 1944. 

The German army’s swift victories came to an end in autumn and winter of 1941 as the Red 

Army troops began to successfully fight back and the realities of the vast expansive lands 

and harsh weather conditions (that the German troops were understaffed and ill-equipped 

                                                             
10 For the most recent and comprehensive literature on the Operation Barbarossa and the fighting on the 
Eastern front see, Geoffrey P. Megargee, War of Annihilation: Combat and Genocide in the eastern Front, 1941, 
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2006; David Stahel, Operation Barbarossa and Germany’s defeat in 
the East, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010; Evan Mawdsley, Thunder in the East: the Nazi-Soviet 
war, 1941-1945, London; New York: Hodder Arnold Distributed by Oxford University Press, 2005; David M. 
Glantz and Jonathan M. House, When Titans Clashed: How the Red Army Stopped Hitler, (revised and expanded 
edition), Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2015. 
11 The Red Army Air force was destroyed within hours; the air units of the Western Military District lost 740 of 
its 1,540 combat aircraft while the Baltic Military District lost 920 of 1,080 of its air craft.  See Mawdsley, 
Thunder in the East, p. 58.   
12 Megargee, War of Annihilation, p. 24. For a visual account see “Map 4. Summer-Fall campaign (1), 22 June-
30 September 1941” in Glatz and House, When Titans Clashed, p. 58. 
13 These statistics are taken from official Soviet estimates in A. Lavshin and I.B. Orlov (eds.) Sovetskaia 
povsednevnost i massovoe soznanie 1939-1945, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2003, p. 297.  
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for) began to set in. The war between Nazi Germany and Soviet Union lasted until May 1945 

and resulted in an estimated 26.6 million deaths on the Soviet side alone, out of which 

almost 18 million were civilians.14   

 

Throughout the war the occupied lands fell under various administrations depending on 

their proximity to the constantly shifting frontlines. The western part of Belorussia, for 

example, came under civil administration by September 1941 while the rest of Belorussia 

remained under military administration for much of the war. By January 1942, the occupied 

Ukrainian borderlands ended up under the civil administration, Reichkommissariat Ukraine, 

which consisted of Volhynia-Podolia, Zhytomyr, Kiev, Nikolayev, and Dnepropetrovsk.15 

Galicia was incorporated into the Generalgouvernement in west Ukraine and Poland. Most 

parts further east of Reichkommissariat Ukraine, including Crimea, were under the military 

administration between 1941-1942. In fact, Crimea remained under military administration 

throughout the war. Southern Bessarabia, Norther Bukovina, as well as some parts of 

Odessa, Vinnitsa and Mykolaiv regions fell under the Romanian control.          

 

The death of 18 million Soviet civilians resulted not just from the military operations, but 

due to deliberate policies enacted by the Nazi occupiers. They condemned millions to death 

through “starvation, exposure, disease, and forced labor, as part of an aggressive campaign 

to conquer the east.”16  Even before the occupation began, the “Nazis planned to make the 

eastern colonies an agrarian appendage of the German empire.”17 Raw materials from the 

Eastern lands were supposed to foster the economic independence of the Third Reich and 

                                                             
14 Michael Ellman and S. Maksudov explained how they came up with figure of 26.6 million, they also highlight 
that 8.7 million of these were of military losses. The 8.7 million, however, only includes the conscripted. The 
non-conscripted partisans as well as volunteers who fought in military units were counted as civilian. See 
“Soviet deaths in the great patriotic war, a note.” Europe-Asia studies, vol. 46, no. 4, 1994, pp. 671-680; Evan 
Mawdsley estimated the military losses at 10 million, with 3 million constituting POWs, Thunder in the East, p. 
404. 
15 See a map of Reichkommissariat Ukraine circa 1942 in Martin Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust: Crimes 
of the local police in Belorussia and Ukraine, New York: St. Martin’s Press in association with the United States 
Holocaust Memorial Museum, 1999, p. xvii. 
16 Megargee, War of Annihilation, p. xi. 
17 Alexander Statiev, The Soviet counterinsurgency in the Western Borderlands, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2010, p. 63. 
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secure victory over the Soviet Union. The Ukrainian borderlands, in particular, were 

considered the “breadbasket” of Eastern Europe and were intended to supply the Third 

Reich with necessary food and goods. The Ukrainian peasants were to continue production 

and they were subject to harsh requisitions and taxes. The German soldiers in the east 

procured most of their food supplies from the lands they lived and fought on. During the 

first year of the war, the German army received four million tons of grain, two million tons 

of potatoes, 800,000 eggs, 300,000 tons of vegetables and 400,000 tons of meat from the 

occupied territories.18  

 

Another devastating economic policy introduced by the new occupation administration was 

the forced labour deportations due to the lack of manpower back home. Initially the 

recruitment of young men and women was done on voluntary basis, however, when that 

pool dried up the administration introduced conscription of whole age groups, (born in 

1924, 1925, and 1926).19 According to early estimates around 2.8 million Soviet labourers 

were shipped to Germany, including 2,196,166 from Ukraine. 20 However, according to 

Nuremberg indictment, conscription into forced labour involved almost 5 million Soviet 

citizens.21  The conscripts were forced to work in the agricultural sector, the mines, 

machinery and metal production as well as railway and road building.22 The workers who 

were sent to work in Germany faced harsh living and working conditions; many perished 

and never returned home. Evan Mawdsley found that, according to an estimate from a 

Russian source from 1990, a quarter of Soviet civilians who were deported during the war 

years died abroad.23    

 

                                                             
18 Dallin, German rule in Russia, p. 368. 
19 Age groups for forced labour recruitment were mentioned by Markus Eikel in his conference paper “Division 
of Labour and Cooperation: The Local Administration under German Occupation in Central and Eastern 
Ukraine, 1941-1944”, The Holocaust in Ukraine: New Sources and Perspectives. Conference Presentations. 
Washington DC: Centre for Advanced Holocaust Studies, United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2013, p. 
109. 
20 Ibid., p. 63; Dallin, German Rule in Russia, p. 452. 
21 Mawdsley, Thunder in the East, p. 230. 
22 See “Table III – Ostarbeiter Employment” in Dallin, German Rule in Russia, p. 453.  
23 Mawdsley, Thunder in the East, p. 231. 
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The other destructive occupation policy that accompanied the occupation by German and 

Romanian troops was the systematic murder of Jews and Roma. The “Final Solution” to the 

Jewish question in the Eastern context meant total annihilation. Mass killing of Jews and 

Roma, with the help of local collaborators, began in summer of 1941, quickly escalating in 

both speed and scale, reaching its peak in 1942. Some Jews and Roma were killed in 

pogroms, others in Nazi-organized mass killing operations and some were worked and 

starved to death in ghettos and “death camps”. The survival rate of eastern Jew was 

dramatically lower than their western European counterparts as most eastern Jews were 

shot early on, whereas, the western Jews were sent to ghettos and camps where some 

managed to survive the war.24  

 

The responses to anti-Jewish violence were significant varied across different regions. The 

occupation by German troops of Poland and Romanian troops in Bessarabia and Bukovina, 

for example, sparked widespread pogroms against local Jews; an estimated 60,000 Jews 

were killed by both locals and the occupiers.25 In autumn of 1941 more than 90,000 

surviving Bukovina Jews and 56,000 Bessarabian Jews were deported to ghettos and camps 

in German occupied southern Ukraine.26  In the former Polish parts of Volhynia 20 instances 

of pogroms against Jews have been documented.27 Violent anti-Jewish pogroms took place 

in almost every Galician town or village following the German invasion of the Soviet Union.28 

                                                             
24 For the changing policies towards the Jews in the east and the escalation of the killing see, Logerich, “Part III: 
Mass executions of Jews in the occupied Soviet zones, 1941”, Holocaust, pp. 179-257. Also see, Arad, The 
Holocaust in Soviet Union.   
25 Some of these were spontaneous, and others were heavily influenced and at times orchestrated by 
underground groups in cooperation with the Germans. There is also evidence in official reports of attempts by 
the Einsatzgruppe to initiate “self-cleanses” by the locals as well. See, Longerich, Holocaust, pp. 192-193. 
26 Vladimir Solonari, “Patterns of Violence: The local population and the Mass Murder of Jews in Bessarabia 
and Northern Bukovina, July-August 1941”, Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 2007, vol. 8, 
no. 4, p. 755; For more on atrocities in territories under Romanian Occupation see Randolph Braham (ed.) The 
Destruction of Romanian and Ukrainian Jews During the Antonescu Era, New York: Columbia University Press, 
1997; Radu Ioanid, The Holocaust in Romania. The Destruction of Jews and Gypsies under the Antonescu 
Regime, 1940-1944, Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2000; Jean Ancel, Transistria, 1941-1942: The Romanian mass-
murder campaigns, Tel- Aviv: Goldstein-Goren Diaspora Research Centre, Tel Aviv University, 2003; Diane 
Dumitru, The State, Antisemitism, and Collaboration in the Holocaust: The Borderlands of Romania and the 
Soviet Union, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2016. 
27 Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust, p. 20.  
28 In her conference paper on 1941 pogroms in Galicia Delphine Bechtel emphasized the lack of 
acknowledgement and memorialization by the current Ukrainian authorities or the academics of the atrocities 
committed by the local Ukrainians against the Jewish populations. Delphine Bechtel, “The 1941 Pogroms as 
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In just two days 4,000 lives were taken in Lvov between 30 June and 1 July 1941. In early July 

over 2,000 Jews were killed in Ternopol region.29 Scholars had found that in some places, 

the pogroms began even before the arrival of the occupying troops.30 On the other hand 

historians have found regions where no such violence occurred until the arrival of the 

occupying forces.31    

 

One of the most notable Nazi mass murders of Jewish people was the Babi Yar massacre in 

which 33,771 individuals were shot in a matter of two days.32 Similarly in the Ukrainian city 

of Rovno 23,000 Jews were killed by the occupation administration in the nearby forest.33 In 

July the death toll for Jews as a result of mass shootings and pogroms totalled 39,000 

persons; in August Germans killed 62,000 Jews.34 The escalation was due to changes in 

policies mid-August which widened the scope of annihilation from Jewish males to include 

women and children. Ghettos and labour camps were also established throughout occupied 

Poland and Ukraine.35 The Romanian plans relating to the “Jewish question” were to murder 

the Jews in the rural areas while those in larger towns and cities were to be interned in 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
represented in Western Ukrainian historiography and memorial culture”, The Holocaust in Ukraine: New 
Sources and Perspectives. Conference Presentations. Washington DC: Centre for Advanced Holocaust Studies, 
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2013, pp. 1-15. 
29 Longerich, Holocaust, p. 194. 
30 A horrific case of local mass murder of Jews in a village has been infamously documented by Jan T. Gross, 
Neighbors: The Destruction of the Jewish Community in Jedwabne, Poland, Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 2001.  
31 Oleksadnr Melnyk, for example, found no cases of spontaneous pogroms or anti-Jewish violence in Kherson 
region before or even upon the arrival of the German troops. “Political Identity under Invasion: Kherson Oblast 
in Summer 1941”, Journal of Ukrainian Studies, vol. 30, no. 1, 2005, p. 66. 
32 Karel Berkhoff, “The Corpses in the Ravine Were Women, Men, and Children”: Written Testimonies from 
1941 on the Babi Yar Massacre”, Holocaust and Genocide Studies, vol. 29, no. 2, 2015, pp. 251-274. 
33 Jeffrey Burds, Holocaust in Rovno: The Massacre at Sosenki Forest, November 1941, New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2013. 
34 Alexander Kruglov, “Jewish losses in Ukraine, 1941-1944” in Ray Brandon and Wendy Lower (eds.) The Shoah 
in Ukraine: History, Testimony, Memorialization, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2008, 
p. 275. 
35 There are no definitive numbers on how many ghettos and labour camps existed under the occupation 
administration in Ukrainian borderlands due to “gaping holes in German documentation” and the “widely 
scattered” nature of other sources such as testimonies, diaries, memorial books etc. For a critical discussion on 
the typology, size and location of ghettos in occupied Ukraine see Martin Dean, “German Ghettoization in 
occupied Ukraine: Regional patterns and sources.” The Holocaust in Ukraine: New Sources and Perspectives. 
Conference Presentations. Washington DC: Centre for Advanced Holocaust Studies, United States Holocaust 
Memorial Museum, 2013, pp. 63-90. For overview of over a thousand known ghettos in occupied Poland, 
Baltics, Ukraine and USSR see the Geoffrey P. Megargee and Martin Dean (eds.), The United States Holocaust 
Memorial Museum Encyclopedia of Camps and Ghettos, 1933-1945. Volume II: Ghettos in German-Occupied 
Eastern Europe. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2009. 
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camps.36 Romanians sent their Jews and Roma to concentration camps in occupied 

Ukrainian territories under German occupation administration.37 Over in Crimea, between 

December 1941 and June 1942 1,300 Roma were killed,38 and around 20 per cent of 

Romanian Roma were deported to concentration camps by spring of 1942.39 Overall nearly 

4.1 million civilians in Ukraine died under the Nazi rule and at least 1.2 million of them were 

Jews, and at least 20,000 were Romani.40  

 

Operation Barbarossa was initially a spectacular success. In the first few months following 

the Nazi Blitzkrieg (lighting war) the Red Army soldiers’ low morale lead to high rates of 

desertion and voluntary surrender. In just a few weeks, the German troops captured 

hundreds of thousands of Red Army soldiers.41 Some soldiers deserted on their own 

volition, some were captured and others voluntarily surrendered when faced with the 

enemy. Many, who found themselves separated during battle simply abandoned efforts to 

reunite with their unit and crossed over the frontline to the enemy or retreated back to 

their home towns or villages.42 Over 36 million Soviet citizens were mobilised into the Red 

Army and in the end Germans captured over 5 million of them as POWs.43 Some were shot 

on the spot while others were sent to labour camps where many perished en route or while 

at the camp from harsh living and working conditions.44 Out of the 5 million POWs, Mark 

                                                             
36 Longerich, Holocaust, p. 202. 
37 Dennis Deletant, “Transnistria and the Romanian Solution to the ‘Jewish Question’” in Brandon and Lower 
(eds.) The Shoah in Ukraine, pp.  156-189. 
38 Aleksandr Kruglov, “Genotsid tsygan v Ukraine v 1941-1944 gg: Statistiko-regional’nyi aspekt”, Holokost i 
suchastnist’: Studii v ukraini I sviti, no. 2, 2009, p. 91. 
39 The 20 per cent is calculated from 40,909 individuals who were deported out of 208,700 living in Romania 
according to the official 1942 statistics, see Kruglov, “Genotsid tsygan v Ukraine”, p. 107.     
40 The statistics on Jewish deaths are quoted by Wendy Lower in Nazi Empire-Building and the Holocaust in 
Ukraine, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2005, p. 1. The statistics on Romani deaths in various 
occupied Ukrainian territories see Kruglov, “Genotsid tsygan v Ukraine”, pp 112-13. 
41 For most up-to- date numbers see Mark Edele, Stalin's Defectors: How Red Army Soldiers became Hitler's 
Collaborators, 1941-1945, Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming 2017, pp. 25-46. 
42 Many soldiers who found themselves in these situations tried to avoid German captivity by exchanging into 
civilian clothes and simply returning home. See Melnyk, “Political Identity under Invasion”, p. 63. 
43 Mark Edele, “The Second World War as a history of displacement: the Soviet case”, History Australia, 2015, 
vol. 12, no. 2, p. 17. 
44 For detailed accounts of the treatment of POWs by Nazi administration see Berkhoff, “Prisoners of War” in 
Harvest of Despair, pp. 89-113; Megargee, War of Annihilation, pp. 59-62; Dallin, German rule in Russia, pp. 
409-427. 
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Edele has estimated that, up to 2.8 million individuals were repatriated after the war by the 

Soviet authorities.45  

 

Within a few months of Operation Barbarossa almost the entire population of Ukrainian SSR 

found themselves under occupation. While there were some attempts by the Soviet 

authorities to evacuate citizens from frontline areas, the majority failed to do so due to a 

number of factors. First off, initial the evacuation policies targeted strategic military and 

vital industrial objects. The first wave of evacuations of Soviet citizens was aimed at 

important military and industrial personnel, followed by key Communist party leaders and 

youth fit for military duty.46 Other privileged groups such as cultural figures, scientists and 

scholars (and their families) were also on evacuation lists. Despite rumours of anti-Jewish 

violence early on in the war, the central authorities did not formulate a specific policy for 

the evacuation of the Jewish populations.47 Besides the minority who fell into the privileged 

groups, most people had to escape on their own initiative.48 In fact, due to lack of means 

and resources “no organized evacuations took place from small- and medium-sized towns, 

particularly if they lacked heavy industrial factories.”49 

 

Those not on the official evacuations lists were faced with many obstacles if they chose to 

flee on their own accord. In June 1941 an order was issued by the Central  Executive 

Committee of the Soviet Union which prohibited people from entering or leaving areas 

designated as “war zones” (Voennoe polozhenie), including Belorussia, the Baltic States and 

some parts of Ukraine.50 Some areas were difficult in evacuate or flee by reasons of time 

constraints, lack of transport or disruption of train movements due to military operations in 

                                                             
45 Mark Edele, Soviet veterans of the Second World War: A popular movement in an authoritarian society, 
1941-1991. New York: Oxford University Press, 2008, p. 102. 
46 Rebecca Manley, To the Tashkent Station: Evacuation and survival in the Soviet Union at War, New York: 
Cornell University Press, 2009, pp. 32-41; Mordehai Altshuler, “Evacuation and escape during the course of the 
Soviet-German war.” Dapim: Studies on the Holocaust, vol. 28, no. 2, 2014, p. 63. 
47 Altshuler, “Evacuation and escape”, p. 58. 
48 Altshuler has noted a difference between state organized evakuatsia (evacuation) and individual’s begstvo 
(escape) upon individual’s own initiative. However, he also points out that in Soviet documentation both 
groups are referred to as “evacuees”, Ibid., p. 59. 
49 Ibid., p. 67. 
50 Ibid., p. 61. 
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the vicinity. In the case of Crimea, for example, due to encirclement by the enemy troops 

from the west, escape was only possible by sea.51 There was also a widespread 

unwillingness of people to leave their homes and their families.  “Some people, including 

loyal Soviet citizens and Jews, believed that the dangers on the road far outweighed the risk 

of living under German rule.”52 Whether people stayed by choice, or failed to leave for 

various reasons, the majority of civilian found themselves living and working under the Nazi 

occupation regime. Once the territories were “liberated” by the Soviets, the millions of 

civilians who remained fell under suspicion for treason, especially administrators or 

Communist party members.    

 

At the conclusion of war, millions of Soviet people who found themselves outside of the 

Soviet territories were encouraged to return back to their homes.  Citizens coming back to 

the Soviet Union, whether they were soldiers, Ostarbeiter (conscripted worker), or DPs 

(displaced persons), all had to pass through a rigorous screening called filtratsia 

(filtration).53 The goal of the screening process was to weed out potential traitors or 

collaborators from amongst POWs as well as civilians.54 The people in question were placed 

in special filtration camps where they were interrogated in details about how they ended up 

under occupation as well as their activities under the enemy regime. The process could take 

anywhere from a few days to a few months as the NKVD, NKGB and SMERSH conducted 

their investigations. The authorities were especially sceptical of the returning soldiers; even 

after passing through filtration POWs were not allowed to settle in the major cities like 

Moscow, Leningrad of Kiev. They also remained on the NKVD surveillance lists.55 Those that 

were found guilty of treason, desertion or collaboration faced war crime tribunals, which 

took place from 1944 well into the 90s.    

                                                             
51 Ibid., p. 67.  
52 Melnyk, “Political Identity under Invasion”, p. 60.  
53 Filtration of POWs began as early as 1941, those that made it through the process “successfully” were sent 
back to fight the front. Civilians who were “liberated” also faced filtration as early as 1942. See Igor Govorov, 
“Filtratsia Sovetskih Repatriantov v 40-e gg. XX VV.: Celi, Metody I Itogi”, Cahiers du monde russe, vol. 49, no. 
2, 2008, pp. 368-371. For statistic on Soviet citizens repatriated after the war see discussion by V.N. Zemskov, 
“K voprosu o repatriatsii sovetskikh grazhdan 1944-1951 godi”, Istoriya SSSR, No. 4, 1990, pp. 26-41. 
54 For a detailed explanation of the establishment and processes of the filtration in the camps see Govorov, 
“Filtratsia Sovetskih Repatriantov”, pp. 375-376. 
55 Edele, Soviet veterans, p. 104. 
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According to the Russian Federal Security Services (FSB) during the years from 1943 to 1953, 

more than 320,000 Soviet citizens were arrested in the Soviet Union for collaborating with 

the enemy.56  There are no definitive overall numbers for Soviet collaborators as we only 

know those who were caught; there were many who managed to evade detection through 

change of identity or flight.57 However, some scholars have come up with reasonable 

estimates. Out of five million POWs, it is estimated that between one and one and a half 

million ended up collaborating with the enemy. It is further projected that out of estimated 

80 million civilians under occupation, up to 22 million Soviet civilians collaborated with the 

occupiers in some form.58  

 

Research Question and Approaches 

This study asks what role did the civilian populations in occupied territories of Ukraine and 

Crimean Peninsula play in the establishment and enforcement of the new occupation 

regime? Who were the civilian collaborators and what actions of behaviours did they 

undertake during the occupation? To what degree were local inhabitants culpable for the 

crimes committed by the Nazi and Romanian occupiers against local Jews, Roma, 

Communists, partisans and others? More importantly how and why did these civilians 

become implicated in activities that led to their classification as “traitors of the Motherland” 

(predateli Rodiny) or “accomplices” (posobniki) by the Soviet authorities?   

 

Through careful analysis of archival sources in forms of post-war war crimes trials conducted 

by the Soviet authorities, coupled with existing theories and interpretations formed by 

other scholars I found that, first and foremost, civilians engaged with the occupiers on 
                                                             
56 This was first noted by Tanja Penter, in “Collaboration on Trial: New Source Material on Soviet Postwar trials 
against Collaborators”, Slavic Review, vol. 64, no. 4, 2005, p. 783. The statistics include both military and 
civilian defendants. 
57 Mark Edele had pointed out that none of the defectors in his study were picked up through the filtration 
process; they came under investigation much later as a result of regular police work. See Stalin’s Defectors, p. 
180.  
58 Igor Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina. Okkupatsia: Sovetskie grazhdane mezhdu natsistami I bolshevikami 1941-
1944, Moscow: Tsentrpoligraf, 2010, p. 8. 
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different levels and to varying degrees. Local inhabitants found themselves aiding the 

occupiers in both public and private spheres. Individuals took up official employment in the 

local administration, law enforcement and security services, as well as industrial and 

agricultural sectors. Meanwhile, at home and in their daily life people were encouraged to 

report or denounce on any suspicious people, including friends and family members. I also 

found that civilians of all gender, age groups, and social backgrounds found themselves 

collaborating with the occupiers. I argue that the majority of civilian collaborators did not 

embrace the political and ideological views of the occupation administration. I find that 

despite various motivating factors that people were faced with, by and large, the prime 

motivation was survival. Furthermore, I argue that civilian collaboration and cooperation in 

the carrying out of the systematic murder of Jews and Roma depended not so much on the 

individual or their ideology but rather the circumstances they were in. Despite the various 

levels and degrees of collaboration, from clerical to murderous, civilian support was vital in 

the implementation of occupation policies and the carrying out of the Holocaust in the East.        

 

Source base 

The Soviet war crime trials of collaborators began in 1943 and continued well into the 

1990s. Today the records from these trials remain in the former KGB archives located in the 

various post-Soviet states. Most of these trials were not public and many records were not 

available to academics until the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington 

D.C. acquired microfilm copies of a large number of them.59  The collections are comprised 

of thousands of trials for collaboration from the Baltic States, Russia as well as other former 

Soviet Union territories such as Georgia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, and 

more.60 The files consist of interrogation records, testimonies of witnesses and defendants, 

court proceedings, final sentencing and in some cases applications for rehabilitation.61 The 

                                                             
59 United States Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM), RG 31.018M. 
60 For war crime trials that took place in Estonia see USHMM, RG 06.026; for trials in Georgia SSR see RG 
38.001; for crimes committed on the territories of Kalmyk Republic see RG 22.010; for Kazakhstan see RG 
74.001; for Latvia see RG 06.027; for Lithuania see RG 26.004M;for Moldova see RG 54.0003; for Poland see 
RG 15.006;  for war crime trials in Romania see RG 52.003; for cases that took place in occupied Russia see RG 
for Uzbekistan see RG 75.001; on crimes committed on the territories of former Yugoslavia see RG 49.005M. 
61 Rehabilitation was a Soviet legal practice by which a previously condemned person’s guilty status could be 
reversed. The practice began in 1938 whereby the courts reviewed convictions of political cases. This was an 



 
13 

 
trial records provide extensive biographical background on the defendants. The war crime 

trials, despite their availability to scholars in the West thanks to USHMM, remain an 

underutilised primary source in historiography of World War II. This dissertation aims to 

highlight the importance of the war crime trial records as a useful source for scholars and 

encourage more in-depth engagement with the materials.  

 

Due to formal length and time (both in the archives as the overall completion of the thesis) 

constrains I narrowed my scope to just one collection of the war crime trials. The collection 

titled “Postwar war crimes trials related to the Holocaust” contains materials from court 

proceedings which took place in the Ukrainian SSR between 1945 and 1970. The collection 

also includes a large number of cases that were tried in Crimea, which up until 1954 was 

part of Russian SFSR.  After 1954 Crimea was incorporated into the Ukrainian SSR, which 

meant the criminal cases were also handed over to the “new” authorities. The collection is 

arranged by individual criminal cases. The collection contains just over 820 cases; however, 

there are over a thousand persons on trial as many cases include multiple defendants. By 

isolating those collaborators who held civilian positions when the war broke out and 

compiling a database I was able to identify a notable group of 203 individuals, whose 

records I read in detail and whose lives under occupation this dissertation is based on.  

 

Scope and Methodology 

Using the post-war crime trial records I compiled a database of civilians who were tried as 

collaborators. By filtering the 820 cases, with thousands of individuals on trial, to only those 

that included “civilian” defendants, I was able to narrow down my sample to 203 individual 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
attempt to restore the public belief in fairness of the Soviet government following the “Great Purges “of the 
previous years. See Peter H. Solomon Jr., Soviet Criminal justice System under Stalin, New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996, pp.  259-260. Between 1950s and 1980s a new wave of applications for rehabilitations 
was taken out by individuals or families of individuals convicted of war crimes. For example, in 1955 a new 
amnesty was enacted by which individuals who were convicted of war crimes who received a sentence of less 
than 10 years were released, while those who’s sentence was greater than 10 years had their time cut in half. 
The amnesty, however, did not apply to those individuals who were found to have committed murder while 
under occupation. For more on this see Aleksandr E. Epifanov, Otvetstvennostʹ za voennye prestuplenia, 
sovershennye na territorii SSSR v gody Velikoii Otechestvennoi voiny, Volgograd: Izd-vo VA IVD RF, 2005, pp. 
231-245. 
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“collaborators”. My application of the terms “civilian” and “collaborator” were guided by 

the official definitions established by the RSFSR Criminal Code; however it is important to 

consider other interpretations that are present in the scholarship and address their origins 

and uses as well.      

 

For many scholars definitions of collaboration remain a matter of debate as the term carries 

with it both political weight and moral condemnation. The original French term 

“collaboration” had a broad meaning of cooperation in some form, but after the Second 

World War it acquired a more narrow definition of conscious betrayal and treason while the 

term “cooperation” implied forced or mandatory contact between the occupier population 

and the occupiers.62 In the Soviet scholarly literature, however, the term “collaboration” did 

not appear at all until the 1990s. As a result, many Western scholars studying the 

phenomenon in the Soviet context also steered clear from the terminology of collaborator 

or collaborationism.63 Much of the Soviet-era literature on collaboration echoed the official 

rhetoric with jargon like “traitors to the Motherland” or “fascist executioners” which 

emphasized ideological motivations and inherent moral failings of the individual.64 While in 

the west, overcome by the atmosphere of the Cold War, some scholars chose to focus on 

the military and ideological collaborators such as Vlasov, interpreting collaboration during as 

an ideological battle of the Soviet citizens against Stalin and his regime.65 

 

Definitions of collaboration may vary depending on the moral and political leaning of a 

scholar. In the post-Soviet climate scholars like Karel Berkhoff, writing about Ukraine under 

Nazi occupation, consciously refused to use the term collaboration because its use implies 

                                                             
62 For discussion on the origins and ambiguity of the term in Soviet context see Mikhail I. Semiryaga, 
Kollaboratsionizm. Priroda, tipologia I proavlenia v gody Vtoroj Mirovoj Vojny, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2000, pp. 5-
6; Oleg V. Budnitskii, (ed.), “Svershilosʹ : prishli nemtsy!" : idiinyi kollaboratsionizm v SSSR v period Velikoi 
Otechestvennoi voiny , Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2012, p. 4. 
63 Sergei Kurdryashov, “Predateli, osvoboditeli ili zhertvy voiny? Sovietskii kollaboratsionism,” Svobodnaia 
mysl’, vol. 14, 1991, p. 84. 
64 For example see a 1973 collection of essays based on Soviet trial records  M. E. Karyshev and S. S. Maksimov, 
(eds.), Neotvratimoe Vozmezdie. Po materialam sudebnyh processov nad izmennikami rodiny, fasistskimi 
palacami I agentami imperialisticeskih razvedok, Moscow: Voennoe Izd-vo, 1973. 
65 Kudryashov argued this point in “Predateli, osvoboditeli ili zhertvy voiny?”, p. 84. 
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condemnation for treason.66 Russian historians Oleg Budnitskii and Galina Zelenina, on the 

other hand, stated that they used the term, but only for the lack of a better one.67 Other 

Russian scholars have argued for differentiation between “collaborators” and “co-

operators”. Mikhail Semiryaga argued that those who were forced by circumstances to 

cooperate with the occupying regime, without causing harm to others, should not be 

labelled collaborators or traitors in the same way as those who actively helped the regime 

or in fact committed atrocities themselves.68  Similarly, Markus Eikel, in his study of local 

administrators under occupation, argued that the term “cooperation” is more appropriate 

“to capture realities and necessities of the occupation situation”.69 Semiriyaga’s and Eikel’s 

definitions, in fact, mirror that of the official Russian Criminal Code of the time.    

 

There were specific legal acts that dictated who was considered by the Soviet authorities to 

be “traitors of the Motherland” (predateli Rodiny) or “accomplice” (posobnik, Russian term 

implying co-working or cooperating), which in turn guided the prosecutions. It is important 

to note that the legal definitions changed throughout the course of the war.70  According to 

a decree signed by L. Beria on 7 January 1942 any person who had actively helped the 

German authorities, served in the German police or armed forces, including heads of local 

administration were to be investigated and tried.71 Women who were found to be 

“cohabiting” with the German officers were to be investigated for espionage. A document 

from 25 November 1943 was more detailed and outlined the exact definition as they relate 

to specific articles of the criminal code.72 Soviet citizens who worked for the Gestapo (Secret 

State Police) or in high ranking administrative positions,  gave away to the enemy locations 

or names of partisans, gave away important military or government information, 

Communists or Red Army soldiers who served the enemy, those who  tortured, killed or 

                                                             
66 Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair, p. 5. 
67 Budnitskii (ed.), “Svershilosʹ : prishli nemtsy!", p. 6. 
68 Semiryaga, Kollaboratsionizm, p. 815. 
69 Markus Eikel, “Division of Labour and Cooperation”, p. 112. 
70 For a detailed account of the changes that the Soviet legal system undertook during the WWII and the legal 
processes that were taken in regard to collaboration see Epifanov, Otvetstvennostʹ za voennye prestuplenia, 
pp. 38-53. 
71 Original document reproduced in the appendix of a PHD dissertation by Vanessa Voisin, “L’epuration de 
guerre en URSS, a partir de l’exemple de la region de Kalinine. 1941-1953,” Dissertation for the Degree of 
Philosophy Doctor, University of Paris, 2011, p. 120. 
72 Ibid., p. 127. 
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robbed the local population while under occupation, those who destroyed government 

property, kolhoz (collective farm) or other organizations were all tried under article  58-1 “a” 

or “b” of the Russian Federal Criminal Code as “traitors of the Motherland”.  Soviet citizens 

who worked in local administration under occupation in order to aid German war efforts 

(including providing resources like food or clothing), those who helped rebuilt factories, 

transport, collective farms etc. were tried under article 58-3 as “accomplices”. Excluded 

from criminal charges were those who served in the local administration but were found to 

have helped the partisan movement or the Red Army, were found to have sabotaged the 

German authorities’ efforts, helped the local population hide resources and supplies from 

the enemy, or any other ways they actively helped fight against the occupiers. Others who 

were excluded were those who held low ranking administrative jobs or professionals who 

continued their work under occupiers (doctors, veterinarians, etc.), if they were found to 

not be guilty of any of the above mentioned actions. The Soviet legal definitions of 

collaboration differentiate the varying degrees to which people participated in Nazi crimes 

or the scale of involvement in the occupying regime. 

 

A collaborator, in this thesis, is a person who was found guilty by the Soviet criminal courts 

to have either “betrayed” the country or served as an “accomplice” to the occupiers. My use 

of the term “collaboration” is merely descriptive, rather than judgmental. For the sake of 

simplicity I do not differentiate the defendants who were tried under article 58-1 “b” or 58-

3 as “traitors” or “accomplices”. I do, however, differentiate defendants tried as civilians 

under article 58-1 “b” from those who were tried as active military personnel under 58-1 

“a”. I utilised the Soviet classification of defendants into civilian and military personnel (as 

stated in the official charges and sentencing) as a way to isolate my civilian sample from the 

thousands of cases in the collection.  My definition of “civilian” and “collaborator” directly 

reflects the Soviet official classifications of people who engaged with occupying forces 

during the war.   

 

The geographic scope of the cases in the chosen collection is vast; defendants came from all 

over the Ukrainian SSR including Bukovina (Chernivtsi), Bessarabia, Galicia (L’viv), Vinnitsa, 
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Volhynia. Crimea (which was part of the Russian SFSR during WWII) is included in the 

collection that is dealing with occupation in Ukraine because, when in 1954 the Russian 

SFSR transferred Crimea to the Ukrainian SSR, the criminals and their cases that were being 

tried in the region were handed over as well. This transfer of lands explains how a large 

number of defendants (60 persons) who lived in occupied Crimea between 1941-1944 found 

themselves under Ukrainian tribunals after 1954. The expulsion of these cases from my 

sample would have been detrimental as instances that took place in Crimea make up over a 

quarter of the overall cases in my sample. In fact, it is not uncommon for historians studying 

the Holocaust in occupied Ukraine to include Crimea in the discussions as well.73  

 Female Male Total 
UKRAINIAN SSR    
Cherkassy 1  1 
Chernihiv  1 1 
Chernivtsi  28 28 
Donetsk 1  1 
Kherson  21 21 
Khmelnitsky  4 4 
Kiev  6 6 
Luhansk  1 1 
L’viv  4 4 
Nikolayev  13 13 
Odessa  2 2 
Poltava  2 2 
Rivne  2 2 
Sumy 1 2 3 
Ternopol  4 4 
Vinnitsa 1 21 22 
Volhynia  12 12 
Zaporozhe 1 9 10 
Zhytomyr  4 4 
BELORUSSIA  1 1 
CRIMEA 24 36 60 
No data  1 1 
Total 29 174 203 

Table 1.1: Geographic location of cases involving civilians in USHMM, RG 31.018M. 

 
                                                             
73 At a conference titled The Holocaust in Ukraine: New Sources and Perspectives Norbert Kunz presented a 
paper titled “‘The Jews are completely destroyed’: The fate of Jewish minorities in the Crimea in World War II” 
see The Holocaust in Ukraine: New Sources and Perspectives. Conference Presentations. Washington DC: 
Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies, United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2013, pp. 121-142. In his 
article on Jewish death toll in occupied Ukraine Alexander Kruglov also included Crimea, see “Jewish losses in 
Ukraine, 1941-1944”, pp. 272-290.  
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Overview of the sample 

Amongst the 203 individuals were twenty-nine women and 174 men. This preliminary 

finding is significant as the overall population in the occupied territories during the war was 

overwhelming female, yet the majority of defendants were male. Despite women only 

making up seventeen per cent of the overall sample, the presence of women as defendants 

highlights the need for further enquiry into the gendered aspects of collaboration. Soviet 

women have often been discussed as either heroine on the eastern fronts or conversely as 

victims of war, subjected to violence, forced deportations and economic burdens.74 Seldom 

have women been discussed as collaborators outside the themes of sexual exploitation.75 

The sample also demonstrates that the majority of defendants were Ukrainians; however 

there were many other nationalities present including Armenians, Bulgarians, Germans, 

                                                             
74 There is a rich historiography surrounding Soviet female contribution to the war effort. Women occupied a 
wide range of positions from elite professionals, to regular combatants, as well as support roles at the front 
and at home. See, John Erikson, “Soviet women at war”, in John Garrard and Carol Garrard (eds.), World War 2 
and the Soviet people, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1993; Reina Pennington, “Offensive Women: Women in 
Combat in the Red Army,” in Paul Addison and Angus Calder (eds.), Time to Kill. The Soldier’s Experience of War 
in the West 1939-1945, London: Random House, 1997, pp. 249-262; Barbara A. Engel, “The Womanly face of 
War. Soviet Women Remember World War II,” in Nicole A. Dombrowski (ed.), Women and War in the 
Twentieth Century. Enlisted with or without Consent, New York and London: Garland Publishing, 1999, pp. 138-
159; Susanne Conze and Beate Fieseler, “Soviet Women as Comrades-in-Arms: A blind spot in the History of 
the War,” in Robert W. Thurston and Bernd Bonwetsch (eds.), The People’s War. Responses to World War II in 
the Soviet Union, Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 2000, pp. 211-233; Rodger D. Markwick and 
Euridice Charon Cardona, Soviet women on the frontline in the Second World War, New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2012. For a narrower focus on small groups of elite professional women combatants in the Red 
Army see, Reina Pennington, Wings, Women, and War: Soviet airwomen in World War II combat, Lawrence: 
University Press of Kansas, 2001; Anna Krylova, Soviet women in combat: a history of violence on the Eastern 
Front, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010; Roger R. Reese, Why Stalin’s soldiers fought: the Red 
Army’s military effectiveness in World War II, Lawrence, Kan.: University Press of Kansas, 2011. On women as 
victims of sexual violence see, for example, Jeffrey Burds, “Sexual violence in Europe in World War II, 1939-
1945,” in Politics & Society, 2009, vol. 37, no. 1, pp. 35-73. On the topic of women in exile or forced migration 
in the Soviet Union during the war see Pavel Polian, Zhertvi tvukh diktatur: Sovetskie voennoplennie I 
ostarbaiteri v Tretiem reikhe I ikh repatriatsiya, Moscow: Vash Vibor Tsirz, 1996; Katherine R. Jolluck, Exile and 
Identity: Polish Women in the Soviet Union during World War II, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, 2002; 
Rebecca Manley, To the Tashkent Station: Evacuation and survival in the Soviet Union at War, New York: 
Cornell University Press, 2009. 
75 In his study of Soviet collaboration, Boris Kovalev’s chapter on “gendered collaboration” only dicusses 
women in their relation to the German occupiers. Boris Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii v 1941-1955 gg.: 
tipi I formi, Veliki Novgorod: Novgorodskii gosudarstvennyi universitet/ Novgorodskii mezregional’nyi institute 
obschestvennih nauk, 2009, pp. 348-365. Peter Davies in Dangerous Liaisons: Collaboration and World War 
Two, Harlow: Pearson Education, 2004, also refers to women’s relationship with the occupiers as “horizontal 
collaboration.” Olena Petrenko, however, has attempted to bring women to the forefront of the discussion on 
collaboration in her article on the female membership of the OUN.  Olena Petrenko, “Subektivnaia 
otvetstvinost:uchastie zhenschin v Organizatsii uktrainskikh natsionalistov I Ukrainskoi povstancheskoi armii 
(1930-1950 gg.)” in Oleg Budnitskii and Liudmila Novikova (eds.), SSSR vo vtoroi mirovoi voine: Occupatsia, 
Kholokost, Stalinizm (Moscow:ROSSPEN, 2014), pp. 134-148. 
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survived the war. Scholars describing pogroms or instance of mass-murder also help further 

the understanding of the Holocaust in the Eastern territories. Meanwhile in modern 

Ukrainian, much scholarship has worked hard to minimise the involvement of Ukrainian 

nationalists in the Holocaust and other instances of inter-ethnic violence during the war. 

This dissertation owes a debt of gratitude to all the previous scholarship. It builds on existing 

scholarship by applying existing theories to the cases and considers other possible 

interpretations.     

 

Until the fall of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s much of western scholarship on the 

Soviet experience of World War II had focused on the military aspects of collaboration on 

the part of the Soviet citizens, as embodied by various “voluntary” auxiliaries and 

Osttruppen (Eastern troops), who were primarily formed by POWs or deserters.76  These 

studies argued that the military collaborators such as the Vlasov movement were chiefly 

influenced by nationalistic and political goals.  Much of Russian-language scholarship also 

continues to focus on the military aspects and the ideological motivations of the 

collaborators.77  The trends in Russian historiography have been to focus on individual 

collaborators or small groups, disregarding collaborationism as a phenomenon that included 

millions of Soviet citizens.78  The post-Soviet Union scholarship, both in Russia and in the 

West, had retained its interest in the military collaborationism and POWs as the main active 

group of collaborators with the Nazis. However, historians have shifted focus to smaller 

groups such as the auxiliary police and guard units who were instrumental in helping 

implement the Nazi occupation policies as well as the Holocaust.79  This literature developed 

                                                             
76 George Fischer, Soviet Opposition to Stalin: A Case study in WWII, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1952; David Littlejohn, The patriotic traitors: a history of collaboration in German-occupied Europe, 
1940-45, London: Heinemann, 1972; Catherine Andreyev, Vlasov and the Russian Liberation Movement, 
Cambridge: University of Cambridge, 1987. 
77 S. I. Drobyazko, Russkaia Osvoboditelnaia Armiya, Moscow: OOO Izdatelstvo AST, 1998; Alexandr Popov, 
Diversanti Stalina:deiatelnost organov Gosbezopasnostina okkupirovanoisovetskoi territori v gody Velikoi 
Otechestvennoi voyno, Moscow: Eksmo,2004; Kiril Aleksandrov, Russkie soldati Vermakhta: Geroi ili predateli, 
Moscow: Izd-vo Yaza, Izd-vo Eksmo, 2005. 
78 Chistiakov and Karishev (eds.) Neotvratimoe Vozmezdie; Kirill Aleksandrov, Ofitserskii korpus armii general-
leitenanta A. A. Vlasova 1944-1945 gg., Saint Petersburg: Russko-baltiiskii informatsionnyi tsentr BLITs, 2001; 
L. M. Mlechin, Adolf Gitler I ego russkie druzia, Moscow: Tsentrpoligraf, 2006; Andrei Artisov, (ed.), General 
Vlasov. Istoriia predatel’stva, v dvukh tomakh, v trekh knigakh, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2015. 
79 Martin Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust, pp. 60-77; Sergei Kudryashov, “Ordinary Collaborators: The 
Case of the Travniki Guards” in Ljubica Erickson and Mark Erickson (eds.), Russia: War, Peace, Diplomacy, 
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new perspectives on Soviet collaborationism, including considerations beyond the 

ideological, such as living conditions under occupation, propaganda, and situational 

circumstances as well as personal goals like careerism, obedience to authority, revenge or 

survival. 

 

Russian scholar Igor Ermolov has pointed out that military collaborationism comprised a 

relatively small minority of the overall number of Soviet collaborators.80 Despite the 

numbers, civilian collaboration has remained largely unexplored until recently. Literature 

dealing with the everyday life under occupation in the East has begun shedding light on the 

phenomenon. A number of scholars have explored the issue of collaboration in the occupied 

territories. Berkhoff and Lower have examined life in occupied Ukraine, outlining the 

function of locals as auxiliary policemen and administrators and their role in the 

Holocaust.81 Dean Martin and Leonid Rein have documented similar circumstances and 

events in Belorussia.82 Meanwhile, new studies into occupied Russian regions have emerged 

by Laurie Cohen, Johannes due Enstad and Ermolov.83 These studies are crucial in describing 

civilian life under occupation as well as the functions of local administration, the police and 

the civilian involvement in these structures. They outline the various living and working 

conditions, as well as the numerous ways the local populations engaged with the occupation 

administration. They all offer various, yet often overlapping, interpretations with regard to 

motivating factors behind local civilian collaboration. I build on these studies and apply their 

models and arguments throughout this dissertation.     

 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2005, pp. 226-239;  Peter Black, “Foot Soldiers of the Final Solution: The 
Trawniki Training Camp and Operation Reinhard,” Holocaust and Genocide Studies, vol. 25, no. 1, 2011, pp. 1-
99. 
80 Estimates place total Soviet military collaboration around 1 to 1.5 million and civilian collaboration to around 
22 million people. See Ermolov, Tri Goda bez Stalina, p. 8.   
81 Karel Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair; Lower, Nazi Empire-building.  
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Circumstances of war greatly affected the lives of all Soviet citizens, especially those who 

found themselves near the front lines or in territories occupied by the enemy. The extensive 

literature on German occupation policies has also highlighted the overwhelming economic 

value that the Nazi regime had placed on the Eastern lands and its populations.84  A number 

of scholars have noted that due to the staggering manpower shortages in the Third Reich 

the economic exploitation of the occupied people could not have been carried out without 

the help of the indigenous population.85  The idea of collaborating with Soviet citizens was 

originally against Nazi ideology. However, due to the fact that the war was dragging on for 

longer than anticipated, the Nazi regime had to consider forming police and auxiliary army 

battalions comprising of local men. The local self-administration apparatus together with 

the auxiliary police were the two most noticeable forms of collaboration and the most 

important ones for implementation of occupied policies. Indigenous populations played 

important support roles in the carrying out of the Holocaust in the eastern territories. 

Political groups such as the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists also played a significant 

role in the ethnic cleansings in the region. My research supports Rein’s argument that 

civilian collaboration in occupied Soviet territories “was hardly a marginal phenomenon.”86    

 

 Historiography of “the perpetrator” 

Lynne Viola has stated that “the question of the perpetrator is largely unchartered territory 

in the history of the Soviet Union.”87 Even though Viola wrote this in reference to the 

Stalinist repressions that took place in the 1930s, the same is true for Soviet collaboration 

during World War II. As has been mentioned earlier, until recently scholarship on the topic 

has been limited in both the Russian and the Western spheres. Viola noted that, by contrast, 

“historians of Nazi Germany and the Holocaust have discussed this question in great 
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detail.”88 Characterizations of the Nazi perpetrators have ranged greatly and the theories 

over their motivations for engaging in what became known as Holocaust have sparked many 

debates.89 These theories serve as a starting point to evaluate the context and motivations 

behind similar crimes perpetrated by Soviet citizens under Nazi occupation.  

 

Prominent scholars of the Holocaust and Nazi perpetrators who have been engaging in 

scholarly debates over their theories were Omer Bartov, Daniel J. Goldhagen, Theo Schulte 

and Christopher Browning. In Hitler’s Army, Bartov aimed to understand the role of the 

Wehrmacht and the extent to which it supported the Nazi regime and embraced its 

ideology. He concluded that the Wehrmacht was permeated with National Socialist 

ideology.90   He also found evidence to show that the longer the soldiers were exposed to 

gruelling warfare and harsh realities of combat, the more they became inclined to brutalize 

the enemy. However, it was the ideological indoctrination of the troops to see the enemy as 

subhuman that resulted in barbarization of the soldiers. Focusing specifically on the military 

activities at the Eastern Front, Bartov identified three major reasons for the barbarization of 

the German troops in the East: the harsh conditions at the front, the social and educational 

background of the junior officers, and the indoctrination of the troops.91  

 

In The German Army and Nazi Policies in Occupied Russia Theo Schulte also attempted to 

understand why the fighting degenerated into barbarism and criminality.92 The study 

focused on the Rear Areas of the front between 1941 and 1943. Schulte tried to explain the 

radicalization and barbarization by looking at the lower ranking soldiers’ attitudes towards 

the Nazi occupation policies, their implementation of these and their conduct with regard to 
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local populations. Schulte analysed the experiences of the soldiers on the ground: their own 

reflections, their living conditions, and interactions with the locals, in comparison with the 

official political and economic policies. Schulte concluded that the growing brutalization of 

the German army had more to do with the harsh environment and isolation of the battle 

zone rather than ideological indoctrination.  As the situation at the front deteriorated it was 

the lack of options that kept men fighting. 

 

Goldhagen’s Hitler’s Willing Executioners has sparked much controversy due to his 

assumption that the Holocaust was a result of a rabid anti-Semitism that permeated 

German society well before Hitler or Nazi indoctrination. Goldhagen looked at the Reserve 

Police Battalion 101 that operated in Poland and concluded that the men of the battalion 

killed Jews with “gusto”, while killing civilian Poles was seen as a necessary evil. He also 

claimed that the fact that the killings were very public and made well known to all the locals 

indicates the battalion’s “obvious” approval of their deeds.93 Goldhagen’s overarching 

argument was that all Germans were inherent anti-Semites and that they enjoyed killing 

Jews.  

 

Christopher Browning’s Ordinary Men, using similar sources to Goldhagen, but came to 

diametrically opposed conclusions about motivations behind atrocities in the East 

committed by Reserve Police Battalion 101.94 Browning was able to study the interrogation 

records of 210 men, out of just under 500, which contained statistical and background 

information such as age, social background, as well as Party or SS membership. “Moreover, 

about 125 of the testimonies were sufficiently substantive to permit both detailed narrative 

reconstruction and analysis of the internal dynamics of this killing unit.”95 The commanding 

officer, Major Wilhelm Trapp, offered all his men a choice before carrying out killing action: 

anyone who did not feel up to “the job” could decline and he would not be punished. This 
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option revealed for Browning three types of men: a select group of enthusiastic killers, a 

small group of evaders, and the majority who obeyed and performed their duties as asked. 

Based on these finding, Browning argued that obedience to authority played a greater factor 

than Nazi ideology in the men’s motivations.  

 

Following the Browning-Goldhagen debates scholarly attention had moved away from the 

the Wehrmacht or Einsantzgruppen, toward police battalions that did even more mass 

killing on the eastern front. Edward Westermann, in his study of Nazi Police Battalions, 

concluded that it was the organizational culture of the uniformed police rather than German 

national culture that prepared them for their role in genocide. He argued that the 

organization culture reinforced anti-Semitism and anti-Bolshevism, expanding the 

“boundaries of acceptable and desired behaviour” that allowed for cruelty and barbarism.96 

The increasing integration of police units into the SS and the militarisation of the culture 

also played a significant role. Westermann had also suggested that the young officers in the 

battalions were driven by careerism. The combination of martial spirit, National Socialist 

ideology coupled with careerism turned policemen into murderers.  

 

German people whether they were soldiers, members of SS, or volunteers as part of reserve 

police battalions were not a homogenous group and had varying motivations behind their 

involvement in the Holocaust and other atrocities, whether it was Nazi ideology, obedience 

to authority, careerism or fear of retribution. In a recent study on Nazi perpetrators Wendy 

Lower has offered a new and unique perspective on the issue. She had traced the lives of 

female German perpetrators, dubbing them “Hitler’s Furies”.97 These women were nurses, 

teachers, secretaries and wives of Nazi officers. Wendy described the ways in which women 

from various social background and age became witnesses, accomplices and even 

perpetrators of Jewish mass murder. Lower argued that the same typology of male 

perpetrator could be applied to women. Women exhibited same behaviours and 
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motivations as men.98 Lower’s study expands our understanding of the perpetrator beyond 

a young Nazi man to include civilians and women in the discussion.         

  

Motivations  

One of the main reasons scholars study the perpetrators of the Holocaust is to understand 

why seemingly ordinary people participated in mass murder. Motivations are, of course, 

hard to ascertain for a historian. We cannot really know what a person felt of thought at a 

particular time unless we have their words to tell us. But even then confessions and 

testimonies are not always clear indications of true intentions or motivation depending on 

when, where and who they were produced by or for. Historians who have analysed the 

phenomenon of collaboration in the Soviet occupied territories identify a number of forces 

that influenced Soviet citizens to collaborate with the enemy which vary according to 

circumstances. In Ukraine some were motivated by nationalism, others by disgruntlement 

with collectivisation forced upon the Ukrainian peasants by the Soviet regime.99 Other 

ideologies such as anti-Bolshevism and anti-Semitism are considered important influences 

as well.  

 

Much historiography on military collaboration has stressed the ideological motivations of 

deserters and armed collaborators such as the Ukrainian nationalists, Vlasovtsi (Russian 

term for the members of the Vlasov movement), and others. Ukrainian nationalism did play 

a significant role in some occupied areas and not in others. In Galicia, for example, the OUN 

movement had a significant stronghold, while in Soviet Ukrainian territories such as rural 

Donbas ethnic Ukrainians were not as ideologically nationalistic.100 Vlasov supports were 

also a minority compared to the overall population of Soviet citizens. There is, however, 

evidence of widespread disgruntlement with the Soviet regime amongst ethnic Ukrainian 
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peasants, both in the borderlands as well as Soviet Ukraine which can be traced to the 

interwar years.101   

 

Recent literature on Soviet desertion can serve as a model to help understand the 

phenomenon of collaboration, both military and civilian. In his forthcoming book, Mark 

Edele, through the use of Soviet post war crime trial records, has reconstructed the 

background, experiences and motivations of Soviet Red Army defectors. He has found that, 

just like my civilian cohort, the defectors in his sample came “from all walks of life and were 

broadly representative of Soviet society, even if certain groups were more represented than 

others.”102 In his analysis of the political identity of Soviet citizens on the eve of the war in 

Kherson region, Oleksandr Melnyk also proposed that, 

The significance of the deserters is not in their numbers but in 

the fact that, unlike the fighting soldiers, they were 

representative of civilian who found themselves on occupied 

territory. Like the rest of the population, many of them had 

been loyal or at least conforming Soviet citizens who became 

overwhelmed by the war and concerned with personal 

survival.103   

Melnyk argues that while some deserters followed the path of collaboration, like the 

majority of the population, they “became completely disillusioned and for a while showed 

no inclination to identify with either side.”104 Similar argument has been made by Enstad in 

his doctoral thesis of Russian civilian life under German occupation. He too argued that the 

majority of the population had no strong loyalty to the Soviet regime.105  
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In Stalin’s Defectors, Edele uses the term “political sentiments” rather than “ideology” to 

describe the emotional nature of the motivations of Soviet deserters. He has argued that 

political disaffection focused on two major issues: 1) victimisation by the regime of the 

individual or their family; 2) the economic system. Edele notes that often both of the 

systems went hand in hand. The trauma of collectivization and famine, coupled with 

Stalinist repressions of the 1930s was a major source of discontent with the Communist 

regime. A Soviet intelligence report produced in May 1942 by the political department of 

the Northwestern Front frankly admitted that not only economic concerns but also “hatred 

towards Soviet power, to the establishment of the kolkhoz, [and] injury as a result of 

political and social repression” were important reasons why so many local inhabitants chose 

to submit to German rule.106  

 

Edele and Enstad have both suggested that ideological and political motivations were 

present in soldiers’ decisions to defect, and civilians’ decision to engage with the occupiers. 

However, they both argue that there were many other personal motivating factors. Enstad 

has referred to individual person’s motivations as “interests and passions”.107 Similar to the 

motivations discussed in the context of German perpetrators, the individual interests 

ranged from material gain, careerism, ambition, to jealousy or revenge. In their study of 

local collaborators in local self-administration, Markus Eikel and Valentina Sivaieva came to 

similar conclusions. They suggested that “dissatisfaction with the policies of the Soviet 

regime could also play a role”, however, the prospects of material gain, job security and 

social promotion also motivated the locals into taking up administrative roles in the 

occupation administration.108    
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With regard to defectors, Edele argued that the “most basic sentiment animating the 

decision to defect was ‘survivalism’.”109 Most scholars who have studied civilian 

collaboration under occupation have also concluded that the most significant personal 

factor for civilians living in occupied territories during a time of uncertainty was survival. In 

his monograph on the tumultuous history of the Donbas region, Kuromiya suggested that 

the war offered a number of alternatives for the local population who found themselves 

under a new regime. However, each alternative involved danger. “To save their lives, people 

had to be cunning, resourceful, and opportunistic. The dividing line between bravery, 

heroism, and crime was not easy to draw.”110 Based on her study of Smolensk under Nazi 

occupation, Cohen’s overall conclusions about collaboration and resistance echoed those of 

Berkhoff and Kuromiya.111 The larger part of the occupied population were neither open 

collaborators nor covert members of the resistance. The majority were simply too young, 

old, poor, weak, confused, sick, or apathetic to embrace or reject either Nazi or Soviet 

ideology. These people had neither the means nor the inclination to flee or resist, they 

simply tried to survive another day. One of Cohen’s interviewees, Sasha, describes her 

inability, as a single woman, to flee Smolensk when the Germans invaded due to her lack of 

financial resources and her family members being sick or at the front. 112  

 

In his study of the reports and letters sent from the Nazi occupational regime to the 

authorities back in Germany, assessing the popular moods of the population in the regions, 

Berkhoff found an abundance of evidence which point to widespread anti-Semitism in 

Ukraine and the readiness of locals to help the regime. However, he suggested that: 

In a real sense, one has to wonder how important feelings 

about the Jews, whether positive or negative, could have been 

in shaping people’s behavior. After all, the Holocaust occurred 

in their home region, and in a situation of all-out terror.113 
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The occupation regime threatened anyone who was evading registering with the 

authorities, whether Communist, Roma or Jew. If caught the evader would be shot, and 

anyone helping in any way was threatened with similar consequences. Berkhoff suggests 

that those who denounced Jews did so not out of inherent anti-Semitism but because “fear 

for their own lives probably made them do it.”114 As for those that stood by and did not help 

did so because, as Berkhoff states, “threat of death was a powerful deterrent.”115  

 

Collaboration in the Holocaust 

No study of civilian life under Nazi occupation could be written without engaging with the 

subject of the Holocaust and its perpetrators. Not all who were found guilty of “treason” or 

being “accomplices” in my sample had directly participated in mass extermination of Jews 

and Roma. However, at least half of the defendants aided in the identification or capture of 

various target groups (Jews, Roma, NKVD agents, active Communists, partisans, etc.). Some 

assisted voluntarily; for many it was part of their employment as administrators, 

interpreters, or agents. Many defendants were engaged in the organizational aspects of the 

Holocaust while others were recruited to help in the physical arrests, guarding and disposal 

of bodies. Civilians were used to dig mass graves, convoy and guard the victims as well as 

collect and distribute their personal property. The local populations were encouraged to 

inform and denounce on their families, friends and neighbours. My sample revealed that 

most women, with the exception of one, were not directly involved in physically arresting, 

harming or murdering people. Women were employed in lower level administrative and 

clerical positions which limited their exposure to physical violence. Most men were split 

somewhat evenly between having helped arrest or convoy, inform or denounced, or 

physically harm and kill people. A very small percentage of civilians were directly involved in 

mass shootings of Jews or Roma as those “duties” were usually delegated to the SS and 

auxiliary police units. A small percentage of the defendants in my sample had no direct 

involvement in the Holocaust: they were either: 1) administrators whose job was based in 
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the economic exploitation, 2) they had committed a violent act but not for ethnic or 

nationalistic reasons, (e.g.: a brigadier beating a worker for not showing up for work).      

 

 
Inter-ethnic violence 

Male Female Total 

Assisted in capture, convoying, guarding or 
disposal of bodies  

46 0 46 

Denounced or Informed on  32 20 52 
Physically harmed or killed 38 1 39 
None 26 5 31 
No data 32 3 35 
Total 174 29 203 

Table 1.6: Involvement in inter-ethnic violence. 

(Note: the data includes any violence targeting an ethnic group such as Jews, Romani or 

Poles, but excludes anti-Communist violence. However, in many cases those that were 

involved in arrest or denunciation of one group were also implicated in targeting other 

groups. For example, peasants tasked with guarding and arresting undesirables in their 

village equally targeted Jews and Soviet partisans. For those cases where a defendant was 

found to have participated in more than one category of inter-ethnic violence they were 

grouped into the category that displayed a higher level of violence and personal 

involvement, with “physical harm or murder” at the top of the list and informing or 

denouncing at the bottom.) 

 

Literature on the Holocaust is already enormous and yet it continues to grow as scholars 

find new questions and new sources to tackle and interpret.116 Historiography dealing with 

Holocaust in the occupied Eastern territories has also gathered momentum in the last 

decade.117 Many scholars have grappled with the complex phenomenon of the Holocaust by 
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limiting their geographical scope to one country under occupation.118 A large body of work 

has emerged focusing on the Romanian occupation regime and their involvement in the 

Holocaust.119 Others have opted for an even narrower focus, shining a spotlight on a specific 

town or single event.120 In recent years scholars like John-Paul Himka, and Jared McBride 

have called for a micro-level analysis of the pogroms and ethnic cleansing in occupied 

Ukraine.121 These kinds of micro-level studies have highlighted issues such as: the local 

administrative apparatus and its involvement in the Holocaust, the local auxiliary police 

units and their involvement in the mass murders of locals, as well as others.122  
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Origins of inter-ethnic violence and more specifically anti-Semitism in the Ukrainian 

borderlands have begun to receive much needed attention from scholars.123 Scholars have 

begun analysing the extent to which Ukrainian nationalist groups such as the OUN were 

culpable in the crimes against local Jews.124 Himka and Mcbride, by looking at individual 

cases and analysing the various circumstances of each region concluded that the OUN was 

first and foremost, anti-Soviet and anti-Polish. They found that violence against the Jewish 

populations was, to an extent, driven by anti-Semitism. However, feelings of anti-Semitism 

were exploited as a tool to gain power, legitimacy and approval from the Nazi occupation 

administration. Himka and McBride also argue that the motivations behind the individual 

civilian actors need to be analysed separately from the ideological goals of the group.  

 

Anti-Semitism is a reoccurring theme in the discussion of the Holocaust and the motivating 

factors behind it. Vladimir Solonari has used the information gathered by the Extraordinary 

States Commission and the war crime trial records available through the USHMM to assess 

the extent to which anti-Semitism influenced local perpetrators in Southern Ukraine.125  The 

part of Ukraine which Solonari focused on had been occupied from 1941 to 1944 by the 

Romanians, during which time up to 120,000 Jews died either by starvation and disease or 

murder. Solonari built on methodologies developed for the study of German perpetrators in 

the Holocaust (Bartov, Browning and Goldhagen) and applied them to the perpetrators in 

occupied Ukraine. By looking at the information gathered by the NKVD coupled with the 

occupiers’ propaganda Solonari argued that anti-Semitism was indeed widespread in the 
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Eastern Galicia: The Ukrainian Police and the Holocaust”, Eastern European Jewish Affairs, vol. 34, no. 2, 2004, 
pp. 95-118; Alexander Prusin, “Ukrainiskaia politsiia I Kholokost v general’nom okruge Kiev, 1941-1943: 
Deistviia I motivatsii.” Holokost I suchastnist’: studii v Ukrainii I sviti, no. 1, 2007, pp. 31-59. 
123 For an in-depth discussion of origins of anti-Semitism and inter-ethnic violence in the borderlands before 
WWII see, Alexander Prusin, Nationalizing a Borderland: War, Ethnicity, and Anti-Jewish Violence in East 
Galicia, 1914-1920. Tuscaloosa: The University of Alabama Press, 2005. 
124  
125 Vladimir Solonari, “Hating Soviets - Killing Jews: How Antisemitic Were Local perpetrators in Southern 
Ukraine, 1941-42?,” Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, vol.  15, no. 3, 2014, pp. 503-533. 
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area and was the central motivation for the most committed killers. Solonari recognized 

that “although popular anti-Semitism at the time of occupation was widespread, this did not 

make all, or even a majority of locals willing executioners of Jews.” He suggested that a 

“careful reading of the sources leads to the conclusion that the executioners among the 

local Christians were to a certain extent a self-selecting group.”126 Just as Browning found 

that men of the Reserve Police Battalion 101 were given options when it came to 

participation in the genocide of Jews and others such as POWS and Roma, so were the local 

collaborators. Solonari identifies two main choices that lead the locals down the path of 

collaboration in mass-murder and extermination of Jews in occupied South Ukraine; one 

was to join auxiliary police the other to volunteer as a member of an execution squad.  

 

Solonari looked at the recruitment processes by which the Romanian occupying forces 

selected local populations to assist in atrocities and genocide of Jews. He found that “the 

actual murder of Jews was carried out by local policemen often selected for such missions 

from among men with family histories of victimization by the Soviets.”127 The fact that the 

occupying regime targeted specific groups, and used propaganda to encourage both anti-

Semitism and anti-Bolshevism also has to be considered as an important factor in civilian 

collaboration. Kovalev also found evidence that Nazi authorities gave direct orders about 

who to recruit. For example, the 5th tank division was instructed to recruit volunteers from 

the peasant population because they were more prone to dislike the Soviet regime, while 

city dwellers and factory workers were thought to have been under communist influence 

and only volunteering in order to earn money and flee at the first chance.128 Kudryashov 

noted that another way the occupation regime attracted local collaborators was by 

targeting a specific nationality group. In occupied Ukraine, between 22 July 1941 to 31 

January 1942, according to Wehrmacht documents, 280,108 POWs were released from 

camps, out of which 270,095 were Ukrainian and not a single ethnic Russian. This does not 

indicate that all of the released men joined the police battalions or the auxiliary forces, 

                                                             
126 Ibid., pp. 514-515, also for more on this point see Ibid., p. 523. 
127 Ibid., p. 532. 
128 Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii, p. 25. 
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although many did.129 Many went back to their homes in the villages or towns and back to 

their jobs, which was of benefit to the occupied regime since their economy depended on 

the local labour and agriculture. Anti-Semitic propaganda and recruitment of civilians with 

history of repression by the Soviet authorities or with anti-Semitic leanings was one of, but 

not the main reason for local collaboration. 

 

Limitations 

The Post-war Soviet war crime trials are still a relatively new source base but those who 

have worked with the files have found them to be trustworthy and useful.  Soviet primary 

documents do pose a range of problems for scholars, particularly if the official documents 

such as these trial records are to be viewed through the prism of the Great Terror and the 

show trials of the 1930s. Franziska Exeler has pointed out that, 

the Soviet justice system lacked basic standards of due process 

(such as independent judges and defence attorneys) that form 

the precondition for any trial to be considered as impartial as 

possible. Consequently, Soviet treason trials did not fulfil the 

criteria necessary to establish beyond doubt the criminal 

responsibility of the individual. Soviet legal documents relating 

to these trials therefore have to be treated with considerable 

caution.130  

Alexander Prusin, in his analysis of the Soviet post-war crime trials, demonstrated that the 

Soviet criminal justice system had undergone changes throughout the 1940s and that the 

post-war trials were, in fact, conducted according to the judicial norms of the time.131 Exeler 

also stated that “as the pre-trial investigations were conducted by the Soviet secret police, 

which routinely applied torture during its questioning, people usually confessed to the 
                                                             
129 For example, in occupied territories near the Polish town of Trawniki POWs were released in order to be 
trained as guards and serve in concentration and death camps, see Kudryashov, “Ordinary Collaborators”, pp. 
226- 239.  
130 Franzisca Exeler, “The ambivalent state: determining guilt in the post-World War II Soviet Union,” Slavic 
Review, vol. 75, no. 3, 2016, p. 610. 
131 Alexander Prusin, “ ‘Fascist Criminals to the Gallows!’: The Holocaust and Soviet war crimes trials, 
December 1945-February 1946”, Holocaust and Genocide Studies, vol. 17, no. 1, 2003, pp. 1-30. 
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charges.”132 Prusin, however, has pointed out that coercion and fabrication of evidence was 

often not needed in the immediate aftermath of the war as “traces of German crimes in the 

Soviet Union were visible, widely known, and undeniable.”133 In my own research I found 

cases where the defendants were found not guilty of their charges due to a lack of 

evidence.134 Diana Dumitru has further demonstrated the reliability of the sources by 

triangulating the information presented in the documents with evidence found in other 

sources, such as oral histories.135  Most scholars contend that the war crime trials are a vital 

source for academics. By “providing new biographical information for the killers as well as 

analysing their wartime activities”, Jared McBride has argued, “a more complex 

understanding of these events emerges.”136 

 

The postwar crime trial records are not without their limitations as primary sources. 

Nevertheless, they should not be dismissed as they provide vital evidence and details about 

the occupiers, the civilians, as well as the violence that took place under the occupation 

between 1941 and 1944. In his analysis of the war crime trials relating to the anti-Polish 

pogroms in occupied Volhynia in 1943, Jared McBride was able to identify that both 

Ukrainian Nationalists and local civilians participated in the ethnic cleansing.137 Dumitri 

found that the “postwar trial materials demonstrate that most civilian violence against Jews 

was committed not by solitary individuals but by groups of villagers.”138 She also asserted 

that the personal files of the Bessarabian Holocaust perpetrators reveals to be not some 

special or marginal group but quite “ordinary” peasants. Similarly, Tanja Penter also touched 

on the issue of motivation in her study of the war crime trials in Ukraine. She highlighted 

that the information provided by the documents has the possibility of being analysed 

empirically to identify a collective biography of the collaborators and their motives. She did 

                                                             
132 Exeler, “The ambivalent state”, p. 610. 
133 Prusin, “Fascist Criminals to the gallows!”, p. 17. 
134 See USHMM, RG 31.018M, 8489, reel 52, pp. 58862-59371, and case 6567, reel 57, pp. 3484-3729. 
135 Diane Dumitru, “An analysis of Soviet postwar investigation and trial documents and their relevance for 
Holocaust studies” in Martin, Alexander M., Amar, Tarik Cyril and Michael David-Fox and Peter Holquist (eds.) 
The Holocaust in the East: Local perpetrators and Soviet responses. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 
2014. 
136 Jared McBride, “Peasants into Perpetrators”, p. 633. 
137 Ibid. 
138 Dumitru, “An analysis of Soviet postwar investigation”, p. 156. 
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caution that the profile of convicted collaborators may have been affected by the Nazi 

recruitment policies as well as Soviet bias in bringing charges against its citizens.139  

Nevertheless, with caution and critical analysis, the war crime trial records serve as a vital 

tool in the study of local civilian collaboration in occupied Ukraine.  

 

Structure 

This dissertation consists of seven chapters. The overall structure is thematic; each section 

centres on a specific grouping of civilian collaborators. Most chapters begin by addressing 

the existing historiography and conceptual frameworks surrounding the particular group of 

civilian collaborators. The bulk of every chapter comprise of an analysis of the collective and 

individual biographical histories before and activities during the occupation. Each chapter 

concludes with an analysis of existing or new concepts about collaboration as viewed 

through the prism of each group. The present chapter introduces the general 

historiographical view of collaboration, the research questions, historiography, conceptual 

approaches, as well as my main source base and potential problems. Chapter 2 focuses on a 

specific group of civilian collaborator found in occupied Ukrainian territories: the village 

elder. The chapter outlines the job and responsibilities of the position, the recruitment 

process, the selection criteria and possible motives and incentives for entering into the 

positions. Chapter 3 deals with the group of civilians who, with minimal to no combat or law 

enforcement experience, became local policemen. These men’s recruitment, duties, 

involvement in violence against fellow citizens as well as culpability in mass murder of local 

Jewish and Roma populations are at the heart of this section. Chapter 4 explores the 

prevalence, and degree of influence political and nationalistic groups such as OUN had on 

the civilian population. Chapter 5 sets out to describe the various other ways civilians 

collaborated with the occupying forces, whether through their employment in the various 

local administration sectors, their work as agents and informants, or as ‘good citizens’ who 

denounced or physically arrested and restrained Jews, Roma, Communists or Ppartisans. 

Chapter 6 sheds lights on the existence of female collaboration. The section outlines the 

biographical backgrounds of the various women tried for collaboration; it describes their 

                                                             
139 Tanja Penter, “Local collaborators on trial” p. 363. 
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recruitment, employment and duties, relationships with the occupiers in order to identify 

the diverse incentives and motivating factors that nudged women into collaboration. An 

earlier version of this chapter was published as a stand-alone article in Australian Journal of 

Politics and History.140  Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation.        

 

Conclusion 

Much of literature on Soviet collaborators stresses the importance of ideology. Other 

scholars suggest that people’s actions were influenced by more pragmatic forces like harsh 

living conditions and desire to survive. People found themselves in circumstances where 

they had to make choices for themselves and their loved ones. Some of their actions were 

considered by the Soviet State to be criminal, others were not. Soviet collaboration is a 

complex phenomenon that requires further exploration. I argue that some collaborators 

were driven by ideological motivations such as anti-Semitism, nationalism, or anti-Soviet 

sentiments but I contend that most local collaborators acted out of mundane and personal 

reasons such as revenge, jealousy, careerism, material gain, fear and coercion or survival. I 

contend that the local inhabitants’ involvement in anti-Jewish violence and mass murder 

depended more on their circumstances rather than their personal ideological convictions.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                             
140 Daria Rudakova, “Soviet Women Collaborators In Occupied Ukraine, 1941-1945,” Australian Journal of 
Politics and History, vol. 62, no.4, 2016, pp. 529-545.   
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CHAPTER 2      Village Elders 
 

In recent years research on perpetrators and collaborators during WWII has begun to move 

away from focusing on central institutions in Berlin and has shone light on the responsible 

actors on the ground and in the field, as well as the locals who found themselves in various 

support roles. Local self-administration was integral in the establishment of the occupation 

administration and the implementation of occupation policies. Markus Eikel and Valentina 

Sivaieva estimated that the local administration in the city of Kiev alone employed around 

19 000 people, many of whom were local citizens.141  A number of key civilian administrative 

positions taken up by the local inhabitants have been identified by historians: Bürgermeister 

(mayor), raion (district) leader, starosta (village elder), various administrative positions and 

the different agencies such as the SD (Secret Police) and Criminal Police. This chapter 

focuses on the role of the starosta, as this was a job taken up by thousands of local 

Ukrainians and that wielded much power over the rural populations. The other groups will 

be addressed in later chapters.  

 

A handful of scholars have begun addressing the conduct of the local administrators and 

their impact on the establishment of the occupation administration as well as the carrying 

out of campaigns of mass murder against Jews, Roma and other Soviet citizens. The means 

by which the village elders were appointed, their roles and duties under the occupation 

regime have all been described by Wendy Lower as well as Eikel and Sivaieva for the 

Ukrainian context, by Leonid Rein for the Belorussian context and by Boris Kovalev and Igor 

Ermolov from Russia.142 Lower and Rein identify the overall character of the people who 

                                                             
141 Markus Eikel and Valentina Sivaieva. “City Mayors, Raion Chiefs and Village Elders in Ukraine, 1941-4: How 
Local Administration Co-operated with the German Occupation Authorities,” in Contemporary European 
History, vol. 23, no. 3, 2014, p. 408. 
142 Wendy Lower, Nazi Empire-Building and the Holocaust in Ukraine, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 2005; Eikel and Sivaieva, “City Mayors, Raion Chiefs and Village Elders in Ukraine”; Leonid Rein, The 
Kings and the Pawns: Collaboration in Byelorussia during World War II, New York: Berghahn Books, 2011; Boris 
N. Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii v 1941-1945 gg: tipi I formi, Velikiy Novgorod: INOTSENTR, 2009; Igor 
Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina. Okkupatsia: Sovetskie grazhdane mezhdu natsistami I bolshevikami 1941-1944, 
Moscow: Tsentrpoligraf, 2010. 
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served as local administrators, their roles and functions under the occupation regime. 

Kovalev and Ermalov describe the process by which they were appointed as well as their 

duties, relationship with the local population and the benefits of the job. All describe the 

differences between the job of a starosta and the other functionaries in the urban district, 

cities and those at the regional level. Eikel and Sivaieva point to the relationship between 

the OUN and the local administrators. 

 

There is a discrepancy between Rein’s, Kovalev’s and Lower’s description of the typical 

starosta.  Rein and Kovalev describe the candidate for starosta as a local peasant with little 

education. Lower assumed he was an educated man of the pre-Bolshevik generation with 

previous administrative experience. By and large, she writes, starostas were men with 

middle school education [who] were among the local 

professional class of teachers, doctors, priests, and 

bookkeepers. They were mostly over forty years of age, so 

they had grown up in the tumultuous years of World War I and 

the Bolshevik Revolution. Many had held a leadership position 

comparable to a mayor or deputy mayor. A few of the older 

ones were middle-ranking civil servants during the tsarist 

period.143 

Rein agrees that those at the higher levels of administration such as Bürgermeister came 

from some sort of professional background such as lawyers or accountants, but it was not so 

for the lower level administrators like starostas. Ermolov also found that Bürgermeister 

were often ethnic Germans or intellectuals with anti-Soviet ideological leanings.144 Both 

agree, however, that starostas were selected from the local peasantry and often did not 

require education or experience in the administrative sphere to get the job. Kovalev goes so 

far as to suggest that the Germans’ selected their starostas based on frivolous criteria such 

as “easy to pronounce last name” or the ability of the man to “salute with one hand.”145 

                                                             
143 Lower, Nazi Empire-Building, p. 50.  
144 Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 61-63.  
145 Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii, p. 144. 
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Ermalov also provides an overview of the local administrators (including starostas, district 

leaders, Bürgermeister as well members of the police) who were put on notice by the Soviet 

authorities in 1944 in a city in Briansk oblast. In this list they identified 50 Communist party 

members, 13 labourers, 3 unemployed, 1 waitress, and overwhelmingly 83 agricultural 

workers.146 My own findings confirm Rein’s and Ermolov’s and contradict Lower’s: the 

picture of the civilian collaborator she paints might hold true for urban or district 

administrators, but not for the rural starostas. 

 

I have also found a number of parallels between the duties and the demographical make up 

of the Soviet kolkhoz chairman of the 1930s as described by Sheila Fitzpatrick, and the 

starostas under occupation.147 The processes and criteria by which these men got their 

position, their job description and relationship to the local population manifest similarities, 

proposing a certain degree of continuity between the village life before and during the war. 

This continuity suggests that the motivations for becoming a kolkhoz chairman under the 

Soviet regime resembled those for becoming starosta under occupation. 

 

Building upon the work of the previously mentioned historians and my own empirical 

research I argue that there was no one stereotypical man who became starosta. Likewise, 

there was no one overarching motivation for administrative collaboration under occupation. 

Rather, I argue that, despite certain trends or similarities between some, or many, starostas, 

those that do not fit the stereotype should not be ignored or overlooked. The fact that 

different types of men became starostas, and that their actions during this time also varied, 

indicates that the men had varying motivating factors that influenced their decision making. 

Eikel and Sivaieva have noted that the original motivating factors for joining the ranks of 

local administration ranged from “economic, ethnic, nationalist reasons, a desire for better 

governance, or a combinations of all these.”148 Not all administrators had a hand in 

facilitating or implementing the occupiers murderous policies aimed at the Jewish and Roma 

                                                             
146 Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 64. 
147 Sheila Fitzpatrick, Stalin’s Peasants: Resistance and survival in the Russian village after collectivization, New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1994. 
148 Eikel and Sivaieva, “City Mayors, Raion Chiefs and Village Elder in Ukraine”, p. 427. 
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population, but many did. I argue that the degree of the starostas’ involvement in these 

crimes was predominantly dictated by individual circumstances rather than their own 

ideology or moral standing.   

 

The “Village Elder” 

In analysing the thousands of cases of post-war trials for collaboration in the “Trials relating 

to the Holocaust” I found 203 civilian men, forty-one of whom worked as starosta of an 

obshchina (village community) or sel’skaia uprava (rural administration) under the 

occupation. The cases took place in both pre-1939 Soviet Ukraine as well as in the newly 

acquired Western Ukrainian borderlands and Crimea. The cases occurred in various regions 

Chernivtsi, to Kherson, Vinnitsa, Nikolayev, Rivne, Kiev, Volhynia, Khmelnitsky and 

Zhytomyr. Chernivtsi, previously known as Bukovina, was under Soviet rule for only a year, 

between 1940 and 1941. Before 1940 Bukovina was part of Romania and during World War 

II Romanian forces reoccupied the region in the summer of 1941 and installed their own 

occupation regime.149 The rest of the cases took place in Crimea and Soviet Ukraine and 

were subject to the German Occupation regime between 1941 and 1944.  

 

The demographic make-up of the starostas (primar in Romanian) reveals that the majority 

of the men, at least eighteen, identified themselves as Ukrainian. There were also three 

Tatars, a couple of Russians, and a Romanian and a Pole.  In her analysis of the local self-

administration, Lower argued that “they were mostly over forty years of age.”150 By 

                                                             
149 For details on Romanian occupation regime during WWII, more specifically the Romanian involvement in 
the Holocaust, see Randolph Braham (ed.) The Destruction of Romanian and Ukrainian Jews During the 
Antonescu Era, New York: Columbia University Press, 1997; Radu Ioanid, The Holocaust in Romania. The 
Destruction of Jews and Gypsies under the Antonescu Regime, 1940-1944, Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2000; Jean 
Ancel, “The German-Romanian relationship and the Final Solution”, Holocaust and Genocide Studies, vol. 19, 
no. 2, 2005, pp. 252-275; Dennis Deletant, “Transnistria and the Romanian Solution to the ‘Jewish Problem’,” 
in Ray Brandon and Wendy Lower (eds.), The Shoah in Ukraine: History, Testimony, Memorialization, 
Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2008; Oleg Budnitskii (ed.) Odessa: Zhizn v okkupatsii. 
1941-1944, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2013; Diane Dumitru, The State, Antisemitism, and Collaboration in the 
Holocaust: The Borderlands of Romania and the Soviet Union, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2016. 
150 Lower, Nazi Empire-Building, p. 50. 
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contrast, the age of the elders in my sample varied significantly. When the war broke out in 

1941 the youngest starosta was twenty-one and the oldest fifty-eight.  

Age in 
1941 

<18 19-29 30-39 40-49 50> No data TOTAL 

No. 0 7 7 6 5 16 41 
% 0% 17% 17% 15% 12% 39% 100% 

Table 2.1: Age of village elders at the beginning of occupation, 1941. 

 

The title “village elder” did not necessarily reflect the maturity or age of the candidate as a 

large portion of the sample was under the age of forty during their employment. For those 

cases that took place in Soviet Ukraine and Crimea the young age of the men means they 

grew up and were educated under the Soviet regime, and not the “tumultuous years of 

World War I and the Bolshevik Revolution.”151 I have found that a far smaller percentage of 

those who collaborated were of the pre-revolutionary generation (those who were born 

before 1900) who might have had more reasons to resent the Bolsheviks than has 

previously been suggested.152 For those who grew up in Galicia or Volhynia, however, this 

meant they grew up in a very different political climate. Here, ethnic tensions between the 

political dominant Poles and Ukrainians were in constant flux. These tensions become even 

more volatile due to the steady deterioration of the economic conditions in Eastern Europe 

throughout the 1930s and official minority policies in the region. Ukrainians saw the Polish 

government as oppressive towards minorities.     

 

The majority of starostas came from middle or poor peasant background and therefore had 

minimal to average education which serves to negate the argument that all starostas were 
                                                             
151 Ibid. 
152 Those that had served in the Tsarist Russian, or White Armies had anti-Soviet ideological sentiments and 
later faced repressions by the Soviets in the 1920s and 1930s. Noble and aristocratic families also faced 
repressions and confiscation of their properties by the Soviets in 1920s. For more on groups that faced Soviet 
repressions see Golfo Alexopolous, Stalin’s Outcasts: aliens, citizens and the Soviet state, 1926-1936, Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press, 2003; and Douglas Smith, Former People: The last days of the Russian aristocracy, 
London: Pan Books, 2013. Prosperous peasants resented the Bolsheviks as their property was nationalised, 
their families were repressed as kulak peasants and many forced into collective farms. See James W. Heinzen, 
Inventing a Soviet countryside: state power and the transformation of rural Russia, 1917-1929, Pittsburgh, Pa.: 
Pittsburgh University Press, 2004; Lynne Viola, The war against the peasantry, 1927-1930: the tragedy of the 
Soviet countryside, New Haven: Yale University Press, 2005. 
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The defendants found themselves under occupation via different circumstances. Some 

stayed put by choice or simply failed to evacuate, while many left their job or military post 

somewhere else and returned to their home villages. According to Vladimir Samarin’s 

conservative estimates, around four million soldiers and officers deserted or were captured 

as POWS, while around seventy million civilians remained at home and ended up under the 

occupation regime.154 Fifty-four year old Ukrainian Filip Beletskii was working as an 

accountant in an electric power plant in Bratlava, Vinnitsa. In summer of 1941 when the 

Germans advanced into the region he and his wife simply remained.155 Fifty-one year old 

Ukrainian Pavel Didkovskii was working as the kolkhoz chairman in the village of Nedashki, 

Zhytomir region. He also remained in his village when the occupation began.156 Thirty-three 

year old Romanian Timofei Grama was an agricultural worker in his Chernivtsi village of 

Neporotovo. He had been elected primar (Romanian village elder) in 1939 but when the 

Soviets came in 1940 and enforced their regime he was removed from his post and 

someone else was appointed in his place. So it is no surprise that when the war broke out 

Grama remained in his village and welcomed the return of the Romanian soldiers.157 Other 

agricultural workers who stayed put were thirty-six year old Ukrainian Vasili Kolesnik  and 

fifty-eight year old Ukrainian Grigori Dudchenko from Nikolayev region, forty-one year old 

Ukrainian Nikolai Onishchuk from Khmelnitski region,  Ukrainian carpenter David Kozub 

from  Zhytomyr region, young Tatars Abtsurama Abilev and Dzhemadin Mambetov from 

Abakli-Tom in Crimea. Nikolai Marko, a thirty-one year old Russian school principal, also 

remained in his Crimean town.158           

 

When the war broke out some of the defendants were stationed at different work sites and 

when the news of occupation spread they abandoned them and returned home. Fifty-one 

                                                             
154 See Budnitskii, “Svershilos. Prishli Nemtsi!”, p. 276. There are no clear numbers for either voluntary 
defectors or captive as both groups were kept in the same POW camps until 1942, for latest estimates of the 
numbers for deserters see Mark Edele, Stalin's Defectors. How Red Army Soldiers became Hitler's Collaborators 
1941-1945, Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming 2017, pp. 25-46. 
155 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 6896, reel 85, pp. 7345 -7911. 
156 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 7186, reel 76, pp. 18912-18949.  
157 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 3316, reel 84, pp. 5141-5542.  
158 USHMM, RG 31.018M, for Kolesnik see case file number 1065, reel 79, pp. 24053-24087; for Kozub see case 
file number 31115, reel 76, pp. 18950-19090; for Abilev and Mambetov see case file number 7214, reel 58, pp. 
2127-2250; for G. Dudchenko see case file 9730, reel 84, pp. 5543-5756; for Markov see case file number 8708, 
reel 57, pp. 3362-3483. 
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year old Ukrainian Yakov Degtyar was working as a labourer loading and unloading freight 

trains at a station near Kiev. When he heard that the Germans were coming he left his post 

and returned to his home village Lebedin.159 Forty-five year old Ukrainian Fedor Tikhoniuk 

was also working at train stations as a technician. When the war broke out he was ordered 

to evacuate from his station with his equipment but along his evacuation route he got off 

the train, left the equipment on board and hid in the forest. Later he returned to his village 

Sestrenovka in Vinnitsa region.160 Nikolai Dudchenko, a forty-eight year old Ukrainian, was 

mobilized into the defence labour force of the Red Army but deserted and returned to his 

village Naidorf, in Nikolayev region.161 Evdokim Dudnik, a twenty-seven year old Ukrainian, 

worked as a bookkeeper in a collective farm before the war broke out. In 1941 he was, like 

N. Dudchenko, mobilized into the defence labour force and sent to help build railroads 

connecting Nikolaev and Odessa (over the Buh River). But when the Germans occupied the 

region the workers were arrested and later sent back to their home villages.162  

 

Those who were mobilised into the Red Army as military personnel either deserted or were 

caught, placed in POW camps but eventually sent back home by the occupation regime.163 

Twenty-seven year old Ukrainian tractor driver Nikolai Serduk was mobilised into the Red 

Army in 1941. His unit was stationed near the frontlines in Nikolayev region; his job was to 

drive tractors in order to supply the forces near the front with fuel.  All units were ordered 

to retreat and on their way back they were apprehended by the Germans. Serduk fled to his 

village near Kalinindorf, Kherson region.164 Twenty-nine year old Ukrainian Alexandr Yatsuk 

was also mobilized into the Red Army in August 1941. While stationed near the city of 

Nikolayev in September 1941 he was captured by the German forces but soon released and 

allowed to return to his home.165 Thirty-three year old Russian peasant Makarov was also 

mobilized into the Red Army and in November 1941 gave himself up to the German soldiers 

                                                             
159 USHMM, RG 31. 018M, 46937, reel 82, pp. 780-783. 
160 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 23473, reel 85, p. 6309. 
161 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 3215, reel 83, pp. 3192-3194. 
162 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 8825, reel 84, p. 6055. 
163 POWs and desertion is outside of the scope of this study, however, for an in-depth discussion on why 
soldiers deserted and under what circumstances see Edele, Stalin's Defectors.  
164 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 365, reel 88, pp. 4703-4792. 
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and was allowed to return back to his village Lunacharka, Crimea.166 In the summer of 1941 

twenty-one year old Tatar, Zuidi Asanov, was part of a parachute brigade; his job was to aim 

the anti-tank gun. On 9 September, near Kiev, his unit was taken prisoner by the German 

Army. He was at a POW camp until January of 1942 when he was released and allowed to 

return to his home in Crimea.167 Thirty-five year old Ukrainian, Ivan Marchenko, was 

mobilized into a destruction battalion which was assigned a mission in which they were 

supposed to join a partisan unit neat the Dnepr River. Marchenko did not carry out his 

orders; instead he deserted and returned to his home to Zavidovka, Kherson region.168  

 

Many of the POWs were being released by the Germans as early as July of 1941. The first to 

be released were those assumed to be more politically reliable: ethnic Germans and 

Ukrainians.  Alexander Dallin had noted that  

The decision to release non-Russian prisoners, provided their 

homes were in territories already seized by the Germans, 

mirrored a combination of dogmatic and practical 

considerations.169  

First and foremost it relieved the German Army of responsibilities over large masses of men 

as the POW camps were becoming increasingly overcrowded.  The second motivation was 

to appease the German economic agencies which were complaining about shortages of 

able-bodied healthy young men. Ethnic Germans were useful as administrators and 

interpreters, while Ukrainians were used as agricultural labourers, policemen and low level 

administrative functionaries. The staff shortages in the civil administration were prevalent 

from the beginning of occupation and the regime required indigenous manpower in order to 

implement its policies.    

 

                                                             
166 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 15412, reel 90,   pp. 9733-9740. 
167 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 5926, reel 77, pp. 21130-21166. 
168 USHMM, RG 31.18M, 3624, reel 75, pp. 14763-15054. 
169 Alexander Dallin, German Rule in Russia 1941-1946: a study of occupation politics, Basingstoke: Macmillan, 
1957, p. 413. 





 
51 

 
accountant, school principal, train operator, carpenter, labourer as well as various other 

agricultural jobs.170 

 

In her study of the local self-administration in occupied Zhytomyr Lower assumes that the 

highest criteria for receiving the job of a village administrator were a strong history of 

leadership and experience in administrative work.171 However, this sample of village elders 

demonstrates that before the occupation the majority of defendants held a variety of jobs 

that were often far from administrative in nature. Many like Grigorii Dudchenko, Ivan 

Karbashevski,  Kolesnik, Onishchuk, Makarov, Marchenko and Yatsuk were agricultural 

workers.172 Kozub worked as a carpenter in Zhytomyr. Fedor Tikhoniuk worked as a 

technician at various train stations in Vinnitsa. Degtayr worked as a labourer loading and 

unloading freights. Lower states that “[n]early all of them had middle school education and 

were among the local professional class of teachers, doctors, priests, and bookkeepers.”173  

However, only a small few of those in my sample had experience in administrative jobs. 

Nikolai Markov, a thirty-one year old Russian, worked as a school teacher and then principal 

in Crimea throughout the 1930s. Fifty-four year old Ukrainian Beletskii was an accountant at 

the electric power plant in Vinnitsa before the occupation. Twenty-seven year old Ukrainian 

Dudnik was also a bookkeeper for the kolkhoz in Kherson.  Before 1939, Tatar man Ziudi 

Asanov was still a teenager and worked in agriculture. He then enlisted in the army and 

from 1939 until 1941 served as Zamestitel Politruka (Deputy Commissar) in the Red Army.   

 

Lower also concluded that prior to the occupation many of the appointed self-

administrators “had held a leadership position comparable to a mayor or deputy mayor. A 

                                                             
170 USHMM RG 31.018M: Kozub, 31115, reel 76, pp. 18950-19090; Dudnik, 8825, reel 84, pp. 6042-6136; 
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reel 74, pp. 14763-15054;  Beletskii, 6896, reel 85, pp. 7909-7911.  
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few of the older ones were middle-ranking civil servants during the tsarist period.”174 Only 

two of the men in this sample appear to have had adequate experience for the job prior to 

the occupation. Grama was appointed starosta in 1939 under the Romanian rule, but was 

taken off his post by the Soviets in 1940. In 1941, when the Romanian forces reoccupied the 

village, he was reinstated by the head of the gendarmerie. Dean also found that in 

Belorussia, “shortly after the arrival of the Germans in the village of Velika Lipa near 

Nesvizh, the former village elder and his deputy from the Polish period were reinstated in 

their posts.”175  

 

It made good sense for the occupying forces to reinstate old kolkhoz chairmen or starostas 

as that eliminated the need for a selection process and guaranteed that the candidate had 

experience in the position. Fifty-one year old Ukrainian Pavel Didkovski was the kolkhoz 

chairman of his village Nedashki in Zhytomyr prior to 1941. After occupation the local 

villagers elected him starosta, a job that was similar to what he was already doing. Lower’s 

findings might have been accurate with relation to those in higher level administrative 

positions but it seems inaccurate to apply them to the position of starosta as only a select 

few fit her description.176  

 

The majority of defendants did not come from educated background with history in 

administrative work.  Only one defendant, Dzhemadin Mambetov, was a Communist Party 

member. Rein had found a similar situation in occupied Belorussia: “The main criterion 

applied in selecting personnel was not administrative skills, but rather so-called ‘political 

reliability’,.” Therefore, only non-Jewish and non-Communist candidates were selected for 

the job.177 According to Boris Kovalev this “political reliability” was often checked by the 

gendarmerie or intelligence agencies and even then the individual continued to be closely 
                                                             
174 In her overview she does not distinguish whether she is referring to a specific type of administrator which 
leads one to believe she is talking about all of the categories listed in the sub-heading: Mayors, District 
Leaders, and Village Elders, Ibid.  
175 Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust, p. 105. 
176 A small number of Bürgermeister and rural district heads will be discussed in Chapter 4. Many of them had 
higher levels of education and prior administrative experience as opposed to the village elders whom mostly 
came from the local peasantry.   
177 Rein, The Kings and the Pawns, p. 131. 
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observed by these organs throughout his career as an administrator.178 Only a select few 

defendants in my sample had held authoritative jobs prior to the occupation. Some “village 

elders” were as young as twenty-one. The situation was similar in occupied Belorussia; Rein 

noted the lack of professionalism that was rampant in the local self-administration, 

especially at the lowest levels. 

Any peasant who was prepared to accept the post could be 

appointed; in many cases, candidates barely knew how to read 

and write, but since the sole function of the ‘village elder’ was 

to receive orders from above and ensure strict compliance 

with these orders, even individuals who had never had 

anything to do with administrative work … could be 

appointed.179 

Despite the lack of professional knowledge, the men’s experience in the agricultural sector 

and intimate knowledge of the local population, the local norms and popular moods was 

enough to qualify them for the job. Knowledge of the agricultural sector and the people in it 

helped the men carry out their administrative jobs in the collective farms and the villages. 

 

Rein noted that in the “initial stages of this apparatus’s formation, its staffing proceeded, by 

and large, on a voluntary basis.”180 The starosta was often “elected” by the fellow villagers, 

specifically men, at a commune meeting. The candidature of the starosta was put forward 

and endorsed by the German administration, without any opposition.181 The meeting and 

elections were simply a formality as “nobody from the electorate dared to vote against the 

candidate.”182 In some instances the administration forewent the elections and simply 

appointed the candidate they wanted.183 This process is clearly reflected in the sample as 

many defendants said, during their interrogations, that they were either elected by their 

fellow villagers or were appointed to the position.  
                                                             
178 Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii, pp. 144-145. 
179 Ibid., p. 132. 
180 Ibid., p. 133. 
181 Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii, p. 144; Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 48.  
182 Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 49. 
183 Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii, p. 144. 
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Thirty-five year old Ukrainian Marchenko testified in his post-war trial that he was elected 

by the local population for the job in 1942. Degtyar, Didkovsky, Kolesnik and Onischuk also 

claimed they were all rightfully elected by their fellow villagers. Other defendants were 

appointed by the occupation administration. Forty-eight year old Ukrainian Nikolai 

Dudchenko testified that he was appointed to the job in 1941 by the Bürgermiester and the 

Chairman of the rural district. Gregorii Dudchenko also testified that he was called into the 

administration offices and interviewed for the job. The main concern they had was whether 

he had anti-Soviet sentiments which he responded affirmatively to and was confirmed right 

for the position.184 Lower found that many locals were happy to volunteer for the job and 

were readily appointed by the Germans, as long as the candidate was politically 

trustworthy. 

The Germans were not hard pressed to find Ukrainian and 

ethnic German aides to fill the administrative positions. Each 

day locals arrived in the village commander’s post or the city 

[labour] office with the hope of finding a job. These job 

seekers presented handwritten requests to the Germans, 

often detailed letters that described their suffering and losses 

under the Soviets and included desperate pleas to help feed 

their children who lacked shoes and clothing.185 

The only exception to the above was Serduk.  In his post-war testimony he claimed that the 

German administration “made him” work as starosta, implying he had no other choice in 

the matter.186 This testimony, however, should be considered with caution as it was 

included in a letter of appeal years after the initial sentencing where he was attempting to 

minimize his guilt in order to secure early release or rehabilitation.  However, Ermolov cites 

reports from partisan units which claimed that local populations in Kalinin oblast refused to 

volunteer for the local administration and therefore the occupation administration had to 
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hold monthly elections for the position and forced locals to “volunteer” for the position.187 It 

is hard to know whether the defendants volunteered themselves, or were nominated by the 

authorities for the job as the post-war trial interrogators did not ask them this, nor did they 

willingly offer this information. What is clear is that most, with the exception of Serduk, did 

not claim to have been coerced. 

 

Some defendants got their job through promotion.  Thirty year old Tatar Abtsura Abilev was 

the assistant to twenty-four year old Tatar starosta Mambetov from 1941 until 1942 when 

Mambetov stepped down and Abilev became the new starosta. Filip Beletskii, a Ukrainian in 

his fifties, worked from October 1941 until February 1942 as assistant to the starosta. In 

1942 he was arrested by the police and found guilty of stealing requisitioned property. He 

was sentenced to a year in prison and was released in March 1943. Upon his release he 

successfully pleaded with the occupying regime to not only return him to his old post as 

assistant but to the top job of starosta. Marchenko was also fired from his job and interned 

in 1942 and just like Beletskii he managed to be reinstated to his previous role. Onishchuk 

began as an elder for the obshchina in 1941 and due to his good work was quickly promoted 

to elder of the rural district of Antonovka, Khmelnytsky, in 1942. The exception to the above 

cases was Ivan Makarov who ultimately appointed himself to the job. In his interrogation he 

claimed that when he returned to his village there was no one in charge of the agricultural 

community. After a discussion with a few other local men about the situation they 

collectively decided that Makarov was the man for the job. 188 

 

The job description 

Eikel and Sivaeva explained that “[w]ithin a framework of division of labour, the German 

occupation authorities in Ukraine assigned many tasks to be executed by local 
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interrogation see USHMM, RG 31.018M, 15412, reel 90, p. 9604. 



 
56 

 
administrative units and personnel.”189 According to the German instruction from 1941-

1942, the specific functions of a starosta included the following: 1) organisations of  

searches and ambushes for Red Army officers, partisans, Communists and the people 

concealing them; 2) confiscation of arms, guns, explosive devices from the local population; 

3) search and identification of grain or weapon stockpiles, requisitioning of agricultural 

produce; 4) organisation of agricultural labour; 5)organisation of auxiliary police comprised 

of locals, upholding peace as well as the night-time curfew in the village; 6)cleaning up of 

streets, aiding in disposal of dead bodies; 7)keeping a comprehensive list of local 

population, including new arrivals; 8) organization of locals for defence labour and road 

works; 9) carrying out of repressions against Jews and Communists.190 It is hard to know 

whether the candidate for the position of starosta was aware of his future employment 

duties beyond what was known as the kolkhoz chairman’s tasks under the Soviets relating to 

agricultural production and general social control of the village. Whether the person knew 

they were signing up for a job which included organizations of searches, traps and arrests, 

as well as mass murder and cleaning up of dead bodies they, nevertheless, had to obey the 

orders. The Germans “regarded the local administration as the supporter and executor of 

German interests rather than as an equal partner.”191 A starosta wielded power over his 

local population; however, he was not allowed to act outside of his orders from the 

administration.192 The starosta had little autonomy outside his little village or commune. 

        

Martin Dean has pointed out that for “most of the local population the German occupation 

was experienced primarily in terms of economic exploitation.”193 From day one the local 

population was subjected to burdensome requisitions, compulsory labour registration and 

later beginning in 1942 mass deportations for work in Germany. These economic policies 

were all to be implemented from the top down. The starostas as the lowest level 
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functionaries in the civil administration, aided by the local police, had to carry out all orders 

from the Mayors and the other district leaders. 

Failure to deliver the grain and livestock requested by the 

German authorities resulted in punitive measures. As during 

Tsarist times, the local police acted not only as law 

enforcement officials, but also collected taxes and enforced 

other economic regulations: the police, together with the 

village elders, were often the only agents of the state with 

whom peasants came into contact.194 

The job of a starosta was a position of both great power and burden in the collective farms 

and the villages. The local administrators were often held personally responsible for the 

carrying out of all orders and personally suffered if they were not successful.  

 

The role of starosta was one of middleman between the local peasantry and the occupation 

administration. He was in charge of relaying all orders to the villagers. The starosta had to 

closely work with other starostas in the district, administrators and often the police in order 

to control the local population for the economic benefit of the German Army. One of the 

main jobs of the village elder was to keep stock of all the grain, animals, vegetables, fruit, as 

well as agricultural equipment in order to requisition or redistribute. Every starosta in the 

occupied territories was ordered to confiscate food and livestock from the local collective 

farms and even local peasants in order to supply the German Army or be sent off to 

Germany. The items for requisitioning ranged from grain and livestock to grapes, apricots, 

and eggs, wine and even warm clothing for the German soldiers.  In his post-war trial 

Degtyar admitted:  

I carried out all the orders which included supplying the 

German army with bread, meat and other food supplies. In 

1941 I sent off 10 tonnes of bread, fruit and livestock, and 28 
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pigs, as well as a lot of birds. All of this was confiscated from 

the local kolkhozes.195 

Lower found that in Zhytomyr region, with the use of “strong-arm methods and the existing 

Soviet collective farm system, the Nazis were able to extract 16,802 tons of grain and 90,000 

heads of cattle from the region during a six month period.”196 Some citizens were personally 

targeted by the village elder for confiscation of property. One witness testified in 1944: “I 

was a Communist” she said, therefore Beletskii targeted her specifically. “He came to me”, 

she continued, “and told me to give up all warm items such as gloves and socks I might have 

to give to Romanian soldiers, I did not have any to give.” A witness testified that in winter of 

1942-1943 starosta Onischuk also went around collecting warm clothes from the locals.197 

Marchenko testified that “I did take six coats from one woman but distributed them to 

orphans and I did not take any property for myself.”198 The property requisitions were often 

undertaken by the starosta himself, sometimes with the help of policemen. The goods were 

often loaded onto carts and trains and shipped off to other destinations. The peasants who 

did not comply often faced fines or were beaten by the starosta and the police. 

   

Another aspect of the Nazi economic occupation policies in the East was the use of local 

agricultural labour, and in this too, the village elder was utilized. The local starosta was in 

charge of making sure every able bodied person showed up for work at their place of 

employment. Those found evading work or sabotaging were reprimanded. Almost every 

defendant admitted to beating and fining some local villagers for not following his orders. In 

his interrogation Beletskii testified: “I am guilty, I carried out all orders of the occupiers, 

those who did not cooperate were beaten, and I personally beat an electrician Martinuik for 

sabotage.”199 In his post-war trial Didkovski was asked by the investigators why he beat up 

two fellow villagers. He responded with:  
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I beat up Ivan because he drove the livestock into the oat 

fields and ruined half a hectare of grain. I hit him a few times 

instead of going to the gendarmerie and filing a complaint and 

getting him arrested by the Germans.200 

This beating could actually be considered as an act of mercy on the part of starosta. Lower 

has pointed out that due to the overwhelming emphasis on economic procurement in the 

occupation policies, “farmers received the death penalty for slaughtering livestock or 

sabotaging the harvest, whereas domestic disputes that escalate into acts of murder were 

punished less severely.”201 One could interpret the beatings of “saboteur” villagers by 

starostas also as acts of self-preservation, as the responsibilities of the village’s agricultural 

output fell on the starosta himself.  

 

Gender and age were also of no consequence to the starostas’ carrying out their “duties.” 

Nikolai Dudchenko admits to beating up a local peasant woman Daria Kudrevskaya in the 

summer of 1943 for refusing to mill grain for bread production and for encouraging others 

to follow suit.202 In autumn 1941 Vasili Kolesnik assaulted a woman who refused to come to 

work in the sunflower fields; she had to miss a few days of work as a result of the beating.203 

Witnesses testified that Nikolai Dudchenko came to a woman’s apartment and tried to beat 

her up for not showing up to work but, when neighbours tried to defend her, a scuffle broke 

out resulting in Dudchenko kicking a four-year old girl.204 Kozub confirmed that starostas 

“had to make sure all villagers showed up for work in the kolkhoz, those that did not we had 

to visit personally and force to go to work.”205 An exception to the general brutality was the 

twenty-seven year old Evdokim Dudnik, who was only at his post for five months. He 

testified that he never fined or beat anyone and the post-war investigation into his case 

confirmed this.206 
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According to the Nazi occupation policies the indigenous populations were also to be used 

for hard manual labour in order to help the German Army in its war effort. “The village elder 

and his deputy selected individuals for work and set the requisite quotas … Those who did 

not fulfil the work as required were denounced to the German administration and either 

fined or beaten by the local police.”207 In 1944 starosta Kolesnik was ordered by the 

administration to organize a brigade of workers to dig ditches near the Buh River, in 

Nikolayev. For two and a half months a group of twenty-five locals were sent off with no 

proper shoes or warm clothing to dig trenches. Kolesnik made a list of all able-bodied 

peasants and then he and a policeman went around and informed those that would have to 

work on which particular days. Two women who failed to come to work were fined 100 

roubles. One man kept refusing to come to work so the starosta sent him, on multiple 

occasions, to the police headquarters where he was beaten and threatened with being sent 

to the labour camps.208 In Crimea, Zuidi Asanov was also found to have aided the German 

Army by sending local villagers to help dig trenches and water supplies such as wells and 

dams for the troops.209  

 

Confronted by labour shortages at home, the Nazi occupation regime began to heavily rely 

on Ostarbeiter (the German term for conscripted workers from the East, rendered in 

Russian as Ostarbaitery) as an alternative source of labour. “The first mass use of Eastern 

labour in Germany in early 1942 still relied upon volunteers,” wrote Timothy Mulligan.210 

But, as the number of volunteers dropped “in late March 1942, conscription by force 

became the rule.”211 The occupation administration actively encouraged volunteer workers 

through propaganda. However, when rumours of bad living and working conditions in the 

Reich spread the pool of volunteers dried up so they had to forcibly send the young and 

able-bodied men and women to Germany. The local administrators, starostas, were integral 
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in this campaign. The village or commune elder knew the local population: their age, health 

status, family background, prior history of employment and political views as well as their 

whereabouts. They were asked by the administration to make lists of people to send to the 

Reich. Dudnik testified: “In 1942 I went to people’s houses and made lists of the youth to be 

sent to Germany” for work.212 All of the defendants, with the exception of Didkovski, 

admitted responsibility in sending Soviet citizens to the Reich as Ostarbeiter. Didkovski 

testified that he was only starosta of the kolkhoz, and that the burden of sending workers to 

Germany fell on the starosta of the village. In fact, he shifted all the responsibilities onto the 

other village elder. “I personally,” testified Didkovski, “did not take part in confiscating of 

livestock; starosta of selo Nedoshkovski Yakov Vasilievish did that, also his secretary 

Nedashkovski Stepan.” 213 

 

The number of people sent by each starosta varied greatly depending on the demographics 

and population of the village. For example, Onischuk sent as many as 150 people to 

Germany from his village Antonovka, Khmelnitsky region. Under Tikhoniuk’s reign over 100 

people were forcibly sent to Germany for work from the village Sestrenovka, Vinnitsa 

region. Degtyar sent around seventy young people to the Third Reich from his village of 

Lebedin in Kiev region. Marchenko encouraged twenty young people to voluntarily go to 

Germany for work. Yatsuk sent fifteen people. In 1942 Nikolai Dudnik only sent nine people 

from Naidorf  and Dudchenko sent five people from Skadovski, both in Nikolayev region. In 

1942 starosta Kolesnik only sent two people to Germany for forced labour. It turns out the 

two boys were only fifteen years of age at the time, one of them died from malnutrition. 

Both of the boy’s parents testified at Kolesnik’s trial.214 One defendant, the self-appointed 

starosta Makarov, was demoted to agricultural work in early 1942 by the occupying 

administration and not long after was sent to Munich to repair railroad tracks for the 

army.215  
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Dean found that “[a]ny volunteer recruitment had dried up almost completely by 1943, such 

that large-scale round-ups were organized in the form of dawn raids by the Gendarmerie 

and Schutzmannschaft.”216 Those people who refused or evaded forced migration to the 

Third Reich were often hunted down and punished for their disobedience. The main task of 

the local self-administration was to maintain “peace and order” and “help Germans 

establish control over the local population, and secure local natural and manpower 

resources and place them at the disposal of the German war machine.”217 The responsibility 

of social control of the villagers often fell on the starosta, with the assistance of the local 

police. The first step was to go to the person’s house and persuade them to cooperate. If 

the person was gone from their residence they were to be located and punished. Starosta 

Onischuk had a number of tactics to find and punish the insubordinates. If the entire family 

was gone their house was boarded up and guarded in case they returned. If the family 

members remained they were arrested, beaten and kept hostage. At first Onischuk denied 

this: 

No, I did not organize searches and traps to catch those who 

refused to go to Germany, but I did have to go around and 

point out the addresses of those who were evading to the 

policemen.218 

Later in the investigation he admitted to locking up apartments and questioning family 

members.  In Vinnitsa, starosta Tikhoniuk took to burning houses of those people who were 

evading being sent to Germany. One man who was refusing was punished by having his 

house and all his property burnt down and his entire family being sent to Germany as 

labourers along with him.219 Dean found that deportations “increasingly became a part of 

the harsh system of rewards and punishments employed by the Germans in an attempt to 

control the local population.”220  
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There are a number of parallels between the village elder under the occupation and the 

kolkhoz (collective farm) chairman or the rural soviet chairman of the Stalinist 1930s. Just 

like the village elders I found in my sample, the kolkhoz chairmen before them were men 

who “usually came from the local peasantry—often members of one of the collective farms 

in their jurisdiction, with family members who were working kolkhozniks.”221 Sheila 

Fitzpatrick noted that there were “few Communists in rural areas after the first years of 

collectivization, and the number steadily declined for most of the decade.”222 Other 

similarities relate to the duties of the chairman and their job description. Just like the 

“kolkhoz chairman” the starosta under the occupation was in charge of agricultural 

production and quotas, tax collection, requisitioning and redistribution of goods as well as 

upholding a level of social control in the village.  

The kolkhoz chairman was the person crucial to the success of 

the kolkhoz. He was the one who had to direct the work, 

manage the community, and mediate between the 

kolkhozniks and the raion.223  

Punishment such as beatings and fines, whether legal or not, were used as disciplinary 

action against the pleasantly under the Soviets and under the Nazis. Fitzpatrick also 

explained that kolkhoz chairmen of the 1930s usually had a secretary, as well as a small 

budget “which the chairman could use for hiring additional personnel, generally an 

untrained village policeman and general gofer.”224  Similarly, starostas under Nazi 

occupation were sometimes given support staff (a deputy and a scribe) and as part of their 

job were asked to appoint policemen from the local inhabitants. The benefits of working as 

starosta or kolkhoz chairman included security through employment, regular salary (despite 

this being dependant on the size or productivity of the kolkhoz) as well as exemptions from 

field work under the Soviets and addition of land and some property under the Nazis. 

Fitzpatrick notes that  
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there is no doubt that there were disadvantages to being a 

kolkhoz chairman. The chairman ran a much higher risk than 

rank and file kolkhozniks of facing criminal charges for 

“sabotaging procurements” and receiving a substantial prison 

term.225  

Similarly starostas were personally held accountable for the economic and political stability 

and success of their village by the occupation administration. One starosta in my sample 

actually asked the administration to free him from his duties as he was finding it impossible 

to meet his tasks and quotas.226 It could be concluded that those that were attracted to the 

position of “kolkhoz chairman” of the Soviet village were the same type of people who 

decided to become starosta of the occupied village. The village structure, agricultural sector 

and many duties of the farm or commune chairman had remained similar. 

 

The new occupation regime thus perpetuated some of the same policies and techniques the 

villagers were used to, while also ushering in new and terrifying policies such as forced 

labour migration and annihilation of Jews and Roma. The high quotas, requisitioning of grain 

and livestock as well as taxes were not new developments for the Ukrainian peasants. 

Neither was the use of local peasants for random labour tasks,  

Local officials often used the collective farms as a convenient 

source of labor for all kinds of tasks and campaigns. If the 

raion or the rural soviet needed labor for a construction or 

repair project, they called on a nearby kolkhoz to provide it—

often without payment. 227 

Arbitrary brutality with which the local self-administration administered its rule was not 

something new either. “In addition to practicing extortion against collective farms, rural 
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officials also practiced it against specific peasant households and individual kolkhozniks.”228 

Under the Soviet regime the kolkhoz chairmen had a number of punitive tactics available to 

them, including beatings, fines, arrest, confiscation of livestock or other property, 

expropriation, and expulsion from the kolkhoz.229 Many of these tactics, such as targeting 

certain groups and use of violence against them, were also utilized by the starostas under 

German and Romanian occupations. The authoritative power and the officially sanctioned 

violence was not something brought in by the occupation regime; it had already exited 

under the Soviet regime and was modelled to these men by the previous local 

administrators. However, the new occupation regime did bring anti-partisan warfare and 

mass murder of the local population to the occupied Ukraine. All defendants took part in 

the tactics of local village violence. However, only a select few participated in the 

occupation regime’s policy of annihilation against the partisans as well as local Jewish and 

Roma population. 

 

Blood on their hands 

A large part of a village elder’s job was social control of the village or kolkhoz population. He 

was in charge of the village economic output and labour supply for the German war effort. 

Due to his intimate knowledge of the local people the starosta were often asked to monitor 

and report suspicious individuals and activities in the village. For example, when asked by 

the investigators who he knew to have been murdered in his village, Degtyar revealed that  

One man was hung for being a partisan. One man was arrested 

for having worked as a guard at the NKVD. A 65 year old 

woman was arrested by the Kiev Gestapo for having a Red 

Army officer as son and for hiding partisans. All these people 

were arrested on the orders of the Lebedin police chief.230 

In the small Crimean village Kosh-Degerman a straggler was noticed wandering around so 

starosta Asanov sent him to the Commandant. The stranger was later shot by the police, 
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probably on suspicion of being a partisan.231  Starosta’s played a crucial role in the 

identification and arrest of suspicious elements or suspects. One of the first tasks of a 

starosta was to make a list of all the locals including their family background, political 

affiliation and ethnic background in order to weed out known Communists, Red Army family 

members who might be Soviet sympathisers, possible partisans, as well as ethnic minorities 

such as Jews and Roma.   

 

It was a requirement of every starosta to make lists of the local population, help with 

apprehension and identifications of suspects followed by their arrests. However, not all 

starostas were asked to participate in the Holocaust of Jews and Roma. The degrees to 

which the defendants facilitated the carrying out of the annihilation of the local population 

varied significantly. Some were approached in order to help with the organizational aspects 

of a mass shooting: the finding for a meeting (concentration) place, spreading the word to 

the unsuspecting targets, helping organize police or guards to secure and convoy the 

citizens, organizing the place for the disposal of the bodies, as well as collection and 

distribution of the victim’s property.  

 

In March 1942 Beletskii helped with the ghettoization process of the local Vinnitsa Jews in 

the town of Bratslav by the Germans. He admitted: “I took part in resettling of Jews into the 

Ghetto, and confiscating their property.”232 The Ghetto was liquated on the 3 of June 1942;  

2 000 Jews were killed as a result.233 In Chernivtsi, Grama helped arrest and convoy all the 

local Jews to a train station from which they were sent to a Romanian concentration 

camp.234 In autumn of 1941 starosta Nikolai Dudchenko helped bury the bodies of the local 

Jews in his Nidorf, Nikolayev. He later organized the collection and redistribution of their 

property.235  In the nearby village Shirokoe, starosta Gregorii Dudchenko denounced a Roma 
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family of five. The whole family, including their twelve year old son, were killed outside of 

the village and buried in a ditch. Dudchenko testified that the boy pleaded with him to save 

his life but he responded by saying that he cannot help as the German soldiers were 

watching them. Dudchneko collected the family’s property after their death.236     

 

In September 1941 starosta Dudnik was ordered by the authorities to identify, and with the 

help of the police, arrest and guard the local Kherson Jews. He confessed: “I was involved in 

collecting and convoying the Jews to a meeting point.” He explained that “altogether 

around 14 people from our lot were taken, elderly, women and children amongst them.” A 

group of Jews from lot 23 were also brought over by the Germans. The meeting point was at 

the 6th lot at a school. At first the Germans said they were being collected for work but 

Dudnik testified that when “they began demanding not just adults, but children as well; I 

began to suspect that they are being collected for annihilation.” However, he claimed he 

was not present at the shooting: “I arrived there, at the steppe where that took place, when 

they were shooting the last group of men, five of them.” After the shooting he, along with 

other policemen, took part in throwing the dead bodies into a ditch. A witness at the post-

war trial suggested that he did take part in the shooting and that he was complicit in the 

murder as he was in charge of compiling lists of the Jews, and readily included children 

amongst them. Also after the shooting he collected and redistributed the Jews’ property. A 

witness saw him leaving one of the victim’s apartments with a bundle of clothes in his 

hands.237   

 

In a small Tatar village Abakli-Tom in Crimea the local administrative staff, the starosta 

Mambetov, his assistant Abilev and the scribe became complicit in a mass murder of local 

Roma. The starosta and his deputy were tasked with compiling a list of all the Roma in the 

village. On the 27th of March 1942 the gendarmerie had told the local administration to 

inform all of the Roma on the list that they were to come to a meeting the following 

morning where they were to be informed of their departure to Romania as labourers. The 
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next day, according to Abilev, Mambetov went around to all the “Gypsies” to make sure 

they were not heading out to work but to the “meeting.” Mambetov testified that he 

ordered Abilev to go to “all the Gypsies”. In any case, over 60 individuals were gathered in a 

large barn and guarded by the police. That same morning another group of around 80 Roma 

from the neighbouring villages arrived and were put into the barn with the others. At 9 am a 

large windowless van arrived in the village and began transporting the victims in batches of 

30-40 out of the village. According to eyewitnesses when the van pulled up to the barn and 

the doors were opened all the people refused to board. Starosta Mambetov, along with 

German police forcibly loaded everybody into the vans. According to one eyewitness a 

young girl managed to run away from the barn but the starosta chased her back to the 

village, caught her and brought her back. It took three trips for the van to take all of the 

Roma victims out of the village.238 

 

It turned out that the van was a mobile gassing installation where the Roma were 

asphyxiated before being dumped into a dug out trench North-East of Dzhankoy. On May 

19, 1944 the Soviet authorities dug up the mass grave. The ditch was fifteen meters deep. 

Photographs were taken and experts analysed the bodies concluding that they had indeed 

been gassed and dumped into the ditch in groups in an ad hoc fashion. According to 

witnesses in the post-war trial, starosta Mambetov was at the van loading site but Abilev 

was not seen there. Mambetov was also identified as helping to load people onto the van. 

Mambetov testified that he had no idea of the fate of the local “Gypsies”; he was informed 

that they were sent to Romania for work. Other villagers contended that he should have 

known what was coming as there were rumours floating around of the Germans’ intentions 

and that they had begun using vans for gassing in other regions. A witness whose brother 

was one of the victims testified that “Mambetov knew that the Germans were going to kill 

the Gypsies and he himself threw children into the van.”239 Another witness confirmed that 

Mambetov often spoke against the “Gypsies” and in fact, when registering with the 
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occupying forces, if Mambetov knew that a “Gypsy” was trying to evade detection by 

claiming to be of Tatar ethnic background he would out them. 240 

 

Another defendant, Yatsuk, had only been a starosta for a month when in September of 

1941 he became involved in the murder of over 840 Kalinindorf Jews.241 In the case file a 

number of policemen who were present testified to the events of the night. A 

representative from the Gestapo in Snegerevski district arrived one September evening and 

began, with the help of a local interpreter, inquiring about a suitable place for a killing site. 

Starosta Yatsuk and the interpreter’s husband obliged, offering a spot outside the village 

which they allegedly went to inspect. Upon return another spot, with a large well, was 

decided on instead.242 The Gestapo official informed Yatsuk that the Jews are to be collected 

the following day and executed at this location. Yatsuk testified that: 

The next day four automobiles arrived, one regular one with 

the Gestapo chief and another German, followed by three 

trucks with around 40 German armed soldiers. They came to 

the administrative building where I was, and the Chief told me 

to get five riders and to organize a building for the meeting, 

and to tell Jews to come to the Mill and bring their children 

and the elderly.243 

The riders went around and informed the entire village population to attend the meeting. At 

the meeting the Gestapo Chief ordered the crowd to divide into two groups: 1) Russians and 

Ukrainians, and 2) the Jews. The Jews were organized into a column and led off by the 

soldiers and some policemen to the well where they were all shot and buried. Yatsuk 

admitted that “not all Jews went to the well voluntarily, those who were sick of crippled 

were put on cars or carts and taken to the well. Following orders of the Gestapo Chief, I 
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instruted [policeman] Gorevoi to cart an old man over to the well, and on the way back he 

carted back the dead people’s personal items.”244 Yatsuk also claimed he was ordered to go 

in one of the cars and attend the shooting but he declined, excusing himself for not feeling 

well.245  Some eyewitness, however, placed him at the scene. Around lunch time Yatsuk was 

ordered to go and board up the Jews’ houses and collect their property. It is hard to know 

whether Yatsuk was present at the killing site or not, and to some degree it does not matter.  

His aid in the carrying out of the entire operation from the beginning with the organisation 

of the site for the killing, the arranging of the meeting, the appointment of the policemen 

and collection of the property cannot be denied.     

 

Those that were present at the killings have always argued that they were forced to be 

there by the occupation administration. Only three defendants had convincing evidence 

that they had acted on their own initiative in the subsequent murder of Jews and Roma. 

Tikhoniuk upon his own initiative, made a list of the local Vinnitsa Jews in his village who 

were later arrested and shot by the German police. He was also found to have been present 

at the shooting.246  According to a witness starosta Mambetov had instigated the arrest and 

mass murder of the local Roma by writing a complaint to the local gendarmerie about the 

presence of a large group of “Gypsies” in the village who were refusing to work.247 In 1945 

he was found guilty and sentenced to 25 years in jail. However, in 1955 he reappealed his 

sentence and successfully argued that he did not initiate the mass murder and that he never 

complained about the Roma. His sentence was downgraded to 10 years and he was released 

from prison.248 The third defendant who personally bloodied his hands was starosta 

Markov. In his short two months as the village elder he helped the local police arrest a 

number of Jews and he personally shot one of them. However, according to his wife’s 

testimony the driving force behind this act of cold-blooded murder was not anti-Semitism 
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(he was having an affair with his cousin’s Jewish wife) but jealousy as he believed the man 

to have been sleeping with his wife. 249  

 

The degree of involvement and the scale of murder of the local ethnic minorities varied 

amongst all the cases in the sample. All starostas had to make lists of their local population; 

however, not all became complicit in arrests, brutalities and murder of targeted ethnic 

groups. There is no evidence found in the post-war crime trial of Asanov, Didkovski, 

Kolesnik, Kozub, Onischuk or Markov of any involvement in arrests, denunciations, or 

shooting of Jews or Roma. Scholars who have discussed the role of starosta in the 

implementation of the occupation regime have largely focused on the economic aspects of 

their job. The local administration’s involvement in the Holocaust remains largely 

unexplored and requires further analysis. Eikel and Sivaieva have suggested that “whatever 

the original motives were to join, the specific circumstances of the German occupation 

inevitably led to [the starostas’] responsibilities for crimes committed during the 

occupation.”250 In my own analysis I too have found that the reasons some starostas 

participated in the Holocaust while others did not may have had more to do with their 

circumstances rather than their own moral choices. Starostas assistance was not needed if: 

1) the Jews or Roma had already evacuated the region, 2) the administration had shipped 

them all off to a Ghetto, 3) the Jews or Roma had already been killed, 4) there weren’t any 

in the village to begin with.251 The village elder had little autonomy in the village and his 

involvement in the killing of the local population was hardly a matter of choice. However, 

those that were not implicated in the Holocaust still aided the local authorities in arresting 

Soviet actives, partisans or local insubordinates. Violence went hand-in-hand with the 
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starosta’s administrative job and sometimes they were asked to be involved in more than 

just the initial task of carrying out the economic policies of the occupying regime.  

 

Motivations 

It is difficult to ascertain the exact motivating factors for the men’s collaboration as they 

were never asked outright, nor did they offer an explanation, for their decisions after the 

war. However, historians have attempted to point to certain reasons or driving forces 

behind collaboration, most importantly ideology and revenge. Historians have assumed that 

local peasants were motivated by anti-Bolshevik sentiments as well as nationalistic goals.252 

Some have suggested that those who collaborated were either criminals or had been 

repressed by the Soviets in the 1930s.253 Others suggest they were Communist functionaries 

with careerist agendas.254 Other pragmatic reasons have been suggested such as economic 

needs of the population, fear of being sent off to Germany as labourers, or fear for their 

family’s wellbeing. 255   

 

There is no doubt there were some who had been wronged by the Soviet authorities and 

this drove them toward collaboration with the enemy. Grama was a well off peasant under 

Romanian rule before 1940. He said his father had owned “25 hectares of land, 6 horses, 2 

cows and 80 sheep” as well as being able to afford “hired labourers.”256 Once the Soviets 

occupied the region in 1940 all property was taken away and the family was forced to join 

the collective farms. Other who suffered dekulakization were: Karbashevski, G. Dudchenko 

and N. Dudchenko, Karbasehvski was the only defendant who openly admitted to being a 

member of the OUN. The other’s political or ideological affiliations are up for speculation. 

Others who had been convicted of crimes by the Soviet authorities and served out 

sentences also may have felt hard-done-by. Kozub, for example, was convicted of theft from 
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his kolkhoz in 1933 and sentenced to labour works in “BAM” (Baikal-Amur Mainline) for 

three years.257 While working as the school principal Markov, in 1932, was incarcerated for 

six months for failing to pay the school cleaner her wages.258 Before Didkovski became 

chairman of the kolkhoz he was simply a worker there. In 1934 he was found guilty of 

repeatedly mishandling agricultural equipment and sentenced by for two years.259 Degtyar 

faced repressions in 1938, being sentenced to one and a half years in prison, for his suspect 

political background as he had served in the Tsar’s Army between 1914 and 1918.260 All 

these men had reason to distrust, or even hate, the Soviet regime and when the opportunity 

arose they took the side of the enemy. However, it is important to note that these men 

comprise less than half the sample of starostas. Therefore, it would be premature to assume 

that all collaborators were motivated by political or ideological motivations.   

 

Other ideological reasons such as nationalism or anti-Semitism were present, albeit in small 

doses. Karbashevski is the only defendant starosta who proudly presented himself as an 

OUN member. He and his band overthrew and killed the local administrative government 

and were rewarded by the occupying Romanian forces by being allowed to install their own 

administration. The OUN group also aided in the carrying out of a mass shooting of the local 

Jews. However, this was not done upon their own initiative but ordered to be carried out by 

the Romanian occupiers.261 Some witnesses testified that the accused had harboured anti-

Semitic sentiment but not a lot of evidence speaks to the truth or prominence of this in the 

majority of the cases.    

 

Solonari has argued that anti-Semitism was indeed a factor in local participation in the 

Holocaust. However, it should not be considered the only one.262  Rein had suggested that 

“economic constraints should be considered” when discussing motivating factors for 
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collaboration as “unemployment was quite high and the option of serving in the local self-

administration provided a relatively steady job.”263 Lower agreed that “for those who were 

eligible and willing to take them, the jobs in the German administration seemed to be the 

best. Even the lower-level office jobs paid at least double the monthly wage of a factory 

worker or agricultural labourer.”264  Starostas were exempt from certain taxes as well as 

field work. They received land and a wage which ranged from 200-450 roubles, depending 

on the size of the communal farm or village.265 As the village elder they had access to 

livestock, produce, as well as clothing, and other luxury items.  They were also responsible 

for collection and distribution of the property that belonged to the Jewish and Roma 

victims. “In some cases, members of the local administration directly profited from ‘sold 

unattended goods’.”266 Rein has confirmed that “in many places the property of the 

murdered Jews became a point of issue between the officials of the local self-administration 

and the Germans.”267 Even though theft was illegal and punished, it did take place. Starostas 

could and did fine and confiscate property from the locals, and a chunk of that went straight 

into their own pockets. Other motivating factors besides the economic and ideological have 

been suggested by scholars, including careerism, vengefulness, obedience, sadism and lust 

for power.268 All of these, in various combinations, can be found among the defendants in 

my sample.     

 

Conclusion 

The sample of civilian collaborators who served as local self-administrators, as starostas, 

had come from different background, of different age groups and had varying degrees of 

involvement in the carrying out of the Nazi occupation regime. The cohort of village elders 

had two main things in common: they were male and they were local peasants. Beyond that 

the similarities begin to dwindle as the generational, political, familial and ethnic differences 

begin to appear. The dissimilarities between the individual defendants make it difficult to 
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pin-point one particular overarching motivating factor for their collaboration. The 

motivating factors include a combination of several of the following factors: ideological anti-

Bolshevik, anti-Semitism, Ukrainian nationalism, economic security, careerism, lust for 

power, obedience, vengefulness, as well as fear for own and family’s life. As a local self-

administrator the starosta was able to wield power over the local population, yet, 

simultaneously he had little autonomy as he had to answer to the administrators above him. 

I argue that the degree to which these starostas participated in the Holocaust depended 

more on their circumstances than their own ideological or moral standings. However, I 

concur with Eikle and Sivaieva that despite the lack of actual blood on the starostas’ hands, 

“they were essential in providing preparatory and follow-up work to support the 

extermination of the local Jewish [and Roma] population.”269  
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CHAPTER 3       Policemen 
 

In September of 1941 the Jewish population of over 800 people residing in the small 

Kherson village of Babrovsi-Kut was wiped-out in a matter of hours. The mass shooting of 

the locals Jews was not a spontaneous event but a carefully planned and organized 

operation by the German occupation administration that was weeks in the making. Without 

the help of the local civilian collaborators who served as self-administrators and policemen 

the events of the day would not have run as efficiently. The occupation administration was 

severely understaffed and the German officers had little knowledge of the local geography, 

language or people. The local collaborators helped identify, apprehend and guard the local 

Jews as well as aid in carrying out and cleaning up after the mass murder. Without their 

participation, the events would not have happened as swiftly and efficiently. Many victims 

may have had the time and opportunity to flee. After the end of the war the Soviet 

authorities tried seven individuals for their involvement in the mass murder. 

 

According to the testimony of Aleksandr Yatsuk, the village elder, the horrific events of the 

day were set in motion a week in advance, when the Ukrainian police chief Nikolai 

Andreevich Zavergokha from the neighbouring Snegerevski rayon (district) arrived in early 

September of 1941. He issued the starosta two rifles and ordered him to appoint a number 

of local men as policemen in order to guard the village. Yatsuk appointed the Ukrainians 

Belii, Tkachenko, Scherbina as policemen and Galagan as their chief. Not long after the 

Snegerevski police chief left the village, four plain-clothed German officers of the SD (the 

security services of the SS) arrived. They relayed the orders from the Gestapo (Secret State 

Police) for the starosta to collect 30,000 roubles from the local citizens.  That same evening 

the four German officers took Yatsuk and the policemen around the village and asked them 

to identify houses where Jews resided. This lasted all night, with the German officers going 

into over fifty houses to speak to the Jews. Neither the village elder nor the policemen were 

allowed inside. Therefore we do not know exactly what went on inside and what the Jewish 
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people were told. In the morning the four men went back to their raion to report back to 

the Gestapo on their findings.270   

 

Five days later, the head of Snegerevski Gestapo arrived in Babrovski-Kut.  The German 

called on the village elder Yatsuk and a couple of local residents, the Katais, husband and 

wife. Olga Katai was an ethnic German and served as the translator at the meeting. The 

Gestapo head explained to Yatsuk and Katai that the village Jews were going to be shot very 

soon and that he wanted to know whether there was a place nearby which would be 

suitable for the disposal of the bodies. Yatsuk testified that he told the German that he 

knew of no such place, but that Olga Katai’s husband suggested a place out in the woods. 

Upon inspection of the area the Gestapo boss said that the spot was suitable but it would 

take a lot of time and manpower to dig a ditch big enough.  Katai suggested they look at a 

large empty well only four kilometres outside of the village. Upon returning from his 

inspection of the well, the German proclaimed that it was suitable and that they would 

begin the shooting the following day. Satisfied with the outcome of this meeting the 

Gestapo chief left the village.271 

 

The next day, the Gestapo boss arrived in an automobile, followed by three trucks carrying 

around forty armed German soldiers. Yatsuk was ordered to organize a village meeting. He 

testified: “I appointed five teenage horse riders to go around the village and tell the citizens 

to meet at the Mill, and to tell the Jews to bring their children and the elderly.”272 At the 

meeting, the head of Gestapo told the crowd that all the Russians and Ukrainians need to 

step to one side and Jews to the other. The German soldiers quickly grabbed the Jews and 

led them away towards the well. According to Yatsuk one German soldier picked between 

five and ten people out of the non-Jewish crowd of locals and ordered them to accompany 

Yatsuk in one of the automobiles to the shooting site. The locals were most asked to guard 

the convoy and the killing site to make sure nobody escaped while the shooting was taking 
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271 Ibid., p. 3689. 
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place. That day around 840 Jewish men, women and children were shot and buried in an 

abandoned well.273 

 

The local policemen were vital in aiding the convoying process. Some elderly or crippled 

Jews could not walk to the meeting on their own, so Yatsuk ordered policemen Tkachenko 

and Gorevoi to put them on a cart and take them to the well. Even a young woman who had 

only recently given birth to her baby was taken down to the well and shot, along with the 

baby. On the way back policemen carted the personal belongings of the dead back to the 

village. Around lunch time, Yatsuk was approached by the Gestapo chief and asked to 

organize a few volunteers to guard the houses and property of the dead Jews. Yatsuk 

ordered two volunteer policemen to nail shut the doors of the houses and apartments. All 

of the property and personal belongings of the murdered were stored at the local dairy farm 

and then sorted and redistributed to the population by the local self-administrators. The 

German execution squad was given first pick of the goods. The ethnic Germans of the village 

were given second priority. The left over stock was given to Yatsuk who was to distribute it 

amongst the rest of the village population.  Upon completion of the operation the volunteer 

policemen and the execution squad were treated to a lavish dinner organized by Yatsuk at 

his own house.274 

 

Not all of the village Jews were killed that day. The next day a fourteen year old boy was 

arrested by one of the policemen. The boy was shot right in the courtyard of the police 

station by a German officer. Another Jewish man who was away working outside of the 

village during the mass shooting was also arrested upon returning. Yatsuk testified that  

After the mass shooting, two more Jewish women were found 

and taken to the police headquarters. I got told by the head of 

police Galagan to lock them up, which I did, then he ordered 

me to take them outside of the village and kill them. During 
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the shooting I and Galagan were both present. Two officers 

shot the women with their rifles. The women did not scream 

while were being led outside the village, but they pleaded with 

the officers in German, I assume to spare them. One of them 

was around 50, the other much younger.275 

The campaign against the local Jews targeted everybody including the sick, the elderly and 

the children. However, some “mixed race” children were spared.276 Those children who had 

Ukrainians or Russian mothers but Jewish fathers were spared, but, the kids were to be 

distinguished from the rest of the population. The mothers were ordered to sew a patch on 

their children’s’ clothes to identify them as Jewish. One of the defendants, a volunteer 

village policeman, was responsible for carrying out the orders and making sure the children 

had identifying markers.277 

 

Who were these local civilians and why did they volunteer to serve as policemen and help to 

carry out the mass murder of Jews? The six defendants who served as policemen were all 

Ukrainian men, born either in this or the neighbouring raion. They all came from poor 

peasant families with no political afliation, military backgrounds or criminal records. These 

men had minimal education and worked as agricultural workers, a hog farmer, a security 

guard, a brick layer and a mechanic before the occupation. The defendants’ age in 1941 

ranged between thirty-nine and sixty-five. Many were only employed for a week or two 

during September 1941 while others stayed on the job until 1942. Some defendants like 

Makhlai, were motivated by anti-Soviet sentiments. He had served in the Russian Army in 

1914 and in 1929 his family was dekulakized by the Soviets. During the post-war 

investigation an eyewitness testified that in July 1943 at a meeting Makhlai, who was 

working as the brigadier at the time, proclaimed:  

                                                             
275 Ibid., p. 3984. 
276 In the Nazi occupied Soviet Union “mixed race” children were usually killed along with the rest of the Jewish 
population, see Yitzhak Arad, The Holocaust in the Soviet Union, Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009, 
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and inconsistency in the gradually escalating policies toward the Eastern Jews in the summer and autumn of 
1941. For an explanation of the changing policies see Peter Longerich, Holocaust: The Nazi prosecution and 
Murder of the Jews, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010. 
277 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 3534, reel 88, pp. 3984. 
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We need to work harder. We have to help the German Army – 

our liberators. Don’t wait for the Jewish-Bolsheviks, there are 

none left now. But if they do come, will it be good for us?  

There will be no mercy for us, they will butcher us all. We need 

to serve our liberators now.278  

Other defendants also potentially harboured anti-Soviet sentiments. Belli himself did not 

come from a kulak family but his wife did. He also faced a few months in a labour camp 

under the Soviets in 1941 as punishment for missing work. Others, like Scherbina, had no 

outright history of repression by the Soviets yet an eyewitness testified that he was 

overheard saying: “We need to destroy all Jews, so there is not a drop of Jewish blood left. 

No more Jewish-Bolshevism! The Germans will get rid of all Jews and Bolsheviks!”279 The 

men’s “Jewish-Bolshevism” rhetoric reflects the Nazi propaganda that was being spread in 

the occupied Ukrainian territories throughout the occupation period.280 Were these men 

driven by ideological motivations such as anti-Semitism, anti-Bolshevism, or were they 

simply adapting to and reflecting the environment they were in? Do these men represent 

the wider cohort of local civilian volunteer policemen in occupied Ukraine?  

 

Historiography 

Due to the problematic nature of the sources and the political sensitivity of the subject 

matter, the actions and motivations of local collaborators in occupied Soviet territories 

1941-1944 remains a controversial topic for historians in both the West and the countries 

that used to comprise the Soviet Union.  A number of academics have tackled the question 

of who the perpetrators were on the German side and what functions they fulfilled. Some 

have suggested a number of possible motivating factors that contributed to the “barbarism” 

with which the Nazi soldiers and policemen operated in the East.281 The disagreements 
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between scholars on the key motivating factors (which include, but are not limited to peer-

pressure and obedience to authority, anti-Semitism and Nazi ideological indoctrination, 

harsh conditions of the Eastern front and the brutalization of the German troops by 

prolonged war experience) remain unsettled. Most scholars now combine aspects of several 

arguments rather than fall into one hard-line school of thought.282 Similar analysis is 

beginning to be applied in the Soviet context as well. A number of historians, by focusing on 

specific region in occupied Ukraine or Russia, have attempted to trace the activities and 

identify motivating factors of the indigenous police forces.   

 

In 1999 Martin Dean applied Christopher Browning’s conclusions with regard to the German 

policemen to the Ukrainian context.283 Dean emphasized a number of mundane factors that 

influenced the local Ukrainian policemen: peer pressure, the numbing effects of alcohol, 

personal enrichment, social and professional mobility, as well as intoxicating effects of 

wielding power over people and their lives. Dean proposed a distinction between the initial 

volunteers in 1941 and the cohort of recruited policemen in late 1942. “Certainly it is fair to 

make a distinction between the early volunteers who had thrown in their lot with the 

Germans from the start”, he contended, and “the later conscripts who were generally less 

enthusiastic, especially once they began to doubt the certainty of German victory.”284 Dean 

argued that the earlier cohort of volunteer policemen was strongly motivated by ideology 

and a sense of revenge while the later, much younger, cohort was driven less by desire to 

serve the Germans and was more interested in surviving the occupation due to harsher 

economic conditions and threat of forced migration as labourers to the Reich.    

 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
Holocaust, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1996; Omer Bartov, The Eastern front, 1941-45, German troops and the 
Barbarization of warfare, New York: Pelgrave, 2001.  
282 For an analysis of the role and activities of the SiPo/SD in occupied Kiev see Alexander Prusin, “A 
Community of violence: The SiPo/SD and its role in the Nazi Terror System in Generalbezirk Kiew,” Holocaust 
and Genocide studies 21, no. 1, 2007, pp. 1-30. Prusin’s scrutiny of the SiPo/SD personnel suggests that the 
socio-political profile of the men made them more susceptible to Nazi ideological indoctrination, as well as 
peer pressure or self-identification “as a group” and obedience to higher authority within the military and 
police ranks. Prusin also agrees that other factors such as the barbarism of partisan warfare in the East served 
to exacerbate the violent properties of SiPo/SD personnel.         
283 Martin Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust: Crimes of the local police in Belorussia and Ukraine, New York: 
St. Martin’s Press in association with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 1999. 
284 Ibid., p. 71. 
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In 2007 Alexander Prusin also undertook the difficult job of understanding the actions and 

motivations of the local Ukrainian policemen in the occupied Kiev region.285 Utilizing models 

set by Browning and Daniel Goldhagen for the German SS and policemen, he has argued for 

a more nuanced and blended rather than a one-zise-fits-all interpretation in the Ukrainian 

context. Prusin proposed that the overwhelming majority of the indigenous volunteer 

policemen did not show any signs of psychopathic or pathological tendencies before or 

immediately after the war.286 With that in mind, Prusin suggested that 

the motivations behind their actions during the war should be 

assessed in the context of their age, socio-economic status, 

education, relationship to the authority, political views, and 

finally, their individual circumstances during the war.287  

Prusin identified three types of Ukrainian collaborator: 1) “political activists,” or people who 

were driven by ideological factors, 2) “eager conformists”, or mid-level functionaries 

without a clear political alignment who had learned to adopt whatever the dominant 

ideology happened to be in order to conform and survive, and finally 3)“enthusiastic  

executors”, the lower levels of Soviet social hierarchy who were used to carrying out orders, 

who saw collaboration as an opportunity for social mobility and access to power they 

previously lacked.288 According to Prusin’s model the smallest but easiest to identify group 

are the political activists. This group includes members of nationalist groups such as the 

OUN and UPA, as well as anti-Bolshevik groups such as Vlasov’s “Russian Liberation 

Army”.289 The other two categories are harder to identify. The second group is comprised of 

those who had no ideological loyalty; they may have been members of the Communist party 

but as soon as the occupying forces marched into the region they burned their papers and 

welcomed the Nazis with open arms. However, they may not have been members of the 

Party but they would have held a mid-level functionary position and desired to retain their 

status under the occupation. The third group can be categorised as the poor and less-

educated peasants and labourers who ended up holding positions of higher social and 
                                                             
285 Alexander Prusin, “Ukrainiskaia politsiia I Kholokost v general’nom okruge Kiev, 1941-1943: Deistviia i 
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economic status under the occupiers. By identifying different groups of people and motives, 

Prusin’s model highlights the complex nature of collaboration. 

 

In his Ph.D dissertation Johannes Due Enstad argued that the question of why people served 

the occupation administration is a complex one that, as Dean had pointed out, “depends 

first of all upon whether they were simply forced to do so and secondly upon how the terms 

of involvement were perceived.”290  Enstad suggested a number of “interests and passions”, 

as he calls them, motivated indigenous population to serve in the local self-administration: 

material gain in forms of salary as well as other benefits and graft, revenge upon individuals 

coupled with overall anti-Soviet attitudes. Like Dean, Enstad emphasized a difference 

between the cohort that volunteered early on and those who joined later. Furthermore, he 

extends this interpretation further by drawing important distinctions between reasons for 

joining and reasons for staying in the police service.291 Enstad’s interpretation mirrors that 

of Markus Eikle and Valentina Sivaieva with regard to the distinctions between the 

motivating factors for joining and motivating factors for continuation of employment by the 

local administrators.292  Enstad concluded his analysis of collaboration with the proposition 

that for the vast majority of the voluntary local collaborators, “the sine qua non of deciding 

to engage cooperatively with German power in these intimate ways was” not the presence 

of strong anti-Soviet attitudes, but rather “the lack of any robust kind of pro-Soviet 

loyalty.”293  

 

To test the results of Dean, Enstad and Prusin I have applied their models to my own sample 

of civilian policemen. Dean and Prusin had much larger samples, ranging from 82 to 341, 

while my sample consists of 34 individuals. While the collection of post war trial records 

contains hundreds of cases of collaborating policemen, I focus only on those individuals who 

had been tried as civilians according to the Soviet Criminal Code. This narrow focus allows 
                                                             
290 Johannes Due Enstad, “Soviet citizens under Nazi Occupation: Life, Death, and Power in Northern Russia 
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Note: Many defendants held a number of jobs or positions throughout the period of life 

under occupation. The professional reflected in the table is the one that the individual held 

while committing the act of “treason” they were accused of by the post-war Soviet 

investigators.  

 

A collective biography of Ukrainian policemen 

From 203 civilian cases in the collection RG 31.18M, thirty-four were identified as involving 

local inhabitants who joined the various local auxiliary police units under occupation 

between 1941 and 1945. The majority of these men, twenty three, were Ukrainian, while 

the others were either ethnic German or Russian. Their age, educational, political and family 

backgrounds varied significantly. The youngest of the defendants was only fifteen when he 

joined the ranks of the local police while the oldest was sixty-five. The largest group, fifty-

two per cent, were born between 1902 and 1919 which means that they were children 

during the First World War (1914-1918) and they were children or young adults during the 

Revolutionary upheaval and the Civil War (1917-1921). Thirty per cent were born between 

1870 and 1901 which means they were adults during the first two tumultuous decades of 

the twentieth century. These men were likely to have served in the Russian Imperial Army 

during the WWI or fought in the Civil War. The remainder of the cohort were born after 

1910 which suggests they were brought up and educated under the Soviet regime in the 20s 

and 30s, or under the Second Commonwealth of Poland.   

 

Age in 
1941 

<18 19-29 30-39 40-49 50> No 
data 

TOTAL 

No. 2 9 9 6 4 4 34 
% 6% 26% 26% 18% 12% 12% 100% 

Table 3.2: Age of civilians (in 1941) who were employed as policemen by the occupation 

administration. 
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My relatively small sample confirms the trends found by Prusin in his cohort of 82 Kiev 

district policemen. He also found that the overwhelming majority were Ukrainian and aged 

between 18 and 40 in 1941.294 Prusin has suggested that this reflects the general makeup of 

the local population at the time. Dean’s group of policemen in the Mir district appears to be 

a lot younger than the one in my sample. “According to rough figures collected for the Mir 

district, in 1944 about 50 per cent of the Schutzmänner (constables) were less than 25 years 

of age, 43 per cent were aged between 25 and 35 and only 6 per cent were over 35 year 

old.”295 Dean’s statistics are based on 341 individuals holding various police ranks. According 

to his estimates only 6 percent of the policemen in Mir were born before 1910 which stands 

in stark contrast to my sample which suggests that over 50 per cent were born before 1910. 

The overwhelming young age of Dean’s policemen may be due to the fact that they were 

not volunteers but conscripts and joined the police force at a later stage in the occupation 

than the men in my sample.    

 

The majority of the defendants in my sample were recruited into the militia or police service 

in 1941. Due to personnel shortages the occupation regime needed the native population to 

serve in the local self-administration including as local police forces in the towns and 

villages. On 25th of July 1941 Himmler had given a directive to begin recruitment of 

indigenous volunteers who were deemed politically reliable. In November of 1941 even 

POWs were allowed to be recruited. 296   “Recruitment to militias,” according to Dean, “had 

initially taken place by the Germans asking volunteers; one man recalls that soon after the 

German invasion notices were put up on walls asking for volunteers to join the police in 

Minsk.”297  Volunteers were selected following a vetting procedure, focusing on the men’s 

political reliability. My sample reflects this wave of volunteering in 1941. 
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groups had been conscripted previously into the Red Army under the Soviets,”303 or as in my 

sample, many older men had volunteered as policemen in summer or autumn of 1941 and 

by 1942 had been dismissed or left their position and acquired another form of 

employment.  

 

The majority of the cohort that joined the police force in 1941 had moved on to other forms 

of employment by 1942. Those that volunteered to serve as militia early on in the 

occupation served for very short periods of time. Dean noted that with the transfer of the 

German administration from military to civilian control and the arrival of Gendarmerie units 

responsible for policing in the country districts, the provisional militias were to be dissolved 

and replaced by a permanent Schutzmannschaft (police) force.”304 Some defendants were 

recruited on temporary bases while others made careers out of serving in the police force, 

getting promoted and trained as professional policemen. In Kalinindorf, Kherson region, the 

local village starosta, Yatsuk, asked the five defendants in the case to volunteer their time 

and efforts in order to aid in the carrying out of the mass extermination of local Jewish 

population in September 1941. Most of the defendants only served as policemen for a few 

days or weeks while the operation was underway. Forty year old agricultural worker 

Tkachenko served for only a week. Orlenko also worked as a policeman very briefly, he 

continued his service for the occupation regime as a local self-administrator up until 1944. 

Their tasks ranged from helping patrol the village at night, upholding the curfew, to 

convoying the victims, guarding the victims at the shooting site as well as disposing of the 

bodies.305  Tkachenko testified: 

 I volunteered to be a policeman in September 1941, where I 

worked for 7 days. I took part in the mass shooting by helping 

to convoy 13 people including women, children and elderly.306  

Also in Kherson region, thirty-four year old Ukrainian accountant Zaikin began his 

employment as a secretary in the local police in August 1941.307 He was swiftly promoted to 
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deputy chief of police and he worked in this capacity until March 1944.  Twenty-two year 

old Ukrainian Sanin also served from 1941 until 1944, even undergoing official police 

training courses in 1943 and later joining an SS detachment.308 Many policemen who were 

recruited in 1941 as Schutzmannschaft were only required to serve until 31 December 1942. 

This explains why many men in my sample had moved onto other forms of employment by 

winter of 1942. “At the end of 1942, however, German authorities introduced 

Schutzmannschaft service for an indefinite period, in accordance with the introduction of 

compulsory labour service in the occupied territories.”309 

 

This sample of civilian policemen consisted mainly of men from poor to middle peasant 

family background. However, five came from kulak families and another five came from 

“labouring” social background. The majority of the defendants had no official political 

affiliation before 1941 as only two of the men were members of the Communists Party and 

one was a member of the OUN (Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists) before the 

occupation in 1941. The fifteen year old policeman Dmitruk joined the Communist party in 

1945, after the war ended and before he was arrested and tried for collaboration.310 Five of 

the defendants joined the OUN and UPA in 1943 while still living under the Nazi occupation 

in Volhynia region.311  

 Communist party 
<1941              
>1941 

OUN/UPA 
<1941             
1941> 

No Political 
affiliation 

No 
data 

TOTAL 
 

Kulak 1    4  5 
Poor/Middle 
peasant 

1 1  5 13  20 

Labouring   1  4  5 
No data      4 4 
TOTAL 3 6 21 4 34 

Table 3.4: Social background and political memberships of policemen. 
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Soviet authorities, during and even well after the war, assumed and propagated the notion 

that all Soviet collaborators were class enemies.  Partisan intelligence reports from early on 

in the war frequently noted that so-called “former people” (a category in the Bolshevik 

language denoting persons of various backgrounds who had been disenfranchised or 

repressed for political reasons) were prominent among the members of the native 

administration in the occupied territories.312 There were many formerly disenfranchised 

people among the collaborators in the occupied Soviet territories, but by no means did they 

make up the majority.  In his study of local Ukrainian Policemen, Prusin has suggested that 

the old “Soviet class characterization” of the local collaborators as simply being a coalition 

of kulaks and “class enemies” can be dismissed.  Just as my sample shows that only five out 

of thirty-one men were kulak, and six OUN members, Prusin’s larger sample of 82 consisted 

of only two individual kulaks and only seventeen percent of the sample were identified as 

OUN members.313   

 

There are some visible similarities between the educational and professional background of 

the defendants. In the Soviet Union there were three types of school: four year primary 

schools, seven year schools, and secondary schools providing up to ten years of schooling.314 

The majority of the defendants from villages had one to four years of schooling and held 

mostly agricultural or manual labour employment. Those living in cities often attended the 

seven year schools. None of the defendants had attended a higher education institution. 

One defendant, a fifteen year old Ukrainian boy, was still in school when the war broke out. 

The bulk of the sample divides into two groups: 1) lower educated agricultural and manual 

labourers, 2) skilled labourers such as carpenters, electricians, mechanics, welders, etc.  The 

occupation of the men in Dean’s sample strongly correlates with mine. He found that the 

majority of men had worked in the agricultural sector, about twenty percent were in trade 
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and only four per cent were “professionals.”315 Prusin and Gabriel Finder also found a 

general type of candidate that the occupation administration recruited in East Galicia: 

Preference was given to applicants of Ukrainian nationality 

between the ages of 20 and 35 with military experience in the 

Polish army and no political affiliation. Successful applicants 

represented all strata of Ukrainian society. Peasants, workers 

and Lumpenproletariat constituted the bulk of the rank and 

file, while more educated individuals from the middle class 

filled the officer ranks.316  

None of the defendants in my sample had any law enforcement experience or any other 

employment or training that would qualify or prepare them for the job of a policeman. In his 

later study on policemen in occupied Ukraine Prusin found that a low to average level of 

education was an overwhelming commonality between all policemen. He suggests that this 

may have served as a motivating factor for these men who could have viewed employment 

for the local self-administration as a stepping stone towards higher social and economic 

status.317  

 

It is important to note that the reason there are no professional or highly educated men 

who served in the police force was because the occupation regime was severely 

understaffed and many educated and professional civilians were of high value. Those that 

had clerical and language skills were the first to be employed as interpreters, administrators 

and agents for the SD. 
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Prior 
Criminal 

Convictions 

Other 
history of 
repression 

No history 
of 

repression 

No data Total 

No. 3 4 23 4 34 
% 9% 12% 67% 12% 100% 

Table 3.6: Policemen and their histories of repression. 

 

Prusin has argued that the overstated notion that most Ukrainian or Soviet collaborators 

were criminals has been largely propagated by Ukrainian emigres in the West or Soviet 

scholars in the East with little empirical evidence.321 From 82 individuals in Prusin’s sample 

only six men had prior convictions, either for theft or “speculation”.322 Some repressed and 

disenfranchised people eagerly joined the German and Romanian occupation 

administration. However, statistically this group made up the smallest portion of the overall 

cohort of local collaborators.     

 

Recruitment and Structure of the police force 

After the initial occupation of the majority of Ukraine in summer of 1941, detachments of 

the Order Police (Schutzpolizei in urban areas and the Gendarmerie in the countryside) 

arrived in autumn of 1941 from Germany to take over general security duties from the 

Wehrmacht. “With the transfer of the German administration from military to civilian 

control and the arrival of Gendarmerie units responsible for policing in the country districts, 

the provisional militias were to be dissolved and replaced by a permanent 

Schutzmannschaft force.”323 The militia or self-organized police forces that sprung up during 

the “power vacuum between Soviet withdrawal and the German arrival”324 and even 

continued during the first weeks and months of the occupation “patrolling streets, keeping 

watch over strategic objects such as grain storehouses, and regulating traffic” were 
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disbanded. 325 Lower noted that by December of 1941 most of the local Ukrainian militia 

was dissolved or absorbed by the Order Police forces in cities or villages. “The new recruits, 

the Schutzmänner, were given military-style training, including marching and sports.”326 In 

Galicia, the recruits “learned German, the use of firearms, and the fundamentals of criminal 

law. There was a special course for police NCOs and officers.”327 Dmitro Sanin joined the 

auxiliary police force in 1941 but only underwent official training in 1943, which included 

pledging an oath of allegiance to the Nazi regime.328 Most Ukrainian auxiliaries filled the 

rank and file of the rural police forces, led by German Gendarme post leaders. However 

some were also recruited into the SS and SD (Security Police). In 1941 defendant Pashkov 

began his employment as a police officer for the Simferopol Police but in 1943 was 

promoted, trained and served in the Simferopol Criminal Police as an investigator and 

simultaneously operated as an SD agent.329 

 

Enstad had noted that “there was a plethora of variously composed police and security 

forces roaming the occupied territories.”330 He explained that besides Wehrmacht-

supervised police units such as the Geheime Feldpolizei (Secret Field Police), “Himmler’s SS 

organization commanded Gestapo, Order Police, and Einsatzgruppen units”, all potential 

recruiters of local inhabitants.331 The Sicherheitspolizei (Security Police or SiPo) and 

Sicherheitsdienst (Security Services or SD) played a leading role in “the Nazi machinery of 

repression”, often with the help of the local police.332 The SD was the official intelligence 

gathering agency of the SS; it was the “nerve centre which gathered information about 

various categories of ‘enemies’ and organized executive measures, including arrests, 

interrogations and shootings.”333  
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The Security Police numbered only a few hundred officers 

throughout the occupied east. These were supported by some 

clerical staff (often female), interpreters, a transport section 

with drivers and maintenance workers, and guards provided 

from units of the Waffen SS, Order Police or auxiliaries 

recruited in the east.334  

Formally the auxiliary police units were subordinate to the head of the native 

administration; however, in practice they were often directed by the various police 

departments and German military units.335  

 

The German Gendarmes deployed in the East consisted of a mixture of conscripted police 

reservists and full-time career policemen, most of whom were too old to serve in the Army. 

According to Dean’s estimates only ten percent of the men were under the age of 30.336 

“The  Schutzmannschaft was designed to take over much of the leg work from the 

predominantly middle-aged Gendarmes who supervised them.”337 Dean also noted that the 

Gendarmerie and Schutzpolizei were thinly spread over the vast territory to be covered. “In 

some areas there were only three or four Gendarmes available for each main rayon post.”338  

In fact, some villages in remote areas had no German supervision at all. Indigenous 

populations were instrumental in the policing and administrating of the occupation regime. 

Dean has suggested that the intention was for German Gendarmes “to lead from the front 

and keep a close eye on their indigenous subordinates. In practice they were often tied 

down with administrative paperwork, leaving considerable initiative in the hands of the local 

police commanders.”339  
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The Schutzmannschaft, or the “local voluntary troops” were vital in the implementation of 

the occupation policies in the first few months of the war. As early as 25 July 1941 Himmler 

gave out orders to set up these “voluntary troop formations” in the east. They were to be 

made up of Ukrainians, Balts and Belorussians who had not served in the Red Army or were 

non-Communist POWs.340 In the majority of cases in my sample, the defendants testified 

that they volunteered for their services as policemen. However, there were cases where the 

local village elder appointed candidates for their positions. For example, Ukrainian Chirko 

confessed that he was “elected” in a meeting by the starosta and the local OUN leaders.341 

Russian collective farmer Danilchenko also argued that he did not volunteer but was forced 

by the village elder to serve as a policeman in 1942.342 Some volunteered because they saw 

it as an opportunity to display loyalty to the new masters, some viewed an opportunity for 

better working conditions and benefits, while others saw no other option as those who 

were unemployed would starve or be sent off to the Reich as labourers.  

    

At first, the occupation administration was hesitant to give the locals guns, and the village 

policemen served with batons and clubs. However, soon the indigenous auxiliary policemen, 

often donning a uniform and a rifle, became an indispensable part of the occupation regime. 

Most received some form of training. The training would take up to two weeks and was 

conducted by German officers either on the spot or at a designated police school in the 

district. The “students” would be taught how to conduct themselves in relation to both their 

superiors and the local populations, how to file reports, procedures on patrolling and 

guarding, use of weapon, etc.343  Ermolov has described how, due the decentralized nature 

of the police organs in the occupied territories, there was no one uniform for the 

policemen.344 In Smolensk, for example, the police wore the German police uniform with 

the addition of a white arm band. Danilchenko testified that in 1942, upon his joining the 
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police force in Kalinovka (Crimea), he received a blue policeman uniform and a rifle. In 

Mirgorod, the Ukrainian policemen wore a black uniform with a distinctive blue and yellow 

armband; these colours symbolised Ukrainian Nationalism. In remote villages where 

resources were scarce, policemen were often armed with whatever was on hand and simply 

wore an armband over their regular clothing to distinguish themselves from the rest of the 

villagers. Whatever the location and the degree of organization, employment as a policeman 

carried with it a certain distinction, social status, power and economic benefits.      

 

Duties and Responsibilities 

Members of the local police had a number of duties. Depending on which police force they 

were a part of and whether they were in rural or urban settings, their duties ranged from 

basic surveillance to arrests, interrogations and murder. The original purpose for the 

Ukrainian auxiliary police was to support the German police in guarding public buildings, 

especially at night, against sabotage or attack by the partisans. Policeman stood guard 

outside granaries, storehouses, banks and other important edifices; they patrolled their 

villages, roads and railways.345 Policemen were in charge of upholding the village or city 

curfew, arresting those who were found wandering around or in many cases those trying to 

escape the village or city. Defendant Sanin, in his testimonies, showed that his duties as a 

policeman in Saky, Crimea included “guarding of the police headquarters, patrolling of the 

city, and arrests of individuals.”346 Scherbina, like many other defendants, also testified that 

“they sent me to guard the village, to make sure nobody was entering or leaving.”347 This 

was especially crucial during mass ani-partisan or anti-Jewish operations. There were even 

special railway policing and firefighting brigades.348  

 

In the rural setting the local police helped the local administration in the collection of taxes, 

the carrying out of house searches,  
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passport controls, and registration of the inhabitants, [they] 

investigated minor criminal offences, enforced curfews, and 

made arrests. Furthermore, they watched over public 

marketplaces, fought against home-brewing and speculation, 

escorted prisoners [and] helped recruit or round up civilians 

for labor in Germany.349  

Defendant Sanin was complicit in arresting and sending people as labourers to the Reich. In 

one case, number of witnesses, including the female victim herself, testified to the brutal 

manner in which he arrested her, hitting her in the face.350 In Kalinindorf, the local deputy 

chief of police Zaykin gave out orders to collect taxes, grain and livestock according to 

German quotas and even fined villagers for various “crimes.” He confiscated 50 kilograms of 

pork from a local woman as punishment for her killing a hog without permission from the 

local administration.351  In some cases, the policemen even carried out disciplinary actions 

against the local administrators. For example, in 1942 Ukrainian policeman Stepan Deineka 

beat up members of the local village administration for not meeting the required quota set 

by the German occupation officials.352  

 

Enstad had noted that “it is safe to say that the auxiliaries made a significant contribution to 

the enforcement of the German occupation regime.”353  This is especially true with regard to 

the repression of organized partisan activity, Communists, Jews and Roma in the occupied 

territories. The police recruits were “not simply engaged in the general upkeep of law and 

order in the localities but also participated – or were caught up – in the larger political war 

against Bolshevism.”354 The local policemen, with the help of local civilians, spies, and 

members of the administration were charged with revealing and arresting local Jews, 

Communists, Komsomol members, partisans and people with pro-Soviet attitudes. Pashkov, 

who was working for the Criminal Police and SD between 1943 and 1944 took part in 
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numerous operations.  In summer of 1943, along with a group of volunteer German soldiers, 

he took part in an operation which included searches and stake-outs in a tobacco factory 

and a tin-can factory.355 

 

Indigenous auxiliary policemen played a crucial role in the Nazis’ “solution” to the “Jewish 

Question” in the East. Prusin points out that the makeup of the Einsatzgruppen units 

operating in the East consisted of around 600 soldiers and officers supported by roughly 200 

drivers, telephone operators, secretaries and chefs. He suggests that without local 

manpower to aid the Germans the extermination of hundreds of thousands of local Jews 

and partisans would not have happened as swiftly as it did in the second half of 1941.356  

Not only were the policemen paramount as manpower that the German’s lacked, but they 

had intimate knowledge of the local population, language and geography.  Prusin also noted 

that without the Ukrainian policemen the Germans would have been operating 

“blindfolded”.357 He proposed that if a runaway Jew or partisan was caught by a German he 

had a slim chance of talking his way out of the situation and hiding his identify, but faced 

with a fellow Ukrainian the man had no chance of concealing his identity.358 Because the 

indigenous policemen were intimately familiar with the local population they were often 

put in charge of registrations, relocations of Jews into ghettos, convoying and guarding of 

the killing sites.359 Dean also noted that in many places the local police were “entrusted with 

guarding the ghetto perimeter to prevent smuggling and with escorting the Jews to places 

of work outside the ghetto.”360 

  

In the last days of October 1941, in the city of Mirgorod, Poltava region, the Nazi occupation 

administration, with the help of local police, carried out a mass murder of 168 Jewish and 

around 10 Soviet partisans.361 On the 28th of October the occupation administration ordered 
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all Jews to unite in the market square at 7am. The Jews were told to bring valuables, clothes 

and enough food to sustain them for a few days as they were being “relocated” somewhere 

else. An eyewitness testified that he saw that even a few days before the meeting the 

square had already been fenced in with makeshift walls and gates.362 Most Jews did not go 

willingly so the local policemen and German soldiers went door to door arresting the 

victims. After their arrest their apartments were sealed and guarded against looting. It took 

2 days to assemble everyone in the square.363 An eyewitness testified that walking past the 

square he observed and heard cries and sobs coming from the fences. The man continued 

walking, going past the police headquarters where he observed all the local Ukrainian 

policemen gathered outside. Defendant Borisenko was one of them, donning a black 

policeman’s uniform and a blue and yellow armband.364 About 80 policemen were give 

orders to line up, informed that all the Jews were going to be shot that day, and given 

various orders from convoying duty to guarding the Jews or guarding certain objects during 

the operation. All policemen were given weapons and ammunition. Streets leading away 

from the square were lined with armed German soldiers. Some policemen were ordered to 

line up with the soldiers, while others were ordered to organize the Jews into columns and 

convoy them to the killing site. Women and children were selected first, men came after 

and the elderly were kept at the back of the convoy. Borisenko was one of the 

accompanying policemen. The victims were convoyed to an anti-tank ditch where they were 

shot.  

 

According to eyewitnesses the convoying was difficult and chaotic. Many fell out of line, 

throwing themselves on the ground and crying, ditching their belongings and even tearing 

up money and throwing it into the policemen’s face. Prusin has suggested that the local 

policemen found it difficult to control the people as they had inadequate experience and 

training in these situations.365 The orderly columns quickly disintegrated resulting in the 

policemen convoying a mass of screaming and crying people. Once the victims reached the 

fateful spot, they were lined up by the Germans along the ditch and told to undress and step 
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down into the ravine.366 Many refused and more panic ensued. People were crying, tearing 

their clothes off, hitting their heads against the ground, women were clenching their babies 

and children were screaming. Afraid of losing control over the situation the German officers 

ordered the soldiers and the policemen to open fire from a distance of only 4-5 meters. An 

eyewitness identified Borisenko as one of the shooters.367     

 

Lower has stated that the “Germans did not as a consistent policy place the Ukrainian police 

in the role of executioners.”368 German Security Police and Gendarme leaders tended to 

direct the mass operations and do the shooting. However, the local policemen were utilised 

in support roles such as convoying and guarding of the mass killing sites. Local policemen 

were present at mass shootings in Mirgorod, Babrovsi-Kut, Vozhnesenski369 and other 

instances, as guards, as convoys, and sometimes as shooters. Ukrainian policemen were 

vital in small scale operations and arrests as well. Dmitruk, who was only 17 at the time, 

helped convoy, guard and bury four Roma victims who were shot by the police chief of 

Zabolotie, Volhynia In 1943.370 In July 1941 Mushka was tasked with convoying seventeen 

arrested Jews to the killing site. He claimed he had no hand in their execution while an 

eyewitness testified that he was indeed one of the shooters.371 Eikel has stated that local 

police were rarely used as executioners, but they were instrumental in the planning stages 

of the operations as they knew the local areas, inhabitants and the language.372  

 

Even though most executions were carried out by the Germans, Lower has argued that 

“Ukrainian policemen were charged with the patrolling of villages without German 

supervision, and they were empowered to kill persons whom German leaders defined as 

enemies of the state.”373 Prusin also pointed out that local policemen had maximum 
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freedom of action with regard to prosecution of local Jews, as well as little German 

oversight, especially in remote rural areas.374  Instances of local policemen carrying out 

executions on individuals or small groups were quite common amongst the cases in my 

study. In 1943 Stepan Deineka shot a Jew he had arrested.375 In 1942 Dmitruk and another 

policeman arrested a Jewish man in Zabolotie. They shot the man and buried his body on 

the spot without reaching the police station.376 In December 1941 both policeman 

Alexander Buch and his starosta brother Eduard Buch participated in arrests and shootings 

of a number of Jews, including an instance involving two young women whom they buried in 

a ditch.377 During the investigation into policeman Sanin the investigators found a number of 

witnesses who described seeing Sanin and other policemen kill an arrestee in 1941. The 

victim was seen walking out of the police headquarters blindfolded and escorted by 

policemen. Sanin was walking behind him carrying a small table and a rope. Sanin put the 

rope around the victim’s neck, he also fastened the rope to whatever it was being 

suspended on. With the help of another policeman, Sanin moved the table to the side and 

the man was left hanging by his neck. Other witnesses also confirmed that he, along with 

other policemen took six individuals out of the police headquarters to a shooting site, and 

returned wearing one of the victim’s coat.378 It was not uncommon for people to be 

executed without trial or even reaching a police station. Lower has demonstrated that, 

according to 1942 orders from the commander of the Order Police for Ukraine, Otto von 

Oelhafen, “German gendarmes would not need any formal approval to carry out executions, 

in instances where it is entirely clear as to why.”379 Dean has suggested that instances of 

unauthorized shooting were due to “policemen exploiting their position to settle old scores, 

rob their neighbours, or merely to show off and demonstrate their arbitrary power.”380 
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Prusin’s suggestion that “practically everywhere, without exception, local police took part in 

mass annihilation of the Jewish population” is somewhat of an overstatement. 381 Not 

everybody participated in anti-partisan activities resulting in arrests and executions, nor did 

everybody assist in the prosecution of Jews. For example, defendant Ogir served as a 

policeman from July 1942 until January 1942 and did not participate in any shootings.382 

 

Motivations  

Why did former Soviet citizens become policemen? Several explanations circulate in the 

literature. Dean has suggested that for the initial recruits (those who joined in 1941) the 

most important factor was the “promise of food and pay provided by the Germans, 

reinforced by the hope of gaining booty from police service.”383 Pay was awarded to 

policemen according to rank and family status.384 “Members of the police also received free 

food from the police kitchen in addition to their salary. Pensions were paid to the families of 

those who were killed in combat with the partisans.”385 Some policemen were rewarded 

with looted or confiscated items by their leaders, and at other times they used their power 

to take what they wanted. In 1943, for example, Zaykin confiscated from a local woman 

(with no official reason), a bicycle, a bed, and a wardrobe.386 Unemployment was feared in 

both the village and the towns as those who did not work not only did not receive ration 

cards but were often sent off to the Reich as labourers. Often those that worked for the 

occupation administration were subject to exceptions to the forced immigration and certain 

taxes. Often material gain was not an element of luxury but a matter of life and death. 

Therefore it should be considered as a key motivating factor for civilian populations to 

collaborate with the occupation regime.   
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While immediate material gain is a valid motivating factor that should be considered, Prusin 

has suggested that there were multiple, and often overlapping motivations that influenced 

the local civilians to collaborate with the occupation. He proposed a model consisting of 

three “typical” groups of collaborators. The first one, the smallest of the three, consists of 

the ideological collaborators. This groups includes the Ukrainian Nationalists, the “Russian 

Liberation Army” and anyone who had grievances against the Soviet regime based on 

ideological reasons.387 Like Prusin, my sample found a very small number of defendants in 

this category as only a few were members of the OUN. A small number of defendants came 

from kulak backgrounds and had faced repressions under the Soviets, however, their 

grievances could be categorised as motivated more by personal desire for revenge (due to 

relatives having been repressed, deported, or confiscation of property) rather than purely 

ideological. Enstad has noted that, contrary to the official Soviet discourse, a very small 

minority of the general Soviet population had any strong political affiliations: 

the [official] reports’ preoccupation with politics and the 

binary of affirmation/dissent reflects the concerns of the 

Soviet authorities rather than the ordinary people’s 

experiences and reactions at the time. In oral accounts, then, a 

different picture emerges, in which fear, uncertainty, distress, 

and doubt, not any sort of politically certainty, characterised 

the popular mood.388  

Only a small percentage of those civilians who were found to have collaborated with the 

enemy had strong political or ideological allegiances, both anti-Soviet and even pro-

Bolshevik for that matter.   

 

The second group were the “enthusiastic conformists”, which include a large cross-section 

of the population. Prusin suggested that this group can be identified by their membership in 

the Communist Party or their mid-level employment as functionaries in the government 

sector, the Party or perhaps the military.  Prusin argued that this group, despite their 
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appearance, had no strong political affiliations but rather learned to adapt to their 

environment and in turn adopt the dominant ideological or political leaning in order to get 

by.389 Enstad also pointed out that the majority of the population had no strong political 

leanings and   

It follows that they were not accepting of or acquiescent to 

the Bolshevik order so much as they were subjected to it. The 

urban population, as well as the peasants, mostly went along 

not despite violence and terror but because of them. The 

violently enforced absence of alternatives to Stalinist 

civilization is a necessary condition for explaining why most 

people engaged in it, adapted to it, and strove to make the 

best of it.390  

The lack of political loyalties coupled with the skill of adopting and conforming meant that 

with the change of regime the same group of people was able to discard their old identity 

and adopt the new one in order to fit in and survive in the new environment. I have found 

only a small number of Communist Party members (three to be exact) or mid-level 

functionaries in the civilian policemen sample. However, this does not contrast with Prusin’s 

theory as, due to lack of qualified manpower, many mid-level functionaries and 

professionals were employed in the local self-administration rather than the police force. 

This is especially true for the rural and remote areas; the majority of my sample came from 

the rural setting with low levels of education and poor peasant socio-economic background.  

 

The third group, the “ordinary functionaries” reflects the majority of my sample. Prusin 

explains that this group comprises the poor peasants and labourers who were on the lowest 

levels of the Soviet hierarchy. Prusin suggested that these people were so used to being 

simple functionaries with limited power and autonomy that, as soon as their immediate 

environment changed, they seized the opportunity to improve their lot. Not only did they 
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seek to acquire material gain through a better wage and other benefits as policemen, but 

for the first time they had access to a level of autonomy and power they previously lacked. 

Prusin suggests that this group was more likely to engage in violence and appropriation of 

material goods (apartments, food, property) at the expense of their neighbours, as the lure 

of power and material and social gain were stronger than any political or even social 

loyalties. The “ordinary functionaries” were used to following orders, and with new 

incentives of social mobility they were eager to please their new masters. The majority of 

my sample fit into this category, as many were poorly educated agricultural and manual 

labourers (not functionaries) who joined the police force as soon as the occupation regime 

marched into the territory.  Enstad had mentioned that the “German military administrators 

consistently praised the quality of the locally recruited police and anti-partisan units, even if 

they occasionally complained about disciplinary problems there.”391 Many men in my 

sample remained in their positions as policemen for years, some even acquired further 

training. Ermolov has suggested, however, that like village elders, the local policemen were 

“hostages” in the occupation administration.392 Leaving to join a partisan unit, for example, 

resulted in reprisals against the man’s family. If a member of a police unit was found to be 

sabotaging the activities of the administration not only that person, but their entire unit, 

could be sent to prison or camp.393 Therefore, once men joined the police units they had to 

follow orders and see their employment through, evasion was not an option.  

 

Conclusion 

Prusin reminds us that identifying an individual’s motivations with complete certainty is an 

impossible task.394 Nevertheless, by looking at individual people’s background and life 

experiences he was able to create a model which divides the individuals into one of three 

identifiable groups. The majority of Soviet civilians fall into two groups that represent the 

“products of a totalitarian regime”, the enthusiastic conformists who act and “speak 

Bolshevik” in order to get by, and the ordinary functionary, who not only wants to get by but 
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creates opportunities to improve his material and social situation by blindly executing 

orders from above.395 The overwhelming commonality between all defendants was the 

need for survival which depended not only on staying out of trouble with the occupation 

regime but often actively engaging with them in order to secure employment, food, shelter, 

and other benefits.  The other common thread that runs through the lives of most of the 

men under study is their lack of any political-ideological alignment or sense of loyalty to the 

Soviet regime.396 With no sense of loyalty or patriotism towards their old regime and lack of 

certainty for the future, many chose the path of survival via collaboration.  

 

It is difficult to ascertain how many civilians collaborated with the occupation 

administration, and it is uncertain how many actively served in the various police forces.  

Lower has suggested that, despite the difficulty of calculating precise figures, “their 

numbers were significant and strongly suggest that Ukrainians wielded more influence over 

the everyday operations of the Nazi system than post-war accounts would dare to admit.”397 

Without the help of the locals, their knowledge of the language, the people and the land the 

occupation administration would have struggled to enforce its policies. The mass 

extermination campaign in summer and fall of 1941 against the Communists, Jews and 

Roma would not have been conducted with the same speed and efficiency.   
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CHAPTER 4      Ukrainian Nationalists 
 

The Burevski Case 

In his study of the Donbas Region under Nazi occupation Kuromiya suggested that war 

created political alternatives for those in the occupied territories.398  Apart from the 

dominant Nazi or Soviet ideologies, a third one – Ukrainian nationalism - entered the 

political sphere.  The perfect conditions for the budding of Ukrainian nationalism arose in 

the village of Burevski. Despite the fact that the movement was a lot more popular in 

Galicia, a small but strong Ukrainian nationalist movement existed in Northern Bukovina. 

Due to the prosecution by the occupying Soviet authorities of “class enemies” and “anti-

revolutionary elements” in 1940 the group existed illegally with the three main members 

hiding out in the swamplands outside of the village right until the Red Army’s retreat in the 

summer of 1941. As soon as the Soviets left the region, and before the new occupying 

forces marched in, the nationalists came out of hiding, organized a group of supporters and 

took local power by force. A band of around twenty-two men, headed by the village elder 

Ivan Karbashevki and his brother, the local OUN leader Stepan Karbashevski, sought out and 

killed local Soviet officials. A few days later, under orders from the approaching occupying 

forces, the same band of nationalists gathered and killed the local Jewish population and 

then redistributed their belongings amongst themselves. The events of the coup and the 

mass murder are described in a number of war crime trials.399  

 

The band included seven individuals named as defendants in the four trials included in this 

case study: Ivan D. Karbashevski and Dmitri M. Skoreiko (who were tried together), Alexandr 

M. Skoreiko and Yuri M. Skoreiko were tried individually, and the remaining Petr Bakhur, 

Tador Fedoryak and Stepan Prodanchuk were tried as a group. In 1941 when the events of 

                                                             
398 Hiroaki Kuromiya, Freedom and Terror in the Donbas: A Ukrainian-Russian Borderland, 1870-1990s, New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 251. 
399 USHMM, RG 31.018M, case file numbers: Stepan Karbashevski and Dmitri Skoreiko, 9930, reel 85, pp. 8740-
8996 ;Yuri Skoreiko, 4648/2194, reel 86, pp. 9033-9138; Stepan Prodanchuk, Todor Fedoryak and Petr Bakhur, 
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the crimes took place Ivan Karbasehvski was the newly appointed starosta. According to 

Karbashevski, he was offered up for the position by the preceding starosta of the village 

Stepan Karbashevski (starosta before the Soviets), his younger brother and the well-known 

leader of the local branch of Ukrainian Nationalists.400 As evidenced by the biographical 

profiles constructed by the Soviet investigative authorities, all of the defendants were 

peasants and many grew up working on their parents’ garden plots. With the exception of 

service in the army during the First World War which took them away from home, the 

majority of defendants spent their entire life in Burevski. Most had a minimal level of 

schooling, some had history of military service, but the majority was of civilian and land-

toiling background with a minimal history of rebellious, revolutionary or other political 

activities. The trial records show that the most of the members did not join the OUN until 

after the Soviets annexed the region, between 1940-1941. 

 

According to the investigative materials, the group decided to take power in their village by 

eliminating the existing Soviet-appointed administrative authorities. The group, armed with 

rifles and ammunition given to them by defendant Ivan Karbashevski, went over to the local 

school in order to find the School Principal as well as other local Soviet officials. Upon arrival 

at the school the band of Ukrainian Nationalists came across their intended targets whom 

they fired at upon recognition. The victims darted into the bushes and hid outside the 

building. According to the defendant Alexander Skoreiko’s testimony, the group of 

nationalists split into three and surrounded the building in search of the individuals.401 The 

school principal and one other were killed but the third, Fischuk, managed to run away into 

the woods.402 The group continued towards the selsoviet  building where they shot through 

the windows into the building and killed three remaining members of the local 

administration.  One of the defendants, Dmitri Skoreiko, testified that when they entered 

the building one of the victims was still alive so a member of the band, Stepan Farus, went 

                                                             
400 The trial records show evidence and testimonies from Stepan Karbashevski and they state that he had 
already been tried and found guilty. However his trial records are not found in this particular collection.  
401 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 8442, reel 85, p. 8972. 
402 Fischuk would later testify as a witness. His testimony is included in the case against Yuri Skoreiko, USHMM, 
RG 31.018M, 4648/2194, reel 86. 
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over and “finished him off with an axe.”403  The events of that night were not the only 

gruesome and violent attack the band of Nationalists was going to perpetrate on the people 

of their village.   

 

Shortly after the Nationalists’ attack on the local administration the occupying Romanian 

forces arrived in the region. According to multiple testimonies in July of 1941 the head of 

the Nationalists, Stepan Karbashevski, called a meeting where he relayed the message from 

the occupying forces: to annihilate all Jews in the area. The members were given orders to 

round up all Jewish families and individuals in the village. Dmitri Skoreiko testified that a 

member of the Ukrainian Nationalists, his brother Alexandr Skoreiko, came to him that day 

and asked him to help arrest the Jews. Together they arrested one family, a group of men 

who were hiding in another Jewish man’s apartment and an 80 year old crippled lady who 

had to be carried out of her house because she could not walk on her own. It is not clear 

how many Jewish people in total were rounded up as personal testimonies estimate 

between 45 and 65 but most put the figure at around 60. The defendants pointed out that 

there were 10-12 known and prominent Jewish families that were targeted.  

 

First all the local Jews were rounded up in the village square, then the OUN members were 

instructed to convoy them to the nearby lake Bulban. According to an eye witness, and 

further corroborated by some of the defendants, the Jews were lined up along the shore of 

the lake and as one of the members of the band yelled out “Go on Jews, go drink some 

water,” the armed men took 10-15 steps back and started firing. Alexander Skoreiko 

testified that a few days after the shooting the corpses of the dead started floating up to the 

surface and onto the shore so Ivan Karbashevski gave order to fish them out and bury them 

nearby.404 According to testimonies, after the massacre of the Jewish population the 

nationalists organized a festive celebration to mark the departure of the Red Army from the 

region where they also took the opportunity to spread Ukrainian nationalist propaganda. 

                                                             
403 See testimony by Dmitri Skoreiko in USHMM, RG 31.018M, 9930, reel 85, p. 8941. 
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All of the defendants, besides Ivan Karbashevski, admitted to taking part in arrests of the 

local Jews and some admitted to being present at the massacre.  According to numerous 

witnesses all the nationalists were armed and firing at the victims. However, none of the 

defendants admitted to having a hand in the mass shooting. The defendants denied their 

own involvement in the shooting but were more than happy to point out others whom they 

knew were involved. Most claimed to either not have been down at the lake or as having 

been there as witnesses but not personally firing due to lack of a weapon on hand. An 

eyewitness testimony placed Karbashevski at the scene with a rifle in hand, along with all 

the other three Skoreiko defendants, Bakhur and a number of others. Alexander Skoreiko 

continued to deny being present as he claimed he had no rifle. Therefore, Karbashevski 

personally excused him from going down to the lake. Ivan Karbasehvski denied being 

present at the mass shooting, claiming he stayed behind as the administrator. However, he 

did admit to handing out property seized from the Jews to other members of the nationalist 

group, and taking property for himself.  “I did not take part in the shooting” he testified, “I 

stayed in the village and assigned guards to the houses and property of the Jews…” to stop 

the property from being looted.405  Defendant Bakhur even moved into the house of one of 

the Jewish victims.406 All defendants admitted to either receiving or taking property 

confiscated from the dead, often farm animals or farming equipment. Whether all or only 

some of the members actively pulled the trigger is impossible to know but it is clear that all 

of the OUN members, in one way or another, profited from the death of the local Jews. 

 

In the trial records, all but one defendant openly admitted to being members of the 

Ukrainian Nationalist Organization. Most defendants upon initial interrogation claimed to 

have knowledge of the OUN being present in their village but denied being members. Upon 

further interrogations and evidence presented to them they finally conceded to being 

members and explained how, when and who recruited them.  Some obvious inconsistencies 

in testimony are present.  Alexandr Skoreiko, for example, admitted to joining the 
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underground organization in 1939 and being recruited by Todor Bakhur, while Bakhur 

claimed he and his brother were only recruited in 1941. Yuri Skoreiko and Stepan 

Prodanchuk admitted to actively recruiting members into the organization as well as 

receiving regular payments from them. Alexander Skoreiko gave a detailed account of his 

recruitment, how and where he took the OUN oath, who was present and what went on in 

the meetings. He also named over fourteen OUN members known to him in the village. 

Regardless of their pleas, with the help of other evidence the defendants were all found 

guilty of collaboration by the Soviet courts. 

 

The investigation of the Burevki case found that most of the defendants personally took part 

in shooting the local administrators and, or, local Jews. In his study of anti-Semitism and 

local collaboration in the Holocaust specifically in the Bukovina and Bessarabia region, 

Vladimir Solonari pointed out that the killing of local people, including Jews, took place in 

the first days of the authorities’ arrival, and thus the behavior of the locals could not have 

been affected by the experience of their life under German or Romanian occupation or by 

the barbarism of war.407 The root of their behavior must lie in their life experiences under 

the Soviets and Polish or Romanian regimes. For example, violent discontent with local 

powers did not suddenly appear in 1941; the borderlands have a long history of peasant 

revolts against the authorities. Understanding the history of the region and the political and 

socio-economic circumstances of the area may shed light on why the defendants were 

driven to join the OUN and voluntarily committed crimes against the local population.  

 

The conflicts in the Borderlands and the rise of Ukrainian Nationalism.   

In the beginning of the 20th century people who identified themselves as Ukrainian lived in 

two empires, the Habsburg Empire in the West (Galicia, Bukovina and Transcarpathia) and 

the Russian Empire in the East. In the West, the dominant Polish culture and its political 

influence made a great impact on the Ukrainians living in the regions while in the East, due 
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to the Russian Empire’s policies of assimilation, many Ukrainians began to speak Russian 

and identify themselves as Russians. Historians have argued that it was these cultural and 

political circumstances that prompted the formation of a strong Ukrainian identity and 

subsequent nationalist movements in the West but inhibited their growth in the East.408 In 

his study on the rise of the Ukrainian Nationalist movement, John Armstrong argues that it 

was not simply common language or religion that appealed to the adherents of Ukrainian 

nationalism. “More basic has been the evocation of a common historical tradition, the claim 

that the Ukrainian people, once great and independent, had lost its heritage.”409  Ukrainian 

nationalists believed that Ukraine was being oppressed by others. Historian of the 

borderlands Alexander Prusin maintained that it was, in fact, the socio-economic and 

geopolitical developments of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century that spawned 

the rise of Nationalism in the borderland regions, especially Ukrainian nationalism.410   

 

In the second half of the nineteenth century the Austro-Hungarian and Russian Empires 

introduced new policies in order to assimilate or suppress the various nationalities under 

their rule. The tsarist government policies in Russia aimed to transform the “Little Russians” 

(term for Ukrainians) into true “real” Russians. The Russian government banned Ukrainian 

language books and newspapers, introduced the Russian language as the only language in 

schools and banned the Uniate Church in attempts to minimize the Polish influence among 

the peasantry. “Thus, for Ukrainians the only way to avoid discriminatory practices or to 

                                                             
408 Serhii Bilenkyi has argued that the Ukrainian national identity began taking shape, through the thinking of 
intellectuals, between 1830 and 1847. He maintained that Russians, Poles and Ukrainians came to define 
themselves as a result of their mutual interactions within the Russian Empire. See Romantic Nationalism in 
Eastern Europe: Russian, Polish and Ukrainian political imaginations, Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2012. 
Moving on, chronologically, from Bilenskyi is John Paul Himka’s study focusing on the influence of religion and 
more importantly the Uniate Church in Galicia on the development of a Ukrainian national identity in the 
nineteenth century. The suppression of the Uniate Church by the Russian Empire was argued to be one of the 
main reasons the Ukrainian national consciousness did not take root in the east to the same degree as in the 
West. Religion and Nationality in Western Ukraine: The Greek Catholic Church and Ruthenian Nationalist 
Movement in Galicia, 1867-1900, Montreal: McGill, 1999. Through a series of essays Paul Magocsi, in his The 
Roots of Ukrainian Nationalism: Galicia as Ukraine’s Piedmont, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002, has 
argued that Ukrainian national identity formed specifically in Galicia due to the friendly conditions created by 
the policies of the Habsburg Empire. 
409 John A. Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, New York and London: Columbia University Press, 1963, p. 7. 
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achieve upward mobility was by assimilation.”411  As a result of many Ukrainians in the East 

either emigrated West or merged culturally, religiously and linguistically with the Russians. 

In the Western borderlands a very different political landscape took shape. In order to keep 

the different nationalities happy the government used flexible policies. However, according 

to Prusin the consequence of some of its policies facilitated the formation of strong divides 

between different ethnic groups such as Poles, Ukrainians, and Hungarians.412  Fear of being 

absorbed by more numerous co-nationals triggered an aggressive assimilation campaign.413  

Similarly, in East Galicia the Polish elite also opposed any expression of Ukrainian national 

identity. However, concerned with rise of Polish nationalism, the Austrian government 

decided to use Ukrainian nationalism as a “lever against the Poles” by encouraging 

Ukrainian language and educational programs.414    

 

The First World War and the Russian Revolution brought about immense geographical and 

political changes to Europe which had a profound effect on the Ukrainian people on both 

sides of the border. In just a short period of time the borderlands were subjected to 

multiple occupations and reoccupations by neighboring states. The First World War broke 

out in July 1914 and by September of that same year Galicia and Bukovina were occupied by 

Russia. By June of the following year these lands were re-occupied by Austrian forces, 

followed by the Russian provinces of Volhynia and Kholm. By 1916 the Russian Empire 

recovered its lost territories and reoccupied Galicia and Bukovina, yet again, before it broke 

down in a “series of overlapping revolutions”415 that led to the fall of the Empire and the 

establishment of the Provisional Government.  Historian of the borderlands Mark von Hagen 

                                                             
411 Arthur Takach, “In Search of Ukrainian National Identity: 1840-1921”, Ethnic and Racial Studies, vol. 19, no. 
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413For example, between 1874 and 1906 the Hungarian administration in Transcarpathia reduced the number 
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414 Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
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argues that the wartime policies of the various occupying regimes in just a short space of 

four years (1914-1918) dramatically exacerbated ethnic tensions in the borderlands.416     

 

Von Hagen argues that there were three key nationalistic rivalries present in eastern Galicia 

that shaped the Russian and Austro-Hungarian occupation policies in the borderlands: 

Ukrainophiles, Russophiles and Polish political parties.417 Just before the Russian Army 

arrived in Galicia the Austrian authorities enacted measures that strove to suppress and 

restrict the political as well as personal freedom of the Russophiles. Slavic –language 

newspapers, clubs and education facilities were shut down. People were subject to 

surveillance and unauthorized searches. “As the treason hysteria spread in the first weeks of 

the war, anyone with a vaguely Slavic-sounding name, even Poles, could be arbitrarily 

searched and arrested.”418 Just like Poles and other Slavic people, Ukrainians got caught up 

in the arrests. The Ukrainian movement began to take shape precisely around this time. 

Activists believed that the outbreak of war was the first step to national liberations. In fact, 

the Austrian government permitted the formation of exclusively national military units such 

as an all-Ukrainian volunteer sharpshooters’ force.   Von Hagen concludes that the policies 

of the Austrian and Hungarian authorities exacerbated the polarization of the “Ruthenian 

population into pro-Russian and pro-Austrian enemy camps.”419 

 

On the opposing side, the Russian occupation regime also ended up reinforcing “mutually 

exclusive national identities in the territories in their temporary occupation.”420  The same 

policies that the Russian Empire had previously used to assimilate nationalities on its 

territories were also applied to occupied Bukovina and Galicia but with an opposite result. 

The “restoration” of the Russian language was accompanied by outright contempt for the 

Ukrainian or Ruthenian (Austrian term for Ukrainian) language which the authorities 
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claimed was illegitimate and made up by the Austrian occupation regime.421 In the first 

month of occupation all schools in Galicia and Bukovina were temporarily shut down and 

then reopened with Russian language instruction. The large scale flight of the Austrian 

bureaucrats coupled with the drive to replace courts and schools with Russian language 

administrators resulted in major issues of understaffing and poor quality of administrative 

personnel. The Russian official pro-Polish position during this period was another major 

factor that pushed local Ukrainian populations to distrust the regime.  The Ukrainian 

movement for autonomy was considered by the Russian authorities to be a construction of 

the Austro-Hungarians; the occupation regime arrested and deported thousands of 

Ukrainian political, religious and cultural leaders. All of the above mentioned policies caused 

widespread discontent among the Galician Ukrainians, especially the city dwellers and the 

intellectuals; in the countryside it was the religious policies that drove away the Russophile 

or potentially neutral Galician peasant masses.422   

 

By the end of the First World War neither the German, Habsburg nor the Russian Empires 

were in existence. In February 1917 the Russian Emperor Nicholas II finally abdicated the 

throne and the Provisional Government took over the reins, but by October the Bolsheviks 

had taken over. The fall of the Empires created an opportunity in 1917-1918 for nations 

such as Finland, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania and even Poland to declare themselves 

independent states. Poland and Romanian took advantage of the turmoil in the East to 

appropriate some adjacent territories.  An independent Poland was endorsed by the 

Entente Powers in the west, but the question of Poland’s eastern borders remained open.  

Between 1918 and 1920, yet again, the lands changed hands back and forth between 

German, Polish and the Red Armies. These “frontier wars”, as Alexander Prusin has dubbed 

them, cost East Galicia half a million people, including “25 000 direct casualties of the Polish-

Ukrainian war and tens of thousands who perished from hunger and epidemics. Many 

regions of the borderlands were partially or completely ruined.”423  In the end the 

                                                             
421 The Russian Empire viewed Galician Ukrainians as “Galician Russians” and wanted to “re-unite” Galicia with 
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117 

 
territories, largely populated by Belorussians and Ukrainians, were divided between 

Bolshevik Russia and Poland.   

 

The Treaty between Poland and Bolshevik Russia signed in Riga in March 1921 “established 

Poland’s eastern borders, [ensuring] that divided Ukrainian and Belarusian lands would be a 

bone of contention for years to come.”424  From then on ethnic Ukrainians lived in four 

different states: the Soviet Union, Poland, as well as a small percentage of ethnic Ukrainians 

ending up in the Czechoslovak Republic and Greater Romania. Western Belorussia, Western 

Volhynia, and East Galicia were incorporated into Poland, the Czechoslovak republic 

absorbed Transcarpathia, and Bukovina and Bessarabia became the eastern-most provinces 

of the Romanian kingdom. 425 Resurrected as an independent state after the end of the First 

World War, “Poland was constitutionally a state for the ‘Polish nation,’” but it held the 

largest population of Jews in Europe and second largest population of Ukrainians and 

Belarusians.426 The majority of Ukrainians, however, lived under the newly established 

Bolshevik government in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic which was formed in 1922. 

 

After Lenin’s death in 1924 and Stalin’s succession to power, the Bolsheviks invoked a 

second revolution. This “Revolution from above” called for aggressive modernization and 

industrialization of the Soviet Union from within.427  In order to push the old and 

“backward” Russia into the new modern world the Bolsheviks needed capital. To pay for the 

initial drive toward industrialization the government needed foreign currency which they 

decided to obtain through selling as much surplus of grain and goods from the peasants as 

possible. In 1928 and 1929 the state called for an emergency forced requisition of grain. Up 

until 1929, the joining of communal farms was voluntary.  Stalin’s new economic policy, 

                                                             
424 Timothy Snyder, Bloodlands: Europe between Hitler and Stalin, New York: Basic Books, 2010, p. 8. 
425 Prusin, The Lands Between, p. 98. 
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titled the “First Five-Year-Plan”, called for a target of “85 per cent of peasant households to 

be collectivized by the end of” the plan, even though in October of 1929 the percent of 

peasant household in collective farms was only seven and a half.428 A quarter of a million 

party members, accompanied by Red Army units and secret police troops, descended on the 

countryside in order to help with grain collection and to persuade the peasants to join the 

collective farms.429   

 

Collectivization was a traumatic experience for the Soviet peasants. The regime’s efforts of 

forced collectivization were met with resistance from the countryside all over the Soviet 

Union and often the authorities had to resort to violence.430  Many peasants refused to 

hand over crops or livestock, oftentimes hiding them from the collectors. Collectivization 

meeting were broken up or sabotaged.431 Some peasants went as far as violently attack 

“Soviet officials, activists, and kolkhoz chairmen, stabbed them to death, beat them with 

their fists, and set fire to their offices and homes. Some older peasants hung themselves in 

protest.”432  Those peasants who resisted collectivization were dubbed prosperous and 

greedy peasants, given the nickname “kulak”(fist). The kulaks became the new enemies of 

the people and had to be eliminated “as a class.”433 The Soviet administration justified the 

slower pace of collectivization in areas such as Soviet Ukraine and the reluctance of the 

peasants to join by blaming the kulaks as well as local nationalist elements.434  The 

campaign of dekulakization resulted in family members or sometime whole families being 
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deported to distant regions, imprisoned in Gulags or even killed.435 Those that were lucky 

enough to not be deported but be resettled in the peripheries of their home district were 

deprived of status and left economically destitute. Dekulakization and confiscation of land 

and livestock caused much resentment in the countryside. 

 

Meanwhile, in neighboring Poland, the Great Depression united the national and social 

grievances of the local population. Alexander Statiev has pointed out that compared to the 

rest of Eastern Europe Poles were relatively well off during the interwar years.436 

Notwithstanding, the new political regime in Poland discriminated against Ukrainians and 

Belarussians.  For example, 47 percent of the land in Ukrainian-dominant regions belonged 

to the landlords, 80 percent of whom were Poles.437  The majority of bureaucratic and urban 

jobs were, yet again, absorbed by Poles and Jews. “The deteriorating economy and official 

minority policies produced a highly combustible atmosphere, which erupted in the early 

1930s in a series of peasant rebellions, which targeted large estates.”438  Dissatisfaction with 

the Polish government also sparked numerous socialist and nationalist parties such as the 

Peasant-Worker Union (a front for an illegal Communist party) in Volhynia, Ukrainian Party 

of Labour and Communist Party of Western Belorussia. Prusin recognized that, “although 

through the nineteenth century nationalism remained an important force in the Eastern 

European political discourse, it acquired momentum only when large groups of people 

found its appeals meaningful and corresponding to their social and economic interests.”439 

 

Prusin has suggested that the Ukrainian nationalist sentiment can be traced back to the 

ideological and political structures of the Austro-Hungarian and Russian Empires.  However, 

the failure to build a nation state in 1917-1920, (coupled with economic shortages) was the 

proverbial “straw that broke the camel’s back” and spawned the birth of the OUN. “Through 
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its appeal to frustrated youth living under Polish rule and through its attraction for many of 

the embittered emigres from the East Ukraine, the new movement rapidly attained 

considerable strength.”440 The OUN was a revolutionary group seeking to unite all lands 

populated by Ukrainians and subsequently forming an independent state. OUN was anti-

Communist, Anti-Capitalist and Anti-liberal. Statiev explains that:  

Its leaders emphasized will and action over reason, they 

glorified violence and believed that the end justifies the 

means, and they called for national regeneration through 

cataclysmic revolution and territorial expansion.441  

In the thirties OUN engaged in a campaign of assassinations, targeting Polish officials in 

order to provoke political turmoil and radicalize Ukrainians.442  

  

Ideologically, the OUN was ethnically exclusive. “It anticipated the establishment of an 

ethnic Ukrainian state without Jews, Poles, Russians, and other minorities.”443 The Ukrainian 

nationalists’ hostility toward various ethnic groups was based upon socio-economic as well 

as political concerns which increasingly intensified during the Great Depression. Ukrainians 

believed that in the West Poles were occupying Ukrainian territories while in the East 

Russians were doing the same. Most Ukrainians were peasants and the majority of landlords 

were Poles. Hostility towards Jews also related to the fact that most merchants were Jews 

and therefore wealthier than the peasant Ukrainians. “The stereotype of Jews supporting 

both Poles and Russians, and exploiting Ukrainians by means of trade and bureaucracy, 

became a significant image in the Ukrainian nationalist discourse.”444 The OUN incited 

numerous pogroms against the Jewish and Polish populations of occupied Ukraine.  
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Although initially the OUN ideologists only called for the removal of Poles, Jews, and 

Russians from Ukraine’s socio-economic sphere,  

they increasingly adopted Nazi racial policies as fully 

corresponding with their aspirations to build an ethnically 

homogenous state, which would eventually be ethnically 

‘purified’. Under the slogan ‘with the devil himself, but against 

Poland’ OUN was willing to ally with any power that would 

help achieve national independence.445  

The OUN sought allies among those nations that were hostile to its occupiers, and since they 

regarded all neighbors of Ukraine as occupiers of Ukrainian territory, Germany became the 

most viable ally.446 Early on, in the late 30s, the Nazi party encouraged the OUN’s activities 

as threats to the Soviets and Poland as well as allies and collaborators in the war efforts in 

the East.447 Many OUN leaders hid out in Berlin during the Second World War. 

Unfortunately for the OUN the Nazi support did not last long as the Germans quickly 

became suspicious of the OUN and sought to limit the autonomy of the political group. The 

Nazis never planned on granting Ukrainians their wish of an independent nation. “The brief 

honeymoon between the Germans and the nationalists ended with arrests and 

executions.”448  The OUN quickly sought their own goals throughout the war and were 

fighting on “two fronts,” against the occupying forces from both sides.   

 

The recent scholarship on the history of Ukraine and the borderlands has brought to the 

forefront a narrative of “double ” (or “triple”) occupation, first by the Soviets in 1939 as a 

result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact , then by the Nazi and Romanian forces in 1941 and 

then again by the Soviets in 1944.449 The development of the Ukrainian Nationalist 
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movements and its radicalization and violent methods were a direct response to the 

experiences of internal conflicts and violence while under the Soviet and the Nazi regimes 

between 1939 and 1945. Jared McBride has summed it up as follows: 

They argue that the rapid succession of brutal regimes each 

empowered different sections of communities to take out 

frustrations against neighbors and enemies, and produced 

ruptures and grievances in society that ultimately generated 

more violence. Further, they assert that the murderous 

programs of the Soviets and Germans created a mental 

framework through which nationalists could conceive of mass 

violence.450 

Jared McBride cautioned against using the “double occupation thesis” in attempts to 

understand the OUN and the Ukrainian civilian collaboration in carrying out ethnic cleansing 

as it serves to excuse the OUN’s involvement in the Holocaust. Like Solonari, he argued that 

“the OUN-UPA leaders embraced the idea of violence against ethnic enemies in both 

ideology and practice long before the Soviet occupation of 1939 and the German occupation 

of Volhynia in 1941.”451 And akin to Solonari, he went on to argue that the barbarism of 

warfare argument is not strong enough to apply to the OUN either. He pointed out that “key 

Volhynian nationalist leaders like Iakiv Busel or Leonid Stupnyts’kyi, among others, also did 

not learn to kill from Germans during the occupation. It was not necessary for them to 

watch massacres of Jews in order to destroy a Polish village.”452  

 

McBride focused on the mass murder of Poles by the OUN in 1943 and he concluded that 

there is no considerable link between the involvement in the Holocaust under the Nazi 

regime in 1941 and 1942 and the mass murder of Poles in 1943. He argues that “the 

proximity of overlapping mass violence episodes should not overshadow local situational 
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factors and mechanisms by which violence can be generated. The OUN-UPA either found or 

created killers irrespective of their participation in the Holocaust.”453 McBride describes 

various methods by which men were recruited into the OUN, which included ideological 

propaganda, but also coercion and provision of goods and services.454 Through my analysis 

of the various cases, including the Burevski case described in the beginning of this chapter, I 

argue that there were many reasons why local peasants joined the OUN. Besides ideological 

alliance with the Nationalists, the economic disfranchisement and revenge upon the Soviet 

authorities, material rewards, power and status played an important role. When it comes to 

crimes against Jews, Poles and Roma I agree with McBride that “it was through a mix of 

coercion, ideology, and rewards that nationalist leaders were able to recruit average men to 

participate in heinous crimes.”455  

  

Peasant discontent 

The defendants in the Burevski case testified that the core of the movement joined the OUN 

in 1939 while the rest of the members were recruited between 1940 and 1941, once the 

region was annexed by the Soviets. Armstrong confirmed that indeed, the “OUN was 

constantly growing in numbers and strength in this period. […] Whereas in 1937 it had only 

a few score numbers, nearly four hundred were added in 1938, about two thousand in 

1939, and almost eleven thousand in 1940.”456  Defendant Petr Bakhur was recruited in 

1941 by his brother Todor Bakhur who also recruited defendant Todor Fedoryak in 1940. 

Dmitri Skoreiko was recruited in 1941 by Yuri Skoreiko, who himself was recruited in 1940 

by Georgi Kravchuk. According to the evidence found by the Soviet investigators the 

majority of the defendants, up until their involvement with the OUN, had no prior history of 

revolutionary or political activities.  Some had served in the Romanian army during the First 

World War. The defendants had only been members of the OUN for a year or two at most at 

the time that the crimes that they are charged with had taken place. We should not dismiss 

the influence of OUN ideology on the defendants and their behavior; however, I would 
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suggest that their socio-economic background had a stronger influence on their lives and 

their actions. These men were all, first and foremost, Ukrainian peasants. 

 

The defendants, like all the other peasants in the borderlands, had a number of reasons to 

be unhappy with the occupying Soviet regime. Statiev outlined three major aspects of the 

Soviet government policy that particularly angered the peasantry.457  The first one was the 

high taxes placed upon so-called “prosperous” or kulak farmers. Second was collectivization 

which was accompanied by deportations of kulaks and dissidents. The third was the 

replacement of local administration by ethnic Russians, Jews, or emigres from the East. Jan 

T. Gross had also mentioned that  

In every town and village Soviet occupiers took over much of 

the available living space by ordering families to abandon their 

dwellings and to leave behind furniture and household utensils 

for Soviet officers, administrators, and party officials to use.458  

It is clear that all these policies personally affected the defendants. The trial records indicate 

that the Soviet authorities classified Alex Skoreiko’s family, Drimti Skoreiko’s family, Yuri 

Skoreiko’s family, and Fedoryak and Karbashevski families as kulaks. Testimony of witnesses 

and defendants also indicates that due to the Soviet persecution of kulak and dissident 

individuals, Todor Bakhur, Georgi Kravchuk and Stepan Karbashevski went into hiding as 

soon as the Soviet authorities arrived in the region as they were known to be members of 

OUN. As both a punishment for their evasion as well as a safety measure, the Soviet 

authorities forcibly resettled the immediate Bakhur and Kravchuk families away from the 

Burevki village. The fact that the first action of the OUN upon returning to the village was 

the murder of the local Soviet administration demonstrates their discontent with the Soviet 

authority and its representatives in the village. The overthrow of the local government by 

the defendants can be attributed to the peasant’s general discontent with the occupying 

Soviet regime. 
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Based on what we know about the socio-economic and political history of the region, we 

can assume that the individuals, all members of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, 

were motivated by the desire to gain political power over their own land, expel unwanted or 

alien citizens from their village, and gain favor with the new occupying forces (German or 

Romanian) which would ultimately lead to their dream of an Independent Ukraine. 

However, ideological motivations cannot be the only deciding factor in this case. According 

to defendant Skoreiko’s testimony:   

When the Red Army forces retreated in 1941, the nationalists 

Karbashevski, Bakhur, and Kravchuk decided to take revenge 

on the local Soviet appointed administrators Melnichuk, 

Fischuk, Slivko, Padgurskii for the fact that the NKVD forcefully 

resettled the Bazhur and Kravchuk families.459   

Besides ideological or political motivations, personal vengeance and personal gain played an 

important role in the decision making of the defendants. The investigation shows that some 

members of the group were personally motivated by vengeance and anger towards the 

Soviet authorities for the forced deportation of their families from the village. The four 

Soviet officials, upon whom the defendants unleashed their murderous revenge, served as 

surrogate for Soviet authority in the region. 

 

Discontent with Soviet authorities was felt throughout the Soviet backcountry, not just in 

occupied Ukraine. Seth Bernstein has described how in 1941 in Ryazan, Russia, with the 

retreat of the Soviet authorities, the local peasants also took advantage of the temporary 

power vacuum in the region.460 Bernstein had come to similar conclusion as Johanne du 

Enstad; the majority of the local peasant population had little political loyalty to Soviet 

power.461  Bernstein pointed out, however, that “even their anti-Soviet feelings were less 
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ideologically motivated than driven by lack of opportunities under the Soviets and the 

possibility for advancement under a new power.”462  Many peasants (especially those who 

were well off) suffered from nationalization and collectivization of the agricultural sector, 

regardless of their ethnicity or nationality.   

 

The locals’ reactions to the absence of the Soviet administration in Ryazan had evident 

similarities, as well as differences, with the Burevski case. 

Throughout the province, the property of local leaders who 

fled became prime targets for looting. In all likelihood, this 

looting reflected score settling with old authorities as well as a 

pragmatic choice in a time of extreme want. Local authorities 

were more likely to have property worth taking.463  

The townspeople not only took over the property but began restructuring the local 

administrative powers to suit themselves. Just like in Burevski where the power vacuum 

provided the civilian population with the opportunity to gain back power over their own 

village or farmland, the same opportunity and actions were taken by the Russian peasants in 

Ryazan. The differences in the approach, however, are significant. In the cases of occupied 

Ukraine the OUN violently ousted the local administration whereas in the Ryazan case most 

of the Communists fled on their own accord. There is also no evidence of any murder of 

partisans, Communists of Jews in Ryazan during this time.  The existence of a core group of 

Ukrainian Nationalists with support among the locals in the village of Burevski guaranteed 

violence against the local populations following the Soviet’s retreat.   

 

Nationalistic violence  

The events that took place in July 1941 in the Burevski village were not an anomaly; Solonari 

has described a very similar case that took place around the same time but in the village of 
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Ghirovo.464 In early July 1941, after the Soviet withdrawal and before the arrival of 

Romanian troops, just like in Burevski, a Ukrainian nationalist committee was formed in the 

village. The committee took control of the village by similar methods. Just as in the village of 

Burevski, “one of [the OUN’s] first acts was to arrest local Jews and detain them in the 

mayor’s office and on the premises of the local sawmill.”465  Another similar case took place 

in Stanestii de Jos. Solonari notes that the “decisive factor in both cases seems to have been 

the existence in both localities of a core of tightly knit political activists who commanded 

massive popular support.”466  He also points out that the mass and systematic murder of 

Jews by the local population before the arrival of occupying forces took place almost 

exclusively in the Ukrainian villages of Bukovina. “That was where the Ukrainian nationalist 

underground had the widest support and managed to create its National Guard 

detachments, to set up its organs of local power, and to effectively control the situation 

after the departure of the Soviets and before the Romanians’ arrival.”467 

 

Solonari concluded that the decades of oppression from the Romanians or Poles, and then 

the Soviets, coupled with exposure to Nationalist propaganda from Galicia, transformed 

these nationalists into fighters ready to commit mass violence.  Solonari pointed to the fact 

that in the interwar period the Ukrainian nationalist movement in Galicia underwent a 

“pronounced radicalization, becoming more and more exclusive, in accordance with the 

dominant trend at the time in Central Europe.”468 Gabriel Finder and Prusin have indicated 

that the Nazi ethnic policies in the east corresponded with OUN’s vision for the future 

Ukraine. The teachings of the most influential Ukrainian nationalist ideologist Dmytro 

Dontsov urged that “the removal of non-Ukrainians – Russians, Poles and Jews – from the 

socio-economic life of Ukraine would alter social and economic disparities between the 

Ukrainian majority and non-Ukrainian ethnic minorities.”469   
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The systematic murder of Jews would not have been carried out as efficiently and swiftly 

without the help of the OUN. Outside of Galicia, however, Jews were not the only targets of 

the Ukrainian nationalist violence.  In the Burevski case the initial bloodshed incited by the 

OUN members was against Soviet activists. The murder of the Jewish population was carried 

out only after the occupation regime gave the orders. In many of the cases in the 

sample,the Soviet administrators, Communists and partisans were OUN’s main targets. One 

of the civilian defendants in my sample described an instance in occupied Volhynia where a 

band of OUN destroyed an entire Polish village. 470 Jared McBride too had discovered 

numerous similar cases where bands of Nationalists entirely eradicated Polish villages.471  

“Ethnic cleansing led by the OUN-UPA resulted in the deaths of tens of thousands of 

Volhynian Poles in 1943 and forced thousands of others to flee Volhynia.”472 John-Paul 

Himka has also confirmed that for the OUN, the Poles and Russians were at the top of the 

enemy list, “[h]ence the focus on violence against Jews in the first days of the German 

occupation seems to be somewhat anomalous. The anomaly is most plausibly explained as 

an attempt by OUN to demonstrate to the Germans that it shared their anti-Jewish 

perspectives and that it was worthy to be entrusted with the formation of a Ukrainian 

state.”473 The OUN was anti-Semitic. However, the anti-Jewish violence perpetuated by OUN 

members was a way to assert their intentions and prove loyalty to the new occupiers. The 

real targets were often the Russians and the Poles. Himka found that even during Jewish 

pogrom the OUN found opportunities to express their sentiments in forms of anti-Soviet 

rituals such as forcing Jewish victims to sing Russian songs while marching or posing with 

posters or statues of Stalin while being shouted at and abused.474     

 

Some scholars have begun to make links between the OUN, UPA and members of the local 

self-administration in the occupied Ukraine.475  Finder and Prusin have demonstrated that 
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the local auxiliary police units in Galicia, often including OUN members, were “the epicenter 

of Ukrainian collusion with the Nazis in this region in the destruction of the Jews.”476  They 

argued that “Ukrainian collaboration purposefully enabled the redistribution of social capital 

and space in the region in an effort to establish a nationally homogenous Ukrainian state” 

and that the police force was the corner stone of this process.477  The expropriation of 

Jewish property and living quarters was, in large part, undertaken by the auxiliary police. 

Material gain, revenge and power were motivating factors on both a personal and collective 

level for the OUN policemen.  

 

Markus Eikel and Valentina Sivaeva have also looked into the relationship between the local 

Ukrainian self-administration and the OUN.478 In some parts of occupied Ukraine the OUN 

managed to infiltrate the local administrative structures and were able to exploit this power 

to their own advantage. At first the German administration was tolerant of OUN 

representatives in the local administration, but starting in autumn 1941 “they systematically 

eliminated everybody suspected of having ties to Ukrainian nationalists from the local 

administration.”479 Indeed this is what happened in the Burevski case. Following the 

establishment of the new administration by the band of OUN members and the mass 

shooting of Jews all the members were either arrested or forced into hiding. Eikel and 

Sivaieva recounted a case in Kiev oblast where an OUN member was appointed city mayor 

in October 1941. While in power he passed a number of Nationalistic decrees, including the 

introduction of Ukrainian as the official language. His reign was short-lived; in December he 

was arrested and in February 1942 shot in the Babi Yar massacre.480 The OUN leadership 

encouraged their members to join local administration or the police. Despite the fleeting 

honeymoon period between the Ukrainian Nationalists and he occupiers which ended in 

arrests and death of many members, the various branches of OUN managed to maintain 

their influence in some cities and villages far beyond spring 1942.       
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Prusin has argued that the local mass violence in the borderlands served as a vehicle to 

“secure access to political power and economic resources.”481  Enstad also noted that the 

“power vacuum that followed the Red Army’s retreat offered people opportunities for 

material enrichment.”482  As previously mentioned, the death of local Jews in Burevski was 

financially beneficial for the defendants as the property of the dead was divided between 

them. Some walked away with farming equipment while others even acquired new 

dwellings. Furthermore, the elimination of the old administration opened the door for locals 

interesting in furthering their status. When the occupying troops arrived in Bukovinn and 

Bessarabian villages, they would appoint a mayor and sometimes his assistants.  

The decision would be made on the spot, often based on initial 

impressions of whether a particular peasant was 

demonstrating enough enthusiasm, was better dressed than 

others, or had served any length of time before 1940 in the 

same capacity. Those appointed would immediately receive a 

commission to round up Jews and Soviet activists, bring them 

to a particular place- usually a club, school, or basement 

thereof – and to guard them there until further orders were 

given. Later they would be expected to participate in the 

captives’ execution.483   

Demonstrating enthusiasm and showing initiative rewarded the individuals with power; 

whether it was an authoritative position in the village, material gain in form of employment 

or goods, revenge upon an unfriendly neighbor or Soviet official, or perhaps the banal 

power of survival by remaining alive and in your home and hearth.    

 

Another factor that played a role in the murder of Jews in Burevski was the defendants’ 

belief that their actions were somehow justified or at least that they would go unchecked.  
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Alexander Prusin has argued that the local Ukrainians in occupied territories readily engaged 

in the murder of local Jews because they believed their crimes would go unpunished. “[T]he 

attackers believed that their actions had tacitly been approved by superiors and that looting 

and pillaging would thus trigger no adverse consequences for themselves.”484  Prusin argues 

that the opportunity to rob and loot with relative impunity was too powerful to resist for 

many of the locals, especially considering their economic circumstances. It is also perhaps 

one of the reasons, as evidenced by the Burevski case, that the “culprits timed their actions 

with inactivity or erosion of control agencies – government, military, and local 

administration.”485  Prusin and Gabriel also suggested that the local civilian populations 

grew apathetic, if not accepting of the violence as a new socially approved norm.486 It is 

clear that opportunism, lack of fear of retribution and personal gain were a significant factor 

in local violence against Soviet, Polish and Jewish citizens.   

 

Other Cases involving OUN 

The overall number of defendants in my sample who identified themselves, or were found 

to have been part of, Ukrainian Nationalists is only eight per cent. Despite their activities 

during the occupation all who were found to have been part of an anti-Soviet organization 

such as OUN were tried as “traitors of the Motherland” by the Soviet authorities. While 

some may not have taken any part in crimes committed against the civilians or the Soviet 

partisans, the majority did. Many cases involving the OUN reveal, just like the Burevski case, 

that their methods were often coercive and violent. A number of cases show that even 

though some actions by the OUN were taken as response to the occupation administration’s 

orders, there are many instances where the OUN groups and individuals carried out violent 

acts on their own accord.  

 

                                                             
484 Alexander Prusin, Nationalizing a Borderland: War, Ethnicity, and Anti-Jewish Violence in East Galicia, 1914-
1920, (Tuscaloosa: The University of Alabama, 2005), p. xi. 
485 Ibid. 
486 Finder and Prusin, “Collaboration in Eastern Galicia”, p. 111. 



 
132 

 
Finder and Prusin had suggested that it is important to distinguish the mass forms of 

political collaboration from individual acts of collaboration.487 I also argue that it is 

important to look at the individuals behind the actions rather than simply the group (the 

OUN) as the motivating factors for an individual were often distinctly different than that of a 

political entity or group. Finder and Prusin have acknowledged that individual actors were 

driven by a variety of mundane factors. However, they found that often “the personal 

motivations of Ukrainian policemen fully corresponded with the aims of Ukrainian political 

leaders.”488  When a band of OUN attacked and destroyed a Polish village in Volhynia their 

motivations were ideological and political. But when twenty year old defendant Vasil 

Vorozhko stood outside the village with a rifle and shot any Pole trying to escape the 

motivations that got him in that situation included propaganda, fear and coercion, 

obedience to authority, hope for material security etc.489 It is difficult to know the extent to 

which the OUN propaganda had an impact on Vorozhko, but the circumstances by which he 

became a member suggests it was not the sole, or even the most important, influence on 

his decision making process.  I contend that a large number of civilians who joined the OUN 

were ideologically driven to do so. However I agree with McBride that other reasons for 

their involvement with the group also existed, including coercion, fear, lack of alternatives 

and more importantly the sheer will to survive.      

 

Despite the new research showing that women were a significant and integral part of the 

OUN I was only able to identify men in my sample.490 They were all of a Ukrainian peasant 

background, some had kulak roots, some had been members of the Communist party and a 

few had prior criminal records. The age of the defendants also varied significantly. Not all 

defendants who were identified by the Soviet authorities as Ukrainian Nationalists had 

entered the movement voluntarily; some like Vorozhko were coerced and threatened into 

joining the local OUN band. Most were armed and engaged in guarding, arrests, beating and 

shooting of Poles, Communists, partisans and Jews. A few, Petr Dubin, for example, were 
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forced to work as a lecturers or propagandists at training camp and schools for Ukrainians, 

organized by the Germans.491 The diverse individuals and the circumstances by which they 

ended up being part of the OUN reveal the complexities of life under occupation in Ukraine 

and the manifold motivating factors, not excluding ideology, that influenced their decision 

making. 

 

Tractor driver Vasili Vorozhko was eighteen years of age when his village in Volhynia was 

occupied by the Germans. He had minimal schooling and at an early age began helping his 

peasant parents in the fields. In 1943 when he was twenty years of age he was forcibly sent 

to work by the Germans on railroad construction. According to his own testimony, he found 

the work too difficult and the conditions ghastly. After three months he ran away but was 

instantly arrested and sent to a civilian camp. The authorities released him a few weeks 

later. It was around this time that he heard from the local policemen about the existence of 

the OUN in the surrounding area. Shortly after his arrest he was approached by the local 

OUN band leader and local police chief Yarmaluk. The leader asked him to join the band.492 

When Yarmaluk sensed that Vorozhko was apprehensive he threatened him. Vorozhko 

testified that Yarmaluk “reminded me that before the war I was a Komsomol, which meant I 

had two choices: to join the OUN or to be shot.”493        

 

The local OUN headed by Yarmaluk consisted of around twenty core members. The group 

carried out a number of activities in the area, including recruiting new members, catching 

and killing Soviet activists and partisans, and collecting food and clothes from nearby 

villages. They also destroyed  an entire Polish village in autumn of 1943. Vorozhko admitted 

to taking part in most of these activities. In spring of 1943, for example, he and a few other 

members were told to go and recruit another local man into joining the band. The trio 

visited the man’s house numerous times but he was purposefully avoiding them. On the 

third visit they grabbed the man’s elderly father and proceeded to beat him. Vorozhko 
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admitted: “I don’t know how many blows I inflicted on him, but I was hitting him for a long 

time and hard.”494 Vorozhko was asked to participate in a number of other violent and even 

murderous acts by the OUN leader throughout that summer and fall.  

 

In the summer of 1943 Vorozhko arrested two Red Army soldiers who had escaped the local 

prison. The two men were later questioned and shot. At his initial testimony Vorozhko 

claimed that he was ordered by Yarmaluk to go and apprehend the men on their way to 

another village. However, at a later time and after having other witnesses testimonies 

contradict his own, Vorozhko admitted that he had heard about the escaped soldiers from a 

fellow villager and on his own initiative arrested the men. He claimed that all OUN members 

were given strict orders to arrest any suspicious individuals in the area so he did just that.495 

Vorozhko admitted that a few days after the soldiers were apprehended and questioned by 

Yaramaluk, the leader called upon him and a couple of other members and ordered them to 

take the arrestees and kill them. The group of men took the soldiers to a chosen spot 

outside the village where they discovered a pre-dug shallow grave. The men were told to 

take their boots and shirts off, and then lie down on the ground. The men were shot. 

Vorozhko admitted that the men pleaded for their lives but their pleas fell on deaf ears as 

he and his fellow OUN members were following strict orders.496  

 

Vorozhko described other instances where he was forced to employ violent measures 

against others. He was involved in beating local peasant men for hiding weapons, for 

evading recruitment into the OUN and in one instance for beating his wife.497 On numerous 

occasions Vorzhko was asked to patrol the village looking for suspicious persons. One time 

he was sent to a neighboring village to collect food and clothes. He testified that it was a 

common practice as almost every village in the area had people whose job was to collect 

the goods for the OUN. They were called khozaistvenniki.498 He also described a case in 
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which a woman, a Soviet deputat (deputy) in the local Soviet administration, was killed.499 In 

the autumn he was involved in the destruction of an entire Polish village. He recounted how 

all the OUN members from his village were gathered and took off on their two day journey. 

Along the way they stopped in other neighboring villages and gathered existing members 

and tried to recruit new ones. Regular civilians were threatened into coming along to assist 

in the operation. McBride found this to have been a common practice in this period. He 

explained that many of those who participated in OUN pogroms “were ordinary peasants 

who were not politically aligned with the OUN-UPA’s agenda, nor were they members of 

any other Ukrainian nationalist organization.”500 Vorozhko told the investigators that the 

OUN tricked the locals into coming by telling them they were going to help chop down 

trees. He estimated they gathered around 500 men. Once they reached the intended village 

at dawn, most men were told to stand on guard and surround the village while the main 

crew of nationalists pillaged and killed the villagers. The place was set on fire and burnt to 

the ground.501   

 

Shortly after the massacre of the Polish village Volia Ostrovetskaia, Vorozhko left the OUN 

and returned home where he remained until 1944 when he was mobilized into the Red 

Army, trained for a short period of time and sent to the front. Vorozhko explained: “I lost 

my hand in a mine explosion and was demobilized. I returned home where I lived until 1950. 

Then I moved to Odessa region.”502 In 1946 he received a medal for his services in the Red 

Army. He was arrested and tried for his crimes in 1975.  

 

Nikolai Slivka, another young Ukrainian peasant faced similar circumstance as Vorozhko.503 

Slivka also lived in Volhynia and was only a year younger than Vorozhko. Slivka too grew up 

in a peasant family; his father died in the early 1930s so as a young boy Slivka had to work 

on the land to help his mother. When the occupation began he, like Vorozhko, remained 

                                                             
499 Ibid., p. 1591. 
500 McBride, “Peasants into Perpetrators”, p. 644. 
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working in the agricultural sector. In 1942 he was on his way to a bazaar in a neighboring 

town when a German soldier stopped him, arrested him and took him to a training camp. 

The training facility was full of young Ukrainian men. Slivka testified that they were taught 

to march. He had no idea what the training was for but he had no intentions of staying. 

Within a few days he ran away from the camp and went back to his home village where he 

remained until late 1943 when OUN members came and took him way into the forests.504 

 

The band that Slivka was recruited ino only consisted of ten members operating across four 

to five local villages. The band was involved in killing a few local civilians, including a woman 

whose house was surrounded by the gang. She was brought outside, shot, then undressed 

and her body mutilated. In 1944 the band came across a group of partisans crossing a 

nearby river and the group engaged in a shoot-out with them.  Unlike Vorozhko, Slivka does 

not recount any large-scale operations or massacres during his time in the group.  

 

Slivka was with the OUN until March 1944 when he deserted and returned back to his home 

village. That spring, as the German forces began to retreat everybody from the village was 

forced to leave; those who were young or able-bodied were utilized for forced labour by the 

Germans. The villagers were formed into defense labor battalions and made to dig trenches. 

Slivka testified: “We kept moving west towards Polish lands, all the people I knew from my 

village scattered off, some ran away. I ended up in Czechoslovakia, none of the other 

peasants from my village ended up there.”505  In May 1945 the camp was liberated by the 

Soviets and he was mobilized into the Red Army.     

 

Similarities between the two cases seem to be that both men ended up in the OUN as a 

result of their attempt to evade the German. Neither of the men sought out the OUN or 

volunteered but rather they were recruited. Vorozhko ran away from forced labor and Slivka 

ran away from a German training camp. Vorozhko stated: “I didn’t really know what the 
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nationalists’ aims and goals were.  I don’t know why Yermaluk recruited me, maybe because 

we were neighbors and he knew me well.”506 Both men were young and of military age and 

Ukrainian which made them prime targets for recruitment. Vorozhko was a member of the 

Komsomol before the occupation which was used against him as blackmail. Both men left 

the OUN in 1944 and were mobilized into the Red Army. Vorozhko even received a medal in 

1946 for his efforts. Nothing in these stories suggests that the men had any strong loyalties 

to either the Soviets or strong Nationalist sentiments. The men were coerced or influenced 

by their fellow neighbors to join as an alternative to harsh labor for the occupiers.     

 

The circumstances of the two men Slivka and Vorozhko in Volhynia were markedly different 

to the group that operated in Burevski, Bukovina region. Besides the obvious geographical 

differences there are many other differences that require further enquiry and assessment. 

Himka has suggested that “determining the responsibility of various actors in these violent 

events has been very difficult.” Therefore it is “necessary to study them on the microlevel, 

with the hope that eventually clear patterns will emerge.”507 Some patterns remain across 

all cases, with violence being at the top of the list. In all cases OUN members activities 

inflicted violence upon another group, whether Polish, Jewish or Russian.  

 

 

Conclusion 

Throughout World War II Ukraine would suffer at the hands of Soviets as well as the 

occupying Nazi forces and their allies. However, Ukrainians were both victims of violence as 

well as perpetrators.  During the Occupation of Ukraine, the Germans with the help of their 

accomplices such as Romanian and Hungarian forces, as well as local collaborators, killed 

more than 1.6 million Jews.508  In Bessarabia and Bukovina, upon their return to the region 

in 1941, the Romanian troops, in collaboration with locals, “engaged in a campaign of 

                                                             
506 USHMM, RG 31.18M, 23008, reel 70, p. 1567. 
507 John-Paul Himka, “Debates in Ukraine over nationalist involvement in the Holocaust, 2004-2008” 
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indiscriminate violence against Jews.”509  According to Solonari’s research, between 45 000 

and 60 000 Jews perished in this wave of terror.510  

 

 

A host of variables have been identified as influencing a group of civilian peasants in the 

village of Burevki, Northern Bukovina, to kill over 70 members of their own village in July of 

1941. The long history of ethnic discrimination of Ukrainians by the Polish, Romanian and 

Soviet regimes, coupled with economic disparity of the Ukrainian peasantry created enough 

discontent amongst the villagers to draw them towards political groups such as OUN. No 

doubt the Ukrainian nationalist ideology influenced the members’ opinion about the 

previous occupying forces, about the Jewish population and about their methods of actions 

as the OUN encouraged violence and revolutionary actions. However, other factors played a 

significant role in bringing about the events in Burevski. The group took advantage of their 

situation; for a short period of time there were no occupying forces on the ground which 

meant no resistance or retribution. Strong motives of revenge are also present amongst the 

leading members of the group. Death of fellow villagers equated to material gain for all of 

the men involved. Rural opposition to Soviet power, however, was not necessarily a vote for 

German authority. “Rather, it reflected the countryside’s stance against central authority in 

general and the population’s desperate struggle to survive on the front lines of total war.”511  
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CHAPTER 5      The Others 
 

The preceding chapters examined distinct groups of local civilian collaborators who 

performed a specific job or task. The two groups previously discussed, the village elders 

(Chapter 2) and the policemen (Chapter 3), were vital support staff for the administration 

and enforcement of occupation policies. This chapter expands the scope of investigation to 

explore other ways local civilians aided the occupation. Under the new German or 

Romanian occupation administrations some civilians managed to keep their forms of 

employment, while others had to find new ways of putting food on the table. Some sought 

to avoid forced deportation to the Reich for work; others desired advancement in their 

career, material gain or social status. A number of defendants were forced to take up official 

as well as unofficial employment as spies, agent provocateurs or informants. Some actively 

sought out opportunities to inform, denounce or prove their loyalty to the new occupiers. 

Civilians in occupied Ukraine found themselves performing all kinds of tasks which ranged 

from interpreting, book-keeping, winemaking, driving, collecting taxes, spying on people, 

informing on fellow neighbours and co-workers or arresting and shooting civilians. While 

some chose to participate in the establishment of the occupation administration, others 

were forced to do so due to direct or perceived threats to themselves and their families. 

 

My overall sample of civilian collaborators in occupied Ukraine consisted of 203 male and 

female defendants. This chapter focuses on the men, while women are the subject of 

Chapter 6. Almost half of the defendants, ninety-eight, will be discussed in this chapter. The 

defendants that were identified as either starosta or policeman have been excluded; 

however, the defendants that took part in OUN activities are also present in this group. The 

general patterns that had been identified in the collective cohort of policemen and starostas 

are also present in this sample. The majority of the men in this “others” sample was of 

peasant or labouring social background. The overwhelming majority identified themselves 

as Ukrainian. About ten per cent had been members of the Communist party, and a similar 

proportion were members of OUN. A small number, less than ten, came from repressed 
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kulak background or had criminal records.  The fact that many of the defendants did not 

have overt signs of resentment towards the Soviet regime before the occupation suggests 

that there were other factors that drove them towards collaboration with the occupiers.   

 

 Communist 
Party member 

OUN/UPA 
member 

None No data TOTAL 

Peasant 6 9 29  44 
Kulak  3 5  8 
Labouring 4  12  16 
Aristocratic     0 
No data    30 30 
Total         10 12 46 30 98 

Table 5.1: Social background and political memberships of “the other” male collaborators. 

 

I found that half of the sample was of military age, between nineteen and forty.512 Some 

had been mobilized into the Red Army and were either dismissed or captured by the enemy; 

however, the majority were not conscripted and simply remained in their town or village 

when the Red Army forces retreated.   

 

Age in 
1941 

Under 19 19-29 30-39 40-49 50> No data TOTAL 

No. 5 16 25 12 10 30 98 
% 5.2% 16.3% 25.5% 12.2% 10.2% 30.6% 100% 

Table 5.2: Age of “the other” male collaborators at the beginning of occupation, 1941. 

 

More than half of the defendants had minimal education and had worked either in the 

agricultural sector or as labourers in various industries before the occupation of their 

territories. Many of the peasants and labourers continued working in their trade; a small 

                                                             
512 By 1941 males between the ages of 19 and 22 were already conscripted in to the Red Army but after the 
attack on Soviet Union by the Nazi German troops a draft of men between 23 to 36 years of age was 
announced. See Karel Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair: Life and Death in Ukraine under Nazi Rule, Cambridge, 
Mass.: Belknap press of Harvard University Press, 2004, p. 11. 
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few were lucky and ambitious enough to rise to level of local administrator, brigadier or in 

one case even a director of the factory he was previously employed at. 

 

Education level 
 

Occupation 

0-4 years 
of 

schooling 

5-10 years 
of 

schooling 

Higher 
education 

No data   Total 

Administrative Head 7 4  10 21 
Agricultural worker 16   1 17 
Brigadier  2 1   3 
Bürgermeister or Mayor   1 1 2 
Clerk 1 2   3 
Director  2  3 5 
Driver 1 1  2 4 
Interpreter  1  4 5 
Labourer 13    13 
Newspaper editor    2 2 
Other 1   1 2 
SD agent 5 1 1 2 9 
School Principal  1  1 2 
School Teacher    1 1 
Theatre director    1 1 
Unemployed 2 1   3 
Watchman 3 1   4 
No data    1 1 
TOTAL          51 15 2 30 98 

Table 5.3: Education level and occupation of “the others” under occupation, 1941-1944.  

 

This chapter is concerned with the three main ways these civilians directly or indirectly 

collaborated with the occupiers, helped establish the new regime or carry out repression 

against local civilian populations. The main groups are categorised as: 1) the administrators 

whose primary job was to implement the occupation policies within the municipalities or 

industrial and agricultural sectors; 2) the secret informants or agents whose official task was 

to spy and expose NKVD agents, Communists, partisans and Jews; and 3) the denouncers, 

who were regular civilians with no official title or duty to implement the occupation policies, 

but who did so on their own volition. The inhabitants of occupied Ukrainian territories 
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engaged with the occupation regime on various levels and for multitude of reasons ranging 

from ideological leanings, careerism and ambition, material gain, to fear and coercion.   

 

Local Administration  

Martin Dean and Leonid Rein has pointed out that the most senior local official in the 

occupied territories in Ukraine and Belorussia was the Rayonchief or Rayonleiter (district 

leader). Wendy Lower distinguished the process by which Germans appointed the district 

leaders in Zhytomyr region in the first weeks of establishing the new occupation regime. The 

German field commander for Vinnytsia, Markull, personally “travelled by car or horse-drawn 

cart southwest over Zhmerynka to Bar, Kopaihorod, and Stanislavchik to find ‘suitable’ 

Ukrainian district leaders.”513 He, apparently, came across very few Germans; therefore the 

candidates had to be selected from politically reliable Ukrainians. After visiting the towns 

and villages he would appoint a district leader, present him with special identification 

papers and seal the contract “with a handshake”.514 His responsibilities, according to Dean, 

included “control of work permits through the Labour Office, the collection of taxes, 

registration of the population and the running of schools and other utilities.”515 The rayon 

chief was answerable to the German District Commissar and his representatives in the 

various areas or departments: 1) Politics and Propaganda; 2) Administration; 3) Finance; 4) 

Welfare; 5) Agriculture; and 6) Labour.516   

 

Subject to the Rayonchief’s authority were the towns’ mayors, or Bürgermeister. In the 

urban areas they were called the Stadtbürgermeistern (city mayors) and 

Landbürgermeistern (countryside mayors) in the rural territories. The city mayor headed a 

community of up to 20 000 inhabitants, while the countryside mayor ruled over the old 

                                                             
513 Wendy Lower, Nazi Empire-Building and the Holocaust in Ukraine, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 2005, p. 48. 
514 Ibid., p. 49.  
515 Martin Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust: Crimes of the local police in Belorussia and Ukraine, New York: 
St. Martin’s Press in association with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 1999, p. 106.  
516 Wendy Lower, “’On him rests the weight of the administration’: Nazi civilian rulers and the Holocaust in 
Zhytomyr”, in Ray Brandon and Wendy Lower (eds.), The Shoah in Ukraine: History, Testimony, 
Memorialization, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2008, p. 227. 
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Soviet sel’sovet (rural council).517 Defendant Kalinnink Lisenko, a fifty-one year old Ukrainian 

accountant, was appointed the city mayor of Shostka, in Sumy region of occupied Ukraine. 
518 He worked in this capacity from August 1941 until 1943. The final sentencing in 1945 

stated that, as mayor, his first duty was the organization of the local police force. During his 

time as Bürgermeister, 2 074 inhabitants of the city perished due to persecution as 

Communists, Jews or other groups deemed undesirable by the administration. A witness (a 

goruprav employee) testified to Lisenko’s activities while in office which included the 

authorisation of arrest and confiscation orders upon the request of the local police chief.519 

The same witness also testified that Lisenko gave out an order to confiscate all bicycles and 

radios from the townspeople. After the initial wave of arrests and murder of Communist 

activists, in 1942 Lisenko and the Shostko police chief compiled a list of all local inhabitants 

who were occupying “unsuitable living quarters” for deportations.520  In 1943 Lisenko 

gathered a list of 1 200 local men who were consequently sent to the Reich as forced 

labourers. The investigators also found that between 1942 and 1943 the city mayor 

published speeches in the local newspaper cursing the Soviet regime and praising the 

occupiers, calling on local support for the German Army.  For his good work the Nazi 

administration rewarded Lisenko with a medal in 1943. In 1945 Lisenko was tried and found 

guilty of “treason to the Motherland” under article 54-1 “a” and received the highest form 

of punishment; the death penalty.  

 

Lisenko’s deputy, Petr Tushevski was also tried under article 54-1 “a”. He, however, received 

20 years in prison for his crimes. Like Lisenko, Tushevski was a Ukrainian in his fifties, from a 

peasant background with a high level of education. Tushevski had, like Lisenko, no history of 

repression by the Soviets. Before the occupation he worked as a tax inspector. Between 

September 1941 and December 1942 he was employed by the occupation administration as 

the head of the finance department of the Shostk goruprav. As the head of finance 

department his duties included taxation of the local population. In 1941, for example, 
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520 Ibid., p. 1595. 
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peasants were taxed 80 roubles per hectare of land used for agriculture.521 Taxes on 

personal property, livestock and pets were also applied. The prosecution argued that due to 

his services to the occupation administration, Tushevski was personally responsible for the 

appropriation of seven million roubles from the local population.522  In December 1942 

Tushevski was promoted to deputy Bürgermeister. The investigation concluded that 

Tushevki’s functions in the administration, unlike Lisenko’s, were purely administrative and 

aimed at implementing economic policies rather than direct physical exploitations or 

persecution of the local inhabitants.  

 

Another administrator with similar functions was Nikolai Soroka. Soroka, a thirty-seven year 

old Ukrainian accountant from a labouring family, was appointed as head of the agricultural 

office in the city of Dubno, Rivne region. He worked in this capacity between 1941 and 1943. 

He answered to the local Bürgermeister and carried out all orders, including operating 

twelve grocery stores which distributed goods and food rations to the local population. 

According to the administration’s orders, the Jews only received fifty per cent of the regular 

ration. Soroka was well respected and trusted by the German administration, and when in 

1942 the OUN began attacking ethnic Poles in the Kaczynski rayon, leaving the district 

without many of its administrative staff, Soroka was appointed the district leader.523 Unlike 

Tushevski, however, in 1942 Soroka was also assigned property collection and redistribution 

from the Dubno ghetto which was established in spring of 1942 and housed over 5 000 

Jews.524 In May the ghetto was split into two sections: one for artisans and their families, a 

second for everybody else. The second ghetto and its inhabitants was completely liquidated 

mid-May that year. In August, Jews from other surrounding areas were brought into the 

ghetto, however not for long.525 In October 1942 around 5 000 Jews from Dubno ghetto 
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were shot and buried in pits.526 Soroka was arrested by the NKVD and tried in 1943, and 

sentenced to twenty years in prison, but in 1993 he was officially rehabilitated. 

 

Pavel Mironenko also worked in the ghetto administration.527 He was a sixteen year old 

Ukrainian Komsomol member when the occupation began. In November 1942 he was 

appointed secretary to the chief of the Labour Office in Ol’gopol, Vinnitsa. Mironenko was 

simultaneously appointed Commandant of a local Jewish ghetto, which meant he was in 

charge of the food and stock supplies, labour assignment etc.  The investigators found that 

Mironenko was entrusted with much responsibility and autonomy in the ghetto; he was 

allowed to give out written and verbal orders to other staff.  Witnesses testified that he 

would sometimes accept bribes from the Jews in the ghetto. In the end, Mironenko was 

convicted under article 54-3, receiving 10 years in prison as a posobnik.   

 

In Evpatorii, Crimea, a thirty-nine year old Armenian Kaidzhyk Lepian, a driver, was also 

appointed the chief of the Labour Office.528 He was a very dedicated employee of the 

administration; like Lisenko, he too was awarded a medal. As chief at the Labour Office his 

main tasks included organizing labour deportations to the Reich. Lower noted that the 

“Labour Office chief was notorious among the indigenous population for his brutal methods 

of seizing and deporting Ukrainians to work in factories and on farms in the Reich.”529 Karel 

Berkhoff has also described the power that the Labour Office held. In Kiev region, 

“employers who hired a person without the Labour Office’s prior consent would be fined or 

imprisoned” and “by checking a labour card that every employee received, employers had 

to certify once a week who was working for them.”530 Lepian was also personally 

responsible for establishing and running the medical examination commission, which was 
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made up of German doctors.  He was also tasked with coordinating raids for the capture and 

forcible deportation of those evading labour conscription to the Reich. Lepian was further 

responsible for establishing a branch of the Labour Office in other locations such as Saks and 

Fraidorf districts. The investigation found that, as a result of his employment and duties at 

the Labour Office thousands of Soviet citizens were deported as forced labourers to 

Germany and fifty men were sent to work in Donbass. In 1944 Lepian and his co-defendant 

Petr Puchinian were charged under article 58-1 “a” but in 1954 their cases were reclassified 

under 58-3 as posobnik which meant their sentences were significantly reduced. 

 

As already described in Chapter 2, the lowest level of administration, the middle man 

between the occupation authorities and the peasants in small villages, was the starosta. 

Generally, starostas were appointed by the “countryside mayor”. The main job of starosta 

was to facilitate the economic exploitation in the occupied regions for the benefit of the 

German Army.  His job included gain and livestock requisitions, collection of taxation and 

fines, allocation of labour in the village, and selection and deportation of forced labourers to 

the Reich. Many were asked to help the occupiers in the extermination of Jews and Roma in 

their surrounding areas. They did so by first making lists of all the local inhabitants 

(indicating their ethnicity and political background), then appointing men to aid in the 

arrests and convoying, as well as organizing of meeting, shooting and burial spots for the 

operations. In towns and urban areas the same job was carried out by the goruprav chief, 

like his rural equivalents, selected from the local inhabitants by the city mayor.   

 

For example, in the city of Henichesk, Kherson region, a forty year old Ukrainian fisherman 

Ivan Ivanovich Nikolaenko was appointed the chief of the town’s administration in January 

1942.531 The man came from peasant background with no history of repression or any 

political affiliations. While in power he carried out all orders from the German occupiers, 

which included taxing the local peasants, requisitions of goods, food and livestock, which 

was directly forwarded to the Germany Army. He was in charge of assigning labour; under 
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his watch twenty Soviet citizens were sent to the Reich as labourers. The same year he was 

asked to make list of all Jewish inhabitants of the town, which was forwarded to the 

Gestapo. His salary consisted of 250 roubles per month plus a special ration.532 Nikolaenko 

was evacuated to Germany in 1943 but was repatriated in 1945 when he was arrested and 

tried as a “collaborator” according to article 54-3.    

 

Some similarities between all the administrative staff should be noted. The defendants all 

came from peasant or labouring background, with no known history of repression by the 

Soviet authorities. With the exception of Mironenko who was a young Communist, none of 

the defendants had displayed any overt loyalty, or opposition towards the Soviet regime. 

Some, like Lisenko and Tushevski had high levels of education and had respectable 

professions before the occupation. This confirms Lower’s finding that most men in high 

leadership positions in the occupation administration were of the professional class, had 

good education, were in their forties, and had been middle-ranking civil servants.533  This 

does not, however, seem to accurately describe the other lower level functionaries such as 

clerks, starostas, goruprav chiefs, and heads of various departments. Most of these men 

had lower levels of education and had been working in labour or trades. The opportunity for 

career advancement and the privileges of working for the administration would have been 

strong motivating factors for these men. Berkhoff has explained that the people who 

worked in the German offices were better off than most other non-German city and village 

dwellers as they had access to best meals and food rations, luxury items, decent salaries and 

better working conditions in winter.534 All of the defendants had acquired an astonishing 

level of trust from the occupier: labourers with no administrative experience were allowed 

to sign orders, enforce taxes, and report on economic and political situations in the towns 

and villages. It could be assumed that all defendants had high work ethic, sense of duty or 

desire for career advancement; some like Lisenko and Lepian were even awarded a medal 

by the Nazi regime for dedication to their work.   
                                                             
532 This is a standard, but on the lower range, wage. According to Igor Ermolov’s findings simple clerks received 
up to 300 roubles a month and professionals such as accountants and engineers earned up to 500 roubles. See 
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Someone who stands as an exception to the rest of the administrators in the sample is 

ethnic German Fedor Paulke who lived in Pervomaisk, Nikolayev region.535 Paulke was in his 

late thirties, and was a labourer with low education. In the first days of the occupation he 

volunteered to work as a policeman in the local sovkhoz (Soviet farm) which supplied seed 

to other farms. In October 1941 he was promoted to deputy chief of the Agricultural Office 

by the local starosta Eduard Buch. Paulke explained that when the Soviet forces left the 

village the agricultural sector slowed down, that everybody just worked for their own 

household.536 The farm was headed by a Russian man. Nobody appointed him, and he just 

took charge on his own initiative. The next month starosta Eduard Buch announced that the 

village needed to start working or that year’s harvest would go to waste.  Buch appointed 

one of his brothers and Paulke to be in charge of the farms. Fedor’s main tasks were 

assigning work to the 200 peasants under his charge. He was also required to keep careful 

stocktake of all grain, food and equipment in order to reduce theft. A few months later a 

Romanian agronomist arrived and proclaimed that the Romanian administration has sent 

him to take charge of the agricultural office. Paulke’s wife testified that her husband spoke a 

little Romanian, but he often used an interpreter.537 According to Feodor the Romanian 

gave the ethnic Germans preferential treatment, promoting them to various administrative 

jobs. For his work, her husband received 80 Deutsche marks as well as a supply of food 

rations. One day in 1943, the wife said, they received a bunch of children’s clothes from the 

SS Commandant office that “came from the Reich, as presents.”538 In reality these clothes 

were most likely confiscated from Jews. What was different about Paulke’s case is not his 

official activities as the administrator but what he did outside of his official duties later that 
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536 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 10890, reel 78, p. 21524. Berkhoff also noted that many peasants stopped work 
because there was “nobody to order” them. “This inaction indicated the influence of the Soviet system, under 
which nobody took responsibility for anything out of fear of being denounced as a saboteur.” Harvest of 
Despair, p. 119. 
537 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 10890, reel 78, p. 21532. 
538 Ibid.  
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year. In December 1941, Paulke travelled to Bogdanovka, Odessa region where he took part 

in the mass shooting of the Bogdanovka ghetto Jews and the looting of Jewish property.539  

 

Bogdanovka Ghetto housed Jews from all over Odessa region, including Jews deported from 

Bessarabia. By December 1941 the number of deportees to Bogdanovka was estimated at 

55 000.540 The inhabitants were housed in pig pens, huts, improvised tents, and under 

conditions of terrible overcrowding, filth, and freezing temperatures which led to an 

outbreak of typhoid which spread from the camp to the Romanian and Ukrainian guards and 

later to local populations.541  

Since neither the district’s governor nor the locally stationed 

Romanian army units were able to cope with the epidemic, or 

even to handle the problem of burying thousands of dead in 

the frozen ground, the Romanian Army – and its medical corps 

in particular – demanded a swift solution to the Jewish 

problem before the typhoid caught hold among the soldiers.542     

The solution was to murder all the Jews. The district governor, Col. Modest Isopescu, 

entrusted the Ukrainian police with carrying out the operation. The massacre lasted from 21 

December 1941 until 9 January 1942. According to Yitzhak Arad the up to 5 000 children, 

sick and elderly who were unable to march 4 kilometres from the camp to the killing sites 

were placed in four pigpens and burned to death.543 The rest were convoyed in groups of up 

to 400 to the ravines near the Bug River and shot. Before the Jews were shot they were 

forced to remove all their belongings, jewellery, gold teeth, and clothes which were 

collected by the Ukrainian police. Defendants Buch and Paulke were among these auxiliary 

police units helping carry out the massacre.   

 

                                                             
539 Eduard Buch worked as a starosta, and his brother Aleksandr was a policeman in their village Pervomaisk. 
540 Arad, The Holocaust in the Soviet Union, p. 242. 
541 Ibid. 
542 Ibid. 
543 Ibid., p. 243. 
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At her deposition, Paulke’s wife testified that in December 1941 the local starosta and 

police chief Eduard and Alexandr Buch came to see her husband and informed him they 

were all going to Bogdanovka to exterminate the Jews in the ghetto. Apparently, her 

husband refused and did not go. However, later that month a car with the Buch brothers 

and a number of others arrived at their house at 6 am and took her husband to Bogdanovka. 

Paulke returned home that night on horseback.  According to his wife, Paulke confessed that 

all the Buch brothers and others from the village took an active part in the shooting. Paulke 

himself testified that when they arrived in Bogdanovka, all auxiliaries were given armbands 

to wear, were armed with weapons and given assignments to guard various positions in the 

village and at the killing site.544 He testified that he simply aided in securing the convoy and 

shooting sites, and that he himself did not take part in the shooting.  

 

Defendant Paulke admitted to taking Jewish property from the killing site before heading 

home that evening. After probing by the investigators Paulke’s wife also admitted that after 

returning from the ghetto Paulke had a fight with his wife because he brought her back a 

pair of shoes but did not get a pair for their daughter. Her husband apparently told her 

there was a pair of shoes but they were covered in blood so he did not bring them, but the 

wife scolded him as “the blood could have been washed off” and the shoes would have 

been as new.545 She proceeded to list other items of clothing her husband brought back with 

him from the killing.  

 

After the massacre, in 1942, all ethnic Germans received papers and permission to “go back 

to their home villages.”546 Dean has noted that ethnic Germans were often targets for the 

partisans. Therefore, the authorities would often uproot and concentrate them in a few 

main settlements “where they could be more easily protected.”547 The Paulke family packed 

up all their stuff and moved to Rozdilna district, Odessa region where Fedor worked as a 
                                                             
544 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 10890, reel 78, p. 21530. 
545 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 10890, reel 78, p. 21534. 
546 This was Paulke’s wives interpretation of the orders. USHMM, RG 31.018M, 10890, reel 78, p. 21532. 
547 Martin Dean, “Soviet Ethnic Germans and the Holocaust in the Reich Commissariat Ukraine, 1941-1944” in 
Ray Brandon and Wendy Lower (eds.), The Shoah in Ukraine: History, Testimony, Memorialization, 
Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2008, p. 263. 
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labourer in various trades until 1944 when he was conscripted into defence labour. In 1948 

Paulke was tried and sentenced under article 58-1 “a” to 25 years in prison. 548 

 

A way to explain the ease with which a simple peasant, in charge of a labour output of a 

farm, took part in an organized mass shooting on such a large scale is to look at his 

biographical background. Paulke, along with his co-defendants the Buch families, were all 

ethnic Germans. Ethnic Germans were the first choice for recruitment of local personnel 

due to their linguistic abilities, as well as their perceived racial superiority and political 

reliability. Dean has argued that “their status as an oppressed minority within the Soviet 

Union gives added poignancy to the ethnic Germans’ response to the Nazi’s persecution of 

the Jews.”549  

 

Dean briefly demonstrated that the fate of up to 500 000 ethnic Germans in Ukraine was 

deeply affected by mass deportations, famine, and emigration that took place during the 

First World War, the Civil War and during Soviet rule.550 In 1919 many ethnic German 

communities suffered losses at the hands of the anarchist partisans led by Nestor Makhno. 

Between 1921 and 1922, and again in 1933, many ethnic German farmers fell victim to the 

famines that followed collectivization. Paulke’s wife testified that in 1930 her husband 

worked as a village policeman. However, in 1931 he was dismissed due to downsizing.551 

Between 1937 and 1938 thousands of ethnic Germans were deported to Siberia by the 

NKVD.552 Paulke was one of these men who were sent to the GULAG in 1938 for “anti-Soviet 

agitation”. He served two years and was released and sent home. Dean concluded: 

the direct impact of Soviet repression on [the ethnic 

Germans’] lives, often devastating, made many of them 

strongly anti-Soviet; thus they willingly served the German 

                                                             
548Ibid.  
549 Dean, “Soviet Ethnic Germans”, p. 250. 
550 Ibid., p. 252. 
551 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 10890, reel 78, p. 21532. 
552 Dean, “Soviet Ethnic German”, p. 252. 
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occupation authorities, encouraged by the privileges they 

were offered in relation to the local non-Germans. 553   

At no point in the interrogation did Paulke claim he was under duress or forced to 

participate in the massacre of the Bogdanovka Jews. Paulke’s German ethnic background, 

with anti-Soviet and perhaps anti-Semitic sentiments, coupled with material incentives, may 

serve to explain why he participated in the extermination of Bogdanovka Jews while 

employed as a local agricultural administrator.  

 

Economic collaboration 

Other individuals who had held positions of authority over local populations but on a 

smaller scale (over their subordinates) were directors of factories and farms. Economic 

exploitation of the borderlands and the Soviet Union was one of the main objectives of the 

war in the East. The Nazi regime had planned its economic policies even before the attack 

on the Soviet Union.554 Once the occupation began the Nazi regime was “compelled to allow 

local industries to function, assuming that they had managed to survive the Soviet 

evacuation and the heavy air bombings of the first days of the war.”555 Rein noted that 

preference was given to industrial branches relating to agriculture, since all Eastern lands 

were treated as the “breadbasket” for the Reich.556 Lower also noted that “The continued 

sustenance of the German Army and people was seen to depend on grain, livestock, and 

other agricultural products from the Ukraine.”557 Ermolov described the various sectors of 

industries that remained in operation and utilised for supplying the German Army, the Reich 

and the local inhabitants.558 He also noted that much of the managerial staff for the 

industries was selected from the already existing workers at the factories and farms. Those 

                                                             
553 Ibid., p. 263. 
554 See details in Igor Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina. Okkupatsia: Sovetskie grazhdane mezhdu natsistami I 
bolshevikami 1941-1944. Moscow: Tsentrpoligraf, 2010, p. 137. Also see literature on economic occupation 
policies such as Alex J. Kay, Exploitation, resettlement, mass murder: political and economic planning for 
German occupation policy in the Soviet Union, 1940-1941, New York: Berghahn Books, 2006.    
555 Rein, The Kings and the Pawns, p. 113. 
556 Ibid.  
557 Wendy Lower, “On him rests the weight of the administration”, p. 224. 
558 Ermolov describes the two main sectors: the municipal and private or cooperative. The municipal sector 
included all the large scale factories while the private and coop included the medium and small scale 
operations. For examples see Tri goda bez Stalina, pp. 141-142.  
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that remained at their workplace when the occupation began, Ermolov noted, “got an 

opportunity for career advancement.”559 For example, engineers were promoted to 

directors of factory, while brigadiers and regular workers were promoted to the role of 

engineer, and so on.  

 

In Efpatorii, Crimea, an Armenian man Petr Puchinian was a wine maker at a factory.560 

When the occupation began he approached the new administration and offered his 

services, arguing he had experience and knowledge of the inner running of the factory and 

that he would be willing to “exploit” the factory for their benefit. He was promptly 

appointed director. According to post-war investigation, Puchinian had been friendly with 

the police chief throughout the occupation period. In 1943 he was recruited as an official 

informant for the police. Ermolov noted that many heads of industries were forced to 

inform on the activities and discussions taking place on the factory and workshop floors in 

order to weed out unground organizations.561 

 

Another ambitious man who jumped at the lucky chance to improve his career and social 

status was Bulgarian Ivan Bratanov.562 He, like Puchinian, was just an employee at his Saky 

butter factory before the occupation. He worked as an accountant.  When the occupation 

began Bratanov took the opportunity to rise in the ranks by removing his competition. He 

denounced a woman, who was later shot for being Jewish. In his intrrogation the defendant 

argued he had no idea what happened to her, but he had heard that she was arrested but 

for being an active Communist.563 She was the head mechanic at the factory, and he had 

supposedly been feuding with her. Many witnesses testified during his post-war trial 

investigations that he treated the workers of the factory very harshly, made them work long 

hours often throughout the night. Markov was also found responsible for suggesting people 

to be sent off to work for the Germans. Others testified that he, just like Puchinian, had a 

                                                             
559 Ibid., 146. 
560 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 6915, reel 57, pp. 2651-2754. 
561 Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 115. 
562 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 7588, reel 57, pp. 4090-4230. 
563 Ibid., pp. 4226-4230. 
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close friendship with the local police chief. He was also said to have in his possessions 

numerous items of property originally belonging to Jews.      

 

Between 1941 and 1943 in the village Sestrenovka, Vinnitsa oblast, two Ukrainian peasants 

served as brigadiers in local collective farms. Anton Matushevski was a forty-nine year old 

peasant with low education and Timofei Sushko was a twenty-nine year old kulak peasant 

with seven years of schooling. Both worked in the agricultural sector before the occupation 

but due to the lack of professional manpower the men were promoted to brigadiers of 

collective farms. As brigadiers they were responsible for the output of their team. 

Therefore, if the output did not meet the quotas they would be personally reprimanded. 

Evasion of work was considered “sabotage” and brigadiers were responsible for the 

workers’ attendance. Berkhoff also noted that absenteeism and lateness were very common 

among the farm workers. “Many peasants spent their time walking about, partying, or 

petitioning their raion authorities about minor affairs.”564 The official fine for work evasion 

was 200 roubles, but, “by almost all accounts lateness or absenteeism led to flogging or 

beating, by Germans or native officials.”565 The post-war investigation found that both 

defendants fined and beat their subordinates, male and female, for a number of 

indiscretions: missing work, stealing grain or other items, talking back to them. Both men 

were tried under 54-1 “a” and received ten years in prison. 566 

 

Agents and Spies  

Lower argued that, despite the internal conflicts between the various German agencies 

operating in the occupied territories, there was one area in which they consistently 

cooperated: security measures.567  Various agencies shared manpower and information.  For 

example, German police leaders trained Ukrainian auxiliary policemen, individual recruits 

were checked by the SD (Security Service), and the village commanders and starostas 

                                                             
564 Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair, p. 132. 
565 Ibid.  
566 USHHM, RG 31.018M, 23473, reel 85, pp. 6303-6622. 
567 Lower, Nazi Empire-building, p. 52. 
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employed, armed and clothed these men. In the countryside district agricultural leaders and 

economic units worked closely with the Army Field commanders and police by “patrolling 

the rural areas and reporting the presence of ‘suspicious’ persons hiding in the forests and 

fields.”568  Lower also stated that “one of the first administrative requirements of the local 

leaders was to gather extensive information about the ethnic and political composition of 

the population, in particular providing the locations of Jews, Roma, POWs, and other 

targeted people.”569 Starostas, rural district chiefs and mayors had to regularly compile 

reports on the moods as well as names of local inhabitants and new comers to the local SS 

Intelligence Service which was the SD. The SD was responsible for vetting new personnel as 

well as investigating people suspected of being Communists, NKVD agents, partisans, Jews, 

etc. Brekhoff has noted that “Higher-ranking administrators had to visit regularly the 

Security Police and SD to talk about themselves and their colleagues.”570  

 

Another popular tactics of intelligence gathering by the SD office was the recruitment of 

local civilians as informants or spies. Ermolov has pointed out that the Police had a large 

network of informants that fulfilled a variety of functions.571 Some individuals simply 

informed on suspicious activities or people in the towns and village while others were 

employed as agents and tasked with infiltrating various organizations. There are no 

definitive statistics on how many Soviet citizens were employed as agents under the 

occupation; however, Ermolov estimated that small cities employed hundreds while large 

metropolitan areas employed thousands of agents and informants. He found that in Kalinin 

alone there were between 1500-1600 active agents.572  In my sample of 203 civilian 

collaborators ten per cent (21 individuals) were identified as having been officially or 

unofficially employed as SD agents. Twelve of the defendants were women; this chapter will 

only deal with the nine male agents.   A large number of the SD agents were employed by 

the Simferopol SD in Crimea as this was one of the largest offices in the region, however, 

                                                             
568 Ibid., p. 53. 
569 Ibid., p. 49. 
570 Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair, p. 151. 
571 Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 114. 
572 Ibid., p. 116. 
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others were also found in Vinnitsa, and Kiev regions.573 The men held a variety of “day jobs” 

including clerical work, labouring, and brigadier in the agricultural sector as well as shop 

keeper and hairdresser. Some informants were rewarded with tax exemptions; officially 

employed agents received salaries and rations.574 Those whose families were members of 

the Red Army or partisans, in return for information, would be spared repression.575 Some 

defendants voluntarily performed their duties as spies or agent provocateurs while others 

were threatened and coerced into doing so. 

 

Sergei Mishakov was a seventeen year old poor Russian peasant when the occupation of 

Simferopol, Crimea began.576 Throughout his time under occupation, between 1941 and 

1943, the young man operated as an SD agent and answered to at least three different 

officers. He took part in all kinds of activities including surveillance, espionage, as well as 

convoying arrestees, and even shooting them. In 1943 he was assigned to the Romanian 

intelligence service. Later that year he ended up in a Soviet partisan unit. He was arrested, 

investigated and tried by the Soviets in 1943.   

 

Mishakov described in great detail his experiences, albeit the facts changed with every new 

interrogation session. Out of all the defendants in the collection, the testimonies of SD 

agents and spies are the most inconsistent and uncertain. Their testimonies continued to 

alter as the investigators and witnesses presented conflicting evidence and facts. These 

testimonies have to be read carefully and the intentions or actions of the defendant as they 

were described by them must be considered with caution. These people’s careers were, in 

essence, as professional liars. 

 

                                                             
573 A group of SD agents was arrested in Vinnitsa and tried, see  reports in USHMM, RG 31.018M, 1522, reel 79, 
pp. 24964-25434. An SD agent was also discovered operating in Chernobyl, Kiev region, see USHMM, RG 
31.018M, 66254, reel 5, pp. 0309-0402. 
574 Ermolov, Tri goda bez Stalina, p. 114. 
575 Ibid.  
576 USHMM, RG 31018M, 13619, reel 56, pp. 456-1833. 
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Mishakov testified that his first assignment from his handler in December 1941 was to 

conduct surveillance on two women. One day he observed the two women handing an 

unidentified package to a man wearing a railway transit guard’s uniform outside a hair 

salon.  A little while later the same man passed the bundle to another man, outside that 

same salon. Mishakov followed the second man with the bundle to the local prison, where 

he lost him in the large crowd. When the man came out of the crowd his hands were empty. 

Mishakov was able to follow the man and find out his name, as well as observe the man’s 

regular meeting with two other women who would come from a neighbouring village. 

According to Mishakov, his German handler was not impressed with his slow progress. He 

argued that he had little experience in the job and, as he was working by himself, he lacked 

manpower to conduct detailed and thorough surveillance. The men and the two women 

were arrested by the SD; however, they were released due to lack of evidence.577   

 

Throughout his testimonies Mishakov tried to minimize his role in the agency and took any 

opportunity to express his contempt for his employer. He claimed he hated his job and 

wasn’t very good at it. When asked how he was compensated for this job he said: “Fuks 

treated me like a dog, he would give me a piece of bread or something to eat, maybe 60 

roubles if I was lucky.”578 Mishakov also complained that he was forced to do random jobs 

such as cleaning the offices, calling on witnesses and running errands for the SD officer. 

Once he was sent, with a translator, to a nearby village to requisition food on top of the 

already established quota for the month. The extra supplies were allegedly taken back to 

the Simferopol SD. It is logical to assume that the food requisitioning was a “cover story” for 

an intelligence assignment as it seems unlikely that an agent with no other official job title 

or authority in the administration would have been charged with collecting money, food or 

goods from a village uprava. A similar case took place in Vinnitsa, where defendant 

Temchuk testified to the Soviet investigators that he was simply a courier for the SD, when 

in reality he was an agent.He travelled to various villages under the cover of an inspector 

                                                             
577 Ibid., pp. 413-414. 
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there to conduct reports and audits, meanwhile, his actual tasks were recruiting SD agents 

and exchanging packages containing intelligence information.579  

  

In 1942 the supervising officer Fuks was moved out of the SD office and put in charge of the 

volunteer Tatar Battalions. A new officer Gomel was put in his place. Mishakov deposed that 

the new boss gave him a lecture about working hard and promised incentives for good and 

productive work. Mishakov received a daily ration from the staff canteen consisting of 300g 

bread, 50g of butter and a bowl of soup. In return he was meant to go to public places and 

eavesdrop on people’s conversations. He was encouraged to incite anti-German talk among 

the inhabitants and later report on the overall moods of the locals to the SD. In February 

1942 Gomel assigned Mishakov an assistant, a woman and Soviet partisan deserter by the 

name of Klimentsova.  Their assignment was to locate and find out any information on 

another woman named Prishina. The city’s registration office had no information on a 

woman by that name, so the next step was to question the neighbours at the woman’s last 

known address. With the help of the neighbours the agents found the woman’s new 

address, after which she was promptly arrested by the SD and most likely (according to 

Mishakov’s conclusion) was shot. Another woman’s name came up in the investigation 

whom Mishakov also assisted in locating and arresting.  It turned out that the initial 

denunciation against the woman in question actually came from his new colleague 

Klimentsova.  She also revealed to him that she pretended to be a fellow partisan and lured 

the woman into revealing enough information to warrant the arrest by the SD. After this 

case Klimentsova began working independently and Mishakov was left to work on his own 

again.580 

 

In summer 1942 another officer, Lunau, was assigned to manage Mishakov. He was 

accorded a variety of jobs including surveillance, convoying of suspects and arrestees, as 

well as couriering information between various agencies. When testifying about taking the 

                                                             
579 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 1522, reel 79, pp. 24964-25434. 
580 USHMM, RG 31018M, 13619, reel 56, pp. 415-420. 
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arrestees property he proclaimed: ““It was pure theft what I was involved in”.581 That 

summer Mishakov was given a new reconnaissance assignment. He was told to dress as a 

poor university student and pretend to be visiting a nearby village for the summer vacation 

while spying on two villagers who were suspected of having contact with partisans. He was 

meant to be staying with the local police chief, who, according to Mishakov, got drunk and 

told people about his guest and who he really was. After the police chief blew Mishakov’s 

cover he returned to Simferopol where his new boss scolded him for his failure. The officer 

was furious with Mishakov, saying that he was now too well known as an SD employee 

around the city. Therefore, he would be assigned work within the SD offices which would 

include escorting, guarding and bringing food to the prisoners. When Mishakov refused to 

carry out these duties the officer allegedly beat him with a rubber baton.582  At the end of 

1942 he was transferred out of Simferopol SD to the Romanian Intelligence Service where 

he was, again, assigned to surveillance jobs. 

 

According to Mishakov, by spring of 1943 he was fed up with his work and began to 

sabotage his position by doing less and less to the point where his Romanian bosses 

reported him to the SD and dismissed him from his duties. The defendant continued his epic 

tale, explaining that due to his unemployment and threat of forced deportation for labour in 

the Reich, he applied to the local recruitment office for the Russian Liberation Army.  

I was told that I was to receive my documents of voluntary 

recruitment, uniform and training and to be shipped off to 

Efpatori to fight the Red Army, but as my only intention in 

joining the RLA was to avoid deportation I did not go to 

Efpatori, after receiving my documents I stayed in 

Simferopol.583 

Mishakov explained that at the recruitment office he befriended the recruitment officer’s 

son who was around his age. He invited the young man for dinner and drinks. While 

                                                             
581 Ibid., p. 420. 
582 Ibid., pp. 420-421. 
583 Ibid., p. 422. 



 
160 

 
socialising, Mishakov “confessed” his “real” intentions for the application to the young man, 

saying his mother was very sick and he needed to stay and look after her. The young man 

believed Mishakov and vowed to destroy his application. Mishakov claimed he was able to 

use his registration papers for numerous months as his new friend at the office would 

routinely change the date on the forms.  

   

In the beginning of 1943, before he was dismissed from his position, Mishakov and a friend 

(a fellow SD employee) met a drunken man on the street, Kravchenko, who was publicly 

cursing the Germans. Instead of denouncing the man, the two befriended him, and 

according to Mishakov, wanted to find out if there were partisans in the area that they 

could run away to. There was a rumour going around that a group of labourers at the 

factory that Kravchenko worked at had ties to the partisans. At first, Mishakov said, they 

were very cautious with Kravchenko; they made up fake biographies so as not to scare their 

new friend off. Once they were comfortable enough, they revealed that they both worked 

for the SD but that now they would like to escape the clutches of the occupiers and run 

away to join the partisans. Kravchenko was careful as well. Before introducing his new 

friends to the underground group he gave them orders to spread anti-Nazi propaganda 

leaflets and a communist newspaper “Red Crimea” around town. They were also asked to 

find out information about the upcoming arrests and raids by the SD.  

 

At the next scheduled meeting, Mishakov arrived early to his boss’s office in the SD. He was 

let into the office by the officer’s interpreter Matchenbaeva.584 He testified: “I sat in his 

office waiting for him. I noticed one of his drawers was open. I peaked in and read a sheet of 

paper containing intelligence information, including names of active agents. I wrote them 

down and passed them onto Kravchenko.”585 When asked how he managed to do this 

without being detected, he said that Matchenbaeva let him into the office and then 

proceeded to make a telephone call which meant she was distracted for prolonged periods 

                                                             
584 Matchenbaeva’s role under the occupation will be addressed in the following chapter titled “Women.” Her 
case file is USHMM, RG 31.018M, 97881, reel 58, pp.  4787-5264.  
585 USHMM, RG 31018M, 13619, reel 56, pp. 452. 
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of time. Mishakov noticed a box of tobacco on the table and asked if he could have a smoke 

which she allowed. While at the table he was able to see into the drawer, read and 

memorise up to six names on the list. When he sat down to wait on the couch he got his 

notepad out and wrote the names down.  It was shortly after this meeting that Mishakov 

was transferred to the Romanian Intelligence service. Kravchenko was happy with the new 

intelligence and encouraged Mishakov to find out as much as he could from the Romanians 

as well. Shortly thereafter, Mishakov became ill and lost contact with Kravchenko. The next 

time he saw him he was already unemployed and registered for the RLA. At this stage 

Kravchenko was a fugitive from the police. Mishakov used his new contacts at the RLA 

recruitment office to secure Kravchenko fake papers, and shortly after, the two ended up in 

the forests with a partisan unit.586  

 

If by this point the testimonies were not muddled enough, they began to be even more 

confusing. At first Mishakov comes across as genuinely unhappy with his job for the 

occupiers and ready to betray the SD and join the partisans. However, the investigators 

begin revealing evidence of Mishakov spreading anti-Soviet propaganda while in the 

partisan camp. He testified that due to his young age he was susceptible to Nazi propaganda 

and was simply repeating what he had heard. Further facts reveal he was never dismissed 

from his position at the SD but was assigned the mission of finding the partisan unit and 

infiltrating them, which he did. However, once he made contact with the partisans he really 

did abandon his mission and never went back to the Germans. Mishakov’s real intentions 

and motives are impossible to ascertain as the young man was a career liar. He himself 

admitted to lying in order to save his own skin.587 It is safe to assume the man was trying to 

minimise his guilt in front of the Soviet investigators as much as he could, to little 

consequence. Other details about his work at the SD revealed that he was not a simple 

surveillance agent or errand boy. In March 1943 he, according to orders, shot six people in 

Melitopol. In April of that year, he again, shot four people in Genichesk. He routinely beat 
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162 

 
people during interrogations.588  The defendant also admitted to taking part in the SD anti-

Jewish operations.  

 

There were other defendants from Simferopol tried in the case: thirty year old Russian 

agronomist and Communist party member Alexandr Lukin, twenty-two year old ethnic 

German shop owner Alexandr Gildenberg,  as well as Alexandr Stanileev who was the 

district police chief and Maria Trubach, a twenty-seven year old Russian.  Lukin, Trubach and 

Gindelberg were Mishakov’s fellow SD agents. Lukin and Gildenberg, despite working for the 

same office, ended up there under very different circumstances and performed different 

functions.   

 

Lukin was part of a partisan detachment when in summer 1942 he was apprehended by a 

volunteer Tatar Battalion and sent to the SD prison. Before the occupation Lukin was a 

Communist party member and worked as an agronomist.  According to his early 

testimonies, while in the SD prison he managed to befriend the interpreter Matchenbaeva 

who helped him acquire some cleaning jobs within the prison building.589 In reality, his real 

job was as a spy within the prison walls. His objective was to win the trust of the other 

prisoners and find out vital information. Lukin maintained that due to his past (being a 

Communist) he was routinely threatened with being shot by the SD officers; therefore, he 

had to work for them.  Gildenberg, on the other hand, was a German shop keeper when the 

occupation began. Officially, the Simferopol SD employed him as an interpreter. Unofficially, 

however, his job was recruitment of SD agents. Gildenberg also admitted to taking part in an 

operation in which he infiltrated and exposed an underground organization consisting of 30 

men.  

 

Different types of people under various circumstances ended up working as agents and 

spies. Some, like Ukrainian Lukin, were forced to work as informants as the alternative was 
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either death by hunger or by bullet. Others, like young Mishakov, most likely were 

motivated by the opportunities of employment and evasion of labour conscription. 

Gildenberg, being an ethnic German, would have been offered all sorts of privileges and 

incentives as an employee of the administration. In Chernobyl, Kiev region, a twenty-six year 

old Russian welder came to the SD offices and asked for a job. He claimed he hated the 

Soviet regime as he had faced repression at their hands. It did turn out that in 1941 he had 

been convicted under article 70, for “anti-Soviet agitation”. Berkhoff has found also that 

“those whom the NKVD had ‘repressed’ often became highly motivated official German 

informants. The Schutzmänner (auxiliary policemen) included many with a thirst for 

revenge, even for seemingly small matters from the Soviet past such as having being 

reported for absenteeism.”590 

 

Denouncers   

The local population assisted the occupation administration in the fight against the 

partisans, as well as the destruction of Jews and Roma in both official capacities (as support 

staff) as well as casually, or without solicitation.  More than half of the defendants in my 

sample were tried for denunciation of Soviet citizens, be they Jewish, Roma, Communist 

party members, NKVD, partisans or others whom the occupation administration deemed 

dangerous.  The German authorities, in their anti-partisan warfare, adopted the old Soviet 

principal of “anyone who is not with us, is against us” (kto ne snami, tot protiv nas).591  In 

Belorussia the administration hung posters calling on the locals to join the anti-partisan 

movements. The posters stated: “Whoever does not hinder the activities of bandits is their 

accomplice.”592 The constant state of vigilance for suspicious people was not just the job of 

the local policemen and administrators; it was extended to all citizens.  
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All villages and cities had established curfews, depending on “the season and the overall 

reliability, from the German point of view, of the raion.”593 In villages even taking in 

overnight guests without permission was forbidden by the administration.594 Policemen 

patrolled the villages at night and guarded important buildings such as warehouses and 

factories to prevent theft or sabotage. “Yet it was not uncommon for ordinary peasants to 

stand guard themselves during the night, given the German rule of collective responsibility 

in case of trouble.”595 In summer 1941, it was often the local peasants who complained 

about “armed Russian gangs” roaming the forests and villages, inciting searches by the 

German troops with the help of local auxiliary police units.596 

 

Rein has shown that in rural Belorussia that in the first few months of German occupation 

there were a lot of “straggler” soldiers roaming the rural areas. They were called 

okruzhentsy (the surrounded) by the locals, “those who were encircled by enemy troops, 

were cut off from the front and were forced to live illegally in occupied territories.”597 They 

were people who had either succeeded in breaking through the German pockets or had 

escaped from the POW camps and had lost contact with their units.  The Germans were 

suspicious of these men as many went and organised their own partisan groups. Ben 

Shepherd, however, pointed out that there was little hope at the early stages of the war of 

effectively utilising these men by the Soviet authorities as these men were widely dispersed, 

disorganized, and unarmed.  

They were hiding in the vast swamps and forests of the 

expanding German rear not from some patriotic urge to fight 

on, but mainly from fear of the bullet that probably awaited 

them if they surrendered.598 
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Many did end up joining or starting up their own partisan groups, while others entered into 

the local villages, exchanged their clothes for civilian ones and vanished among the local 

peasantry.599 

 

Rein noted that assistance in spotting and apprehending the Ortsfremde (strangers) or 

stragglers came from not just the self-administration but also via the local civilian 

populations. Many in the rural areas denounced or even captured the stragglers on their 

own initiative. In a small Crimean village a straggler was noticed by the local peasants who 

arrested him and took him to see the village elder. The starosta sent the man to the 

Romanian police where he was shot.600 Rein explained that  

many of these soldiers  who roamed the forests raided the 

surrounding villages for food, which did not make them 

particularly popular with the local inhabitants.601 

Lower also found that in the early days, throughout summer 1941, there really were a large 

number of Red Army deserter as well as civilian refugees roaming the territories. However, 

there were very few organized partisan groups and in reality anti-partisan warfare became a 

German cover for “carrying out atrocities against civilians.”602  

 

Lower found that often the rumours of bandits actually served to “fuel the machinery of 

destruction by providing the Germans with popular rationale for ‘cleansing’ more remote 

areas outside the cities.”603 It was not just straggling Russian soldiers who were the targets 

of suspicious and later persecution by the occupying regime. Any men of military age, Jews, 

Roma, former Communists were all objects of suspicion. Shepherd stressed that the 

Germans systematically victimised Jews and Communists, often targeting them for reprisals 
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for any acts of sabotage or resistance.604 After Communists, Jews were the highest priority 

group for extermination. Berkhoff discovered that in occupied Ukraine and Belorussia some 

locals had no sympathy for the Jews, voluntarily denouncing them or even arresting and 

taking them in to the authorities.605  

 

In my sample of civilians in occupied Ukraine and Crimea tried by the Soviet Union in for 

collaboration and treason at least half, at one point or another, denounced or informed on a 

fellow citizen. Many villagers or town labourers voluntarily helped the occupying forces 

arrest and kill local Jews. Sheila Fitzpatrick and Robert Gellately have stated that, unlike the 

regular police informants and agents who were held in low regard by the Soviet population, 

citizens who wrote spontaneous denunciations to Nazi or 

Stalinist authorities fell into a different category. Writing to 

the authorities with grievances, complaints, and requests was 

accepted everyday practice to which (in most circumstances) 

no particular odium was attached.”606  

Jeffrey Burds further demonstrated that the practice of denunciation had a long history in 

the pre-revolutionary Russian peasant culture.607 The great purges of the 1930s, Fitzpatrick 

argued, “gave further impetus to popular denunciation, as citizens were exhorted to watch 

out for spies and saboteurs and to unmask hidden ‘enemies of the people’.”608 Berkhoff also 

noted that 

the widespread tendency to denounce went hand in hand with 

pervasive mutual mistrust. Ever since the Great Terror of the 

                                                             
604 He quotes the German commander of the Seventeenth Army Karl Heinrich von Stulpnagel as saying that 
collective reprisals should not be taken against the Ukrainian populations indiscriminately. “As long as there is 
no firm evidence that the Ukrainian population is responsible for an attack, the village headman should in the 
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East, p. 64.   
605 Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair, p. 100. 
606 Sheila Fitzpatrick and Robert Gellately (eds.), Accusatory Practices: Denunciation in Modern European 
History, 1789-1989, Chicago and London: the University of Chicago Press, 1997, p. 12. 
607 Jeffrey Burds, “A Culture of Denunciation: Peasant Labor Migration and Religious Anathematization in Rural 
Russia, 1860-1905” in Fitzpatrick and Gellately, Accusatory Practices, pp. 40-72.  
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1930s, the Soviet Union had been a society virtually without 

trust. In its stead was the Communist virtue of ‘vigilance,’ or 

watchful suspicion.609 

Unlike in Tsarist times, failure to denounce during the Great Terror had serious and dire 

consequences. Fitzpatrick proposed that many people denounced fellow neighbours, 

colleagues and even family members “from fear, or at least to be on the safe side, rather 

than out of any real sense of duty, outrage, or even malice.”610 One could assume that 

similar pressures were felt by the locals under the Nazi occupation administration with 

regards to denouncing of Jews, Communists and others. However, some defendants went 

beyond merely informing; they actively assisted in the physical apprehension of victims.  

 

In 1943 in Ternopol region, for example, twenty year old Ukrainian peasant Roman Baran 

heard rumours from a fellow villager about Jews hiding out in his fields. He personally 

searched and found them, two women and two children. He took them to the German 

administrators who shot the four victims.611  In Lviv, a group of local villagers were tried for 

aiding the occupation administration in arresting and murdering local Jews throughout their 

time under occupation, between 1941 and 1943.612 The defendants were forty-six year old 

Ukrainian labourer Gregorii Fedyuk, thirty-four year old Ukranian kolkhoznik Nikolai Mayak, 

and forty-one year old Ukrainian peasant Mikhail Zhigalo. All three men on numerous 

occasions, arrested and beat Jewish men and women.  The men assisted the local police in 

anti-Jewish raids in their own as well as near-by villages. In a small village Novii Karagut, 

Crimea, in March 1942, sixty-two local Jewish people were arrested, held at a local school 

and later shot on the outskirts of the village. Two defendants, fifty-year old Russian 

kolkhoznik Danil Komchenko and a Ukrainian kolkhoznik  Alexandr Lomeiko helped the 

occupiers arrest the local Jews. In the post-war trial the defendants testified that they were 

aware that the Jews were going to be killed.613  
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Chernivtsi, Northern Bukovina 

Throughout the summer of 1941 many local civilians in Northern Bukovina enthusiastically 

aided the Romanian occupiers in establishing their administration by rounding up, beating 

and killing local Soviet functionaries, Jews, and partisans. On 4 July 1941 the first German-

Romanian military units entered Northern Bukovina, and by 6 July they were in Chernivtsi. 

“One of the first steps taken by Hitler’s chief commanders was to announce that the Jewish 

people no longer had any legal status.”614 Following this declaration a wave of pogroms 

broke out throughout Northern Bukovin towns and villages. In many villages not a single Jew 

was left alive. In Chernivtsi alone, more than 6 000 were murdered.  

 

Just like in the Burevski case discussed in the previous chapter, local inhabitants of the 

village Sloboda-Komoravtsi, on their own initiative arrested and killed Soviet administrators 

and Jews. Seven defendants were tried with connection to these events; Aleksandr Veklich 

was the starosta of the village. The other six defendants were thirty-one year old Ilia 

Chaban, forty-year old Semen Kosovan, fifty-thee year old Mikhail Leontii, forty year old 

Petr Meleschiuk, forty-two year old Vasilii Moroshan, and fifty-five year old Ivan Rusnak. All 

seven identified themselves as Ukrainian, and worked as agricultural labourers before the 

occupation.  Rusnak, Leonitii, Kosovan and Veklich came from kulak peasant background. 

Investigation found that all the defendants took part in arrests and beatings of local Soviet 

administrators as well as Jews. Rusnak personally beat to death the deputy chairman of the 

kolkhoz. Kosovan was employed as a guard by the local administration building; his job was 

to patrol the village at night and arrest suspicious individuals such as stranglers or escaping 

Jews.615 
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At the same time, in the village Bonia, Chernivtsi, a group of locals also took part in a mass 

round up of local Jews. The five defendants were all Romanian peasants or labourers who, 

on their own initiative helped arrest Jews.616  In the village Starai Zhuchka, a Ukrainian 

factory worker took up arms and helped the occupiers arrest the Soviet activists and Jews in 

the village. He personally killed two Jewish women in 1941. The post-war investigators 

found the man to be harbouring intense anti-Soviet sentiments. When the Romanian troops 

began retreating in 1944, Rutka allegedly declared that he would stay in his village and fight 

the Soviets off.617 In Mezhdurechie, a Romanian local driver Nikolai Dumitrashkevich 

assisted the local police in arresting, guarding and convoying local Communists.618 In 

Neporotov, a Ukrainian peasant Grigorii Molodovski marched himself into the local 

administration headquarters and denounced all the Communists and Party activists in the 

village. At his interrogation he tried to minimise his guilt by saying that he only gave 

information that was already publicly known to all the local inhabitants and anyone else 

would have given the same information.619 In Cheresh, two Ukrainian lumberjack brothers 

helped hunt down and kill the deputy of the rural council, as well as arresting and convoying 

Jews to another village where they were killed.620      

 

In his study of the anti-Jewish violence by locals in occupied Bukovina and Bessarabia, 

Vladimir Solonari has concluded that, despite the widespread participation of the locals, 

primary responsibility for the murder of Jews still fell on the Romanian occupiers. He argued 

that, for systematic murder of Jews by the local civilians to take place, one of two 

prerequisites had to be met: 1) presence of an anti-Semitic nationalist group with 

widespread support (such as existed in Burevski case), or 2) the killing had to take place 

under the direction of the Romanians. 621 As demonstrated by the various cases, local 

Romanian and Ukrainian peasants in Northern Bukovina welcomed the new occupiers and 
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readily denounced or ousted the Soviet-appointed administrators. The fact that many living 

in Norther Bukovina had only been under Soviet rule since 1940 suggests they never grew to 

accept the regime as legitimate not developed any sense of loyalty towards it.    

 

Denunciation was a widely accepted practice in the Soviet Union and people engaged in it 

for a number of reasons. Some villagers and townspeople informed on and denounced 

neighbours because they felt they had no choice; they feared reprimands from the 

authorities. Others used it as an opportunity to settle old scores or exact revenge. Peasants 

who had felt wronged by the Soviet regime or individual Soviet administrative 

representatives took the opportunity to denounce or even personally arrest and beat them. 

Johanne du Enstad has argued that “people often had their own axes to grind, having to do, 

for example, with intra-communal or personal conflicts.”622 Berkhoff also noted that “in 

many cases, a callous pursuit of private gain – the desire to free up space in one’s communal 

apartment” was also at play.623 In Norther Bukovina, however, it was a lack of loyalty toward 

or acceptance of the Soviet regime that influenced the locals desire to oust the Soviet 

activists.  

 

Conclusion 

The members of the local self-administration were vital in the establishment of the 

occupation regime and the implementation of its policies. Locals were employed in 

municipalities as mayors, Labour Office chiefs, clerks, interpreters, as well as heads of 

industries and farms. I contend that most of the people who sought out work in the 

administrative positions were driven by a desire for material as well as physical security for 

themselves and their families. I agree with Enstad that for the administrative staff “engaging 
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with power was often a marriage of convenience rather than a matter of political-ideological 

identification and alignment.624  

 

The motivating factors for informants and denouncers differed from the administrative 

heads. Some agents were recruited, some were threatened and forced to work for the 

occupiers. Denunciations by local peasants were motivated by a variety of factors including 

material gain, fear of retribution, as well as revenge or score settling. Enstad argued that 

there is no ”firm basis for arranging the causes of [collaboration] in a general hierarchy of 

importance”. He explained that “the least one can say is that, to the extent that people 

were not forced into these positions or served as double agents (the majority, it seems, 

were not and did not), the sine qua non of deciding to engage cooperatively with German 

power in these intimate ways was the lack of any robust kind of pro-Soviet loyalty.”625 
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CHAPTER 6         Women* 
 

Soviet Women in history 

The historiography on the Soviet experience in WWII has become expansive, yet women’s 

roles and experiences under occupation require further study. Soviet women have either 

been written into history as victims of violence, rape, hunger and deportation on both sides 

of the frontline626 or as brave soldiers, pilots and snipers.627 Scholars continue to explore 

gender relationships within the Red Army and address the adversities the female 

combatants faced during and after the war, including sexual harassment, discrimination and 

                                                             
*A condensed version of this chapter has been published as a stand-alone article in the lead up to the 
completion of this dissertation. See Daria Rudakova, “Soviet Women Collaborators In Occupied Ukraine, 1941-
1945,” Australian Journal of Politics and History, vol. 62, no.4, 2016, pp. 529-545.   
626 Women are mentioned briefly, and in the context of the breakdown of family, in John Barber and Mark 
Harrison, The Soviet Home Front 1941-1945: A social and economic history of the USSR in World War II, London 
and New York: Longman, 1991, pp. 90-93. On women as victims of sexual violence see Jeffrey Burds, “Sexual 
violence in Europe in World War II, 1939-1945,” in Politics & Society, 2009, vol. 37, no. 1, pp. 35-73. On the 
topic of women in exile or forced migration in the Soviet Union during the war see Pavel Polian, Zhertvi tvukh 
diktatur: Sovetskie voennoplennie I ostarbaiteri v Tretiem reikhe I ikh repatriatsiya, Moscow: Vash Vibor Tsirz, 
1996; Katherine R. Jolluck, Exile and Identity: Polish Women in the Soviet Union during World War II, 
Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, 2002; Rebecca Manley, To the Tashkent Station: Evacuation and survival in 
the Soviet Union at War, New York: Cornell University Press, 2009.  
627 Russian language literature on Soviet women as soldiers began appearing as early as 1947. See Nina V. 
Popova, Zhenschiny strany sotsializma, Moscow: Profizdat, 1947, and continued into the 70s and 80s with Vera 
S. Murmantseva, Sovetskie zhenschiny v Veliko Otechestvennoi voine, Moscow: Mysl’, 1974; Valentina I. 
Galgan, Ratnyi podvig zhenschin v gody Velikoi Otechestvennoi voiny, Kiev: Vyscha shkola, 1986; Svetlana 
Aleksievich, U voiny – ne zhenskoe litso. Poslednie svideteli, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1987. The subject of 
women soldiers has also received attention from Western scholars. See John Erikson, “Soviet women at war”, 
in John Garrard and Carol Garrard (eds.), World War 2 and the Soviet people, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 
1993; Reina Pennington, “Offensive Women: Women in Combat in the Red Army,” in Paul Addison and Angus 
Calder (eds.), Time to Kill. The Soldier’s Experience of War in the West 1939-1945, London: Random House, 
1997, pp. 249-262; Barbara A. Engel, “The Womanly face of War. Soviet Women Remember World War II,” in 
Nicole A. Dombrowski (ed.), Women and War in the Twentieth Century. Enlisted with or without Consent, New 
York and London: Garland Publishing, 1999, pp. 138-159; Susanne Conze and Beate Fieseler, “Soviet Women as 
Comrades-in-Arms: A blind spot in the History of the War,” in Robert W. Thurston and Bernd Bonwetsch (eds.), 
The People’s War. Responses to World War II in the Soviet Union, Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois 
Press, 2000, pp. 211-233; Rodger D. Markwick and Euridice Charon Cardona, Soviet women on the frontline in 
the Second World War, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012. In recent years scholars has focused on small 
groups of elite professional women combatants in the Red Army. See Reina Pennington, Wings, Women, and 
War: Soviet airwomen in World War II combat, Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001; Anna Krylova, 
Soviet women in combat: a history of violence on the Eastern Front, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2010; Roger R. Reese, Why Stalin’s soldiers fought: the Red Army’s military effectiveness in World War II, 
Lawrence, Kan.:University Press of Kansas, 2011.    
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stigma attached to the returning front-women.628 The representation of women combatants 

in official Soviet discourse and popular culture also continue to be explored.629  However, 

there appears to be a gap in the historiography concerning civilian Soviet women and their 

experiences under occupation. Women comprised more than fifty percent of the civilian 

population even before the mass mobilization of men during the war.630 Nevertheless, 

historians studying civilian life under occupation often focus on the German occupation 

policies and economic and living conditions, while the experiences of women in these 

discussions are seldom highlighted.631 Women have been discussed as having agency on the 

Soviet side of the battlefield, but those who remained under enemy occupation have been 

neglected.  

 

                                                             
628 Juliane Furst, “Heroes, Lovers, Victims – Partisan Girls during the Great Fatherland War: analysis of 
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Embracing Arms. Cultural Representation of Slavic and Balkan Women in War, Budapest and New York: Central 
European University Press, 2012. 
630 According to the 1937 census, women outnumbered men by a factor of almost two-to-one (18 million 
females to 10 million males) see Sheila Fitzpatrick, Stalin's Peasants: Resistance and Survival in the Russian 
Village After Collectivization, New York: Oxford University Press, 1994, p. 218. 
631 Important literature on occupation policies includes Alexander Dallin, German Rule in Russia 1941-1946: a 
Study of occupation politics, Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1957; Timothy Mulligan, The Politics of Illusion and 
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German Army and Nazi Policies in Occupied Russia, Oxford; New York; Munich: Berg Publishers, 1989;  
Alex J. Kay, Exploitation, resettlement, mass murder: political and economic planning for German occupation 
policy in the Soviet Union, 1940-1941, New York: Berghahn Books, 2006, as well as Nazi policy on the Eastern 
front, 1941 Total War, Genocide, and Radicalization Woodridge: Boydell & Brewer, 2012. On everyday life 
under occupation see Hiroaki Kuromiya, Freedom and Terror in the Donbas: A Ukrainian-Russian Borderland, 
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Throughout World War II the Soviet regime propagated the myth of women as patriotic 

heroines and martyrs. Zoia Kosmedemianskaia became a symbol of a female partisan, 

“exemplifying the physical toughness and political consciousness usually attributed to 

men.”632 She was an eighteen year old Komsomolka (female member of the All-Union 

Leninist Young Communist League) dispatched across the frontline to burn villages and 

sabotage the German war effort. She was apprehended by the Germans who beat and 

tortured her. According to the legend, she refused to cooperate and proudly proclaimed 

that she would be happy to die for her people. She was publicly killed and the photograph of 

her corpse became an emblem of the partisan movement.633 Poems, songs and movies 

about the young heroine became part of the Soviet canon. “The Russian woman (ethnicity 

was rarely attributed to women) was strong, enduring, and simple”, while mature women, 

mothers and peasants were “distinguished by their patience and endurance.”634 “They 

suffered silently and waited faithfully for their men’s return; sometimes they fought and 

died.”635 The opposing figure of sexy, vain or spoilt women who entered into relationships 

with the occupiers also appeared in fiction, portrayed as despised traitors and spies.636 The 

two propagated stereotypes of women as heroes and martyrs or as accommodating 

collaborators continue to be echoed in much of the secondary literature on women’s 

experiences under occupation. This trend was further fuelled by the numerous post-Stalinist 

memoires written by women who tended to fashion themselves as both “strong women” as 

well as “victims” during the Stalinist years.637   
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Soviet women’s active role on the frontline as combatants and support staff has received 

much attention from scholars in recent years. John Erickson was one of the first to point out 

women’s role in the Soviet war effort: 

Young women, their tresses trimmed and their plaits lopped 

off, were hastily stuffed into ill-fitting uniforms and forced to 

clump about in over-sized boots – all a prelude to learning 

military skills and mastering combat roles beyond the wildest 

imaginings…638   

Anna Krylova has offered a feminist interpretation of women’s roles in the Soviet war effort; 

she has argued that the new “Soviet woman” born out of the 1930s could maintain her 

feminine identity while adopting the masculine identity of a soldier, pilot, or sniper.639 

Krylova, however, focused on a very small cohort of young, highly educated and privileged 

women educated in military schools and mobilized into special battalions or units. As a 

result of her narrow scope, Krylova neglected the experiences of millions of Soviet women 

who either served as regular soldiers, nurses, radio operators or workers in various labour 

defence industries. Markwick and Cordona’s study based on similar themes and sources as 

Krylova offered a much broader interpretation of women’s role in the armed forces, 

including both men’s and women’s responses to female combatants. These women were 

brave and eager to prove that they too were capable of shooting guns and flying planes.640 

In his study of the Soviet partisan movement Kenneth Slepyan found that many women, 

despite the official propaganda’s encouragement of women’s involvement as combatants, 

still faced prejudices and sexual harassment.641 Some were satisfied with only providing 

support functions at the front while many others complained that they were not allowed to 

display their full potential. Despite being trained as scouts, women continued to be 

employed as nurses or housekeepers by the male commanders; some women were so 

desperate they took up arms and went on missions without permission.642 Nevertheless, 

female combatants were a small minority of the overall Soviet population. The majority of 
                                                             
638 John Erickson, “Soviet women at war” in Garrard and Garrard (eds.) World War 2 and the Soviet people, p. 
52.  
639 Krylova, Soviet women in combat. 
640 Markwick and Cardona, Soviet women on the frontline, pp. 90-93. 
641 Slepyan, Stalin’s Guerrillas. 
642 Ibid., pp. 202-203. 
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women near the front line served as medics, clerks, or radio operators, while those on the 

home front continued to work in the industries, on the factory floors, an in the collective 

farms. 

 

Some academics writing about women’s experiences on the Soviet home front during the 

Second World War have highlighted the psychological and material effects of separation on 

the family unit, or the absence of men.643 However, it was not only the mobilization of men 

into the Red Army that split families. Forced evacuations, resettlement and exile tore 

families apart, in some cases temporarily, and many permanently. At the onset of war the 

Soviet authorities conducted “preventive” forced deportations of those people near the 

frontline who were considered security threats.644 Katherine Jolluck has examined the 

policies targeting Polish women who were, as a result, exiled to Russia’s interior during the 

war. Jolluck documented their responses to their own victimization and the various survival 

strategies the women adopted.645 With the advance of German troops Soviet authorities 

began mass evacuations of Soviet citizens from the frontlines as well. Between June 1941 

and autumn 1942 approximately 16.5 million Soviet citizens were evacuated to the 

country’s interior; many of the people were women and children.646 Rebecca Manley has 

highlighted the dilemma that many women faced when called upon to evacuate from their 

homes. She described a case where a young woman enrolled in a course to become a front 

line nurse had to withdraw because she had found out she was pregnant. Another young 

woman wished to remain in Moscow and fight the invading Germans. However, she was 

chastised by her family and neighbours for wanting to risk her own and her children’s lives 

so she inevitably gave in and evacuated. Manley had pointed out that “the evacuation 

                                                             
643 For example, in Barber and Harrison, The Soviet home front 1941-1945, pp. 90-93,  women are mentioned 
briefly and only in the context of family breakdown.   
644 Pavel Polian’s Against their will: The history and geography of forced migrations in the USSR, Budapest: 
Central European University Press, 2004, offers a detailed account of the geography and scale of the forced 
migration in the Soviet Union. Polian examined the different terminology and types of forced movements of 
people as well as the different ethnic and social groups that were affected by Soviet policies.    
645 Jolluck, Exile and Identity. For general literature on the Soviet exile of ethnic Poles during WWII see Keith 
Sword, Deportation and Exile. Poles in the Soviet Union, 1939-48, New York: St. Martin’s Press in association 
with School of Slavic and East European Studies University of London, 1994;  Tadeusz Piotrowski, The Polish 
deportees of World War II: recollections of removal to the Soviet Union and dispersal throughout the world, 
Jefferson, N.C.: McFarland, 2004.    
646 Manley, To the Tashkent Station, p. 1.  
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dilemma was conceived as a matter of both civil and familial duty. Individual – or more 

properly, women – were expected to be not only ‘genuine Soviet citizens’ but also ‘good 

mothers’ and ‘good daughters’.”647 Manley argued that women continued to carry the 

“double burden” of domestic and patriotic duties, having to care for their family while also 

contributing to the war efforts.648  

 

Those that did not evacuate found themselves under the Nazi or Romanian occupation 

regimes. Historians studying the life of civilians under occupation often focus on policies, 

economic and living conditions, violence and resistance, yet women’s experiences in these 

discussions appear minimal. In her study of Nazi occupation in Zhytomyr region of Ukraine, 

Wendy Lower tried to address these issues. She highlighted that some women did, in fact, 

play an active role in the underground resistance movements. “They became pawns in the 

Nazi-Soviet and local partisan movements’ struggle over Ukraine.”649 According to Lower, 

women were drawn into the partisan movements both voluntarily and involuntary. They 

provided the partisan with food, shelter as well as vital information. Some worked as 

couriers and even saboteurs; they “sabotaged the local administration and economy by 

secretly slaughtering livestock, hiding food, stealing supplies, and planting explosives."650 A 

case of a prominent partisan woman, Kondratenko, illustrated that “women did join the 

partisans in the woods, where they carried out a number of important and dangerous 

tasks.”651 But Lower was also quick to point out that Kondratenko represents a minority; 

“the majority of women in Zhytomyr laboured under the eye of German and Ukrainian 

overseers.”652 Those that actively entered partisan warfare, if found out, suffered the 

consequences. The majority that remained to live and toil under German rule had to do so 

under gruelling working conditions while also attempting “to hold together what remained 

                                                             
647 Ibid., p. 97. 
648 Jane McDermid and Anna Hillyar have discussed the idea of the Soviet woman’s “double burden”, arguing 
that the Bolsheviks “accorded women, but not men, a dual role in the labour movement, expecting them to 
take on work which reflected their experience in organising the household and to join the men as equal 
partners in the general struggle of their class.” See Women and Work in Russia 1880-1930: A Study in 
continuity through change, London and New York: Longman, 1998, p. 147.   
649 Lower, Nazi Empire-Building, p. 190. 
650 Ibid., p. 192. 
651 Ibid., p. 193. 
652 Ibid. 
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of their households by concealing their children from forced labour raids and hiding food 

from the Germans to feed their families.”653         

 

In most studies of Nazi occupation in the east women are mentioned briefly; they feature as 

part of the larger civilian masses. Women are often, however, at the forefront of the 

discussions on sexual relations. Karel Bekhoff, among others, had discussed the issue of rape 

and prostitution in the occupied Ukraine.654 In her study of occupied Smolensk, Laurie 

Cohen has also found that many women who failed to evacuate into the exterior “may have 

felt emotionally abandoned by ‘their’ men” and that “fighting off hunger” was one of their 

main worries which led many women to form “special connections” with those who could 

alleviate their worries.655 According to Jeffrey Burds, “fraternization with German soldiers 

brought substantial material advantage for cooperating women and their families.”656 Even 

if they were not directly paid with currency, German soldiers were very generous with other 

essential and luxury items such as food, jewellery, clothes, etc. Even greater motivation for 

entering into relationships with the occupiers was the threat of forced labour mobilisations 

to the Reich. John Erickson had argued that the “horror of deportation hung over all women 

in the occupied zone. Deportation took some 2.5 million persons from Ukraine” alone.657 

Sometimes women had to marry or become pregnant in order to stay at home. Burds had 

highlighted the awful fact that many “women in occupied zones often made themselves 

available as a means to survive.”658     

 

Literature on Soviet collaboration rarely mentions women, unless they are discussed in the 

context of sexual collaborators. In his expansive study on collaboration Russian historian 

Boris Kovalev dedicated a small chapter to women titled “Gendered collaboration.”659 

Unfortunately, Kovalev only discussed women in their relation to German men. According to 
                                                             
653 Ibid. 
654 Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair, pp. 114-115. 
655 Cohen, Smolensk under Nazi rule, p. 221. 
656 Burds, “Sexual violence in Europe”, pp. 39-40. 
657 Erickson, “Soviet women at war”, p. 53. 
658 Burds, “Sexual violence in Europe”, p. 41. 
659 Boris Kovalev, Kollaboratsionizm v Rossii v 1941-1955 gg.: tipi I formi, Veliki Novgorod: Novgorodskii 
gosudarstvennyi universitet/ Novgorodskii mezregional’nyi institute obschestvennih nauk, 2009, pp. 348-365. 
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Kovalev, women’s only way of collaborating was through sexual intercourse. Women 

collaborators are portrayed as victims of their circumstances, forced to give up the only 

thing they have control over: their bodies. This interpretation of female collaboration is 

severely limited; however, it opens up space for further discussion of women under 

occupation and issues of agency and choice.  

 

Literature on Soviet civilian resistance or collaboration during World War II continues to 

grow, yet the narrative of a female resister or collaborator remains largely unexplored.660 

Women continue to be trapped by the stereotype of sexual collaborator: an accommodating 

sexual partner or victim of sexual violence and exploitation.661 Recently Olena Petrenko has 

attempted to bring women to the forefront of the discussion on collaboration in an essay on 

female members of Organization of Ukrainian Nationalist (OUN) throughout 1930-1950.662 

Petrenko’s brief study confirms that women could be collaborators outside of the old notion 

of a “war wife” or prostitute and that they were not always coerced into the role but chose 

it for themselves.663 A study by Lubov Bolokina based on post-war memoirs offers a glimpse 

into the complexities of women’s experiences under occupation.664 In her brief essay she 

                                                             
660 Prominent literature on collaboration includes: Martin Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust: Crimes of the 
local police in Belorussia and Ukraine, New York: St. Martin’s Press in association with the United States 
Holocaust Memorial Museum, 1999; Mikhail I. Semiryaga, Kollaboratsionizm. Priroda, tipologia I proiavleniia v 
gody Vtoroi Mirovoi Voiny, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2000; Leonid Rein, The Kings and the Pawns: Collaboration in 
Byelorussia during World War II, New York: Berghahn Books, 2011; Mark Edele, Stalin's Defectors: How Red 
Army Soldiers became Hitler's Collaborators, 1941-1945, Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming 2017. 
For women as resisters, as members of partisan or counterinsurgency movements see Wendy Lower, Nazi 
Empire-building and the Holocaust in Ukraine, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, in association 
with the United States Holocaust Museum, 2005, pp. 190-193; Kenneth Slepyan, Stalin’s Guerrillas: Soviet 
partisans in World War II, Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2006; A. Gogun, Staliniskii Kommandos. 
Ukrainskie partisanskie formirovaniya, 1941-1944, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2012. 
661 Peter Davies in Dangerous Liaisons: Collaboration and World War Two, Harlow: Pearson Education, 
2004,refers to women’s relationship with the occupiers as “horizontal collaboration.” In his expansive study on 
different forms of collaboration during the occupation Boris N. Kovalev discusses women only in the context of 
sexual relationships with the occupiers, see Kollaboratsionism v Rossii v 1941-1955 gg.: tipi i formi (Veliki 
Novgorod: NovGU imenia Yaroslava Mudrovo, 2009), pp. 348-365.  
662 Olena Petrenko, “Subektivnaia otvetstvinost:uchastie zhenschin v Organizatsii uktrainskikh natsionalistov I 
Ukrainskoi povstancheskoi armii (1930-1950 gg.)” in Oleg Budnitskii and Liudmila Novikova (eds.), SSSR vo 
vtoroi mirovoi voine: Occupatsia, Kholokost, Stalinizm (Moscow:ROSSPEN, 2014), pp. 134-148. 
663 Other who have previously addressed the fact of women’s participation in the OUN have focused on the 
sexual relations with the male members, see Marta Havryshko, “Illegitimate Sexual practices in the OUN 
underground and UPA in Western Ukraine in the 1940s and 1950s,” The Journal of Power Institutions in Post-
Soviet Societies, no. 17, 2016, pp. 4214-1234.   
664 Lubov A. Bolokina, ““Zhenschini okkupirovannikh raionov Kalininskoi oblasti v godi Velikoi Otechestvennoi 
voini,” Zhenschina v rossiiskom obschestve, vol. 75, no.2, 2015, pp. 28-36. 
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highlighted the various ways Soviet civilian women resisted and collaborated with the 

enemy. Bolokina found that women were coerced into working for the Germans just as 

often as they voluntarily offered their services for various reasons which included security 

and survival. In his study of the Syrets Concentration Camp near occupied Kiev Stanislav 

Aristov found that women assigned leadership roles in the camp were often as cruel and 

abusive to the fellow inmates as the men.665 Wendy Lower’s ground-breaking study on 

female perpetrators on the Eastern front, despite being based around German women, can 

be helpful in analysing Soviet female collaboration. Lower’s study demonstrates that during 

the war some women voluntarily became witnesses, accomplices and even killers. These 

women came from diverse socio-economic background; they were influenced by ideology as 

well as careerism, greed, and desire to impress their superiors. “Hitler Furies” comprise a 

very small and extreme type of perpetrator. However, these women were not just cold-

blooded psychopathic killers or unsympathetic witnesses; they were wives, mothers, and 

homemakers.666 Bolokina, Petrenko (and Lower for the German context) all underline the 

various degrees of agency women had and the ways they chose to use it.   

 

Women who collaborated with the enemy under occupation were more than just “war 

wives” or prostitutes.667 They had varying and complex roles.  Soviet women served as 

interpreters, bookkeepers, agricultural and factory workers, shopkeepers, spies and agents. 

Some remained married to their husbands while others formed new relationships with the 

occupiers. Some voluntarily collaborated while others were coerced or simply saw no other 

way out. When trying to explain why people actively perpetrated or collaborated in 

atrocities committed on the Eastern front, scholars have tried to point to an overarching 

                                                             
665 Stanislav Aristov, “Next to Babi Yar: The Syrets Concentration Camp and the Evolution of Nazi Terror in 
Kiev,” Holocaust and Genocide Studies, vol. 29, no. 3, 2015, pp. 431-459. 
666 Wendy Lower, Hitler’s Furies: German women in the Nazi killing fields, London: Chatto & Windus, 2013. 
667 The notion that all women who remained under occupation and engaged in sexual relationships with the 
occupiers were viewed as collaborators by the Soviet authorities is incorrect. These women may have been 
vilified in the official media and popular culture but they were not considered traitors according to the Soviet 
law. I have found no cases where women were prosecuted for their involvement with the enemy without 
evidence of other crimes. For example in one of my cases defendant Poliakova-Garms was found guilty of 
collaboration because she worked for the SD as an interpreter and an agent, while her friend and co-defendant  
Ilieva-Koropets, despite admitting to having sexual relationships with SD agents and policemen was found not 
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reel 58, pp. 5265-5685. 



 
181 

 
motivating factor such as ideology, obedience to authority, peer-pressure, or survival. This 

essay argues that there is no one stereotypical collaborator nor was there one dominant 

motivating factor for collaboration. Bolokina has noted that rarely was ideology a driving 

factor for female collaborators, but rather the more mundane and pragmatic reasons such 

as fear, hunger, security, greed or survival.668 The reasons for the women collaborators’ 

actions during the occupation are as individual and varied as the women themselves.    

 

Women Collaborators 

Around fifteen percent of the civilian collaborators on trial in the “War-crime crimes trials 

related to the Holocaust” collection were female.  Twenty four out of the twenty nine cases 

involving women collaborators in this particular collection took place in occupied 

nCrimea.669 The remaining trials occurred in various regions of occupied Ukrainian 

territories such as Sumy, Vinnitsa, Donbas, Zaporozhe and Cherkasy.  Out of the twenty-nine 

females seven were Russian, four Ukrainian, three Greek, two German, a Tatar, a Bulgarian 

and the rest unknown.  At least twelve of the women in question were under the age of 

thirty when the war broke out in 1941. The youngest was seventeen and the oldest forty 

seven. About half were married before or during the war while the others were single or 

widowed. Roughly half of the women had children. Three of the women were members of 

the Communist Party. One woman came from an aristocratic background and another’s 

family underwent dekulakization in 1929. Some peasant women had minimal education but 

the majority of defendants were well educated and literate. None of the defendants had 

any history of anti-Soviet agitation or other criminal records. A few were part of the Soviet 

partisan movement until their capture. The crimes these women committed during the 

German occupation ranged from denunciation, to helping the occupation regime through 

administrative work, to actively being an agent provocateur and a spy. All but one was 

found guilty and convicted of their crimes. 
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669 It is not clear why the majority of the women defendants are found in Crimea as the contents of the post-
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minimal relation, although they testified at other’s trials, confirming each other’s’ presence 

and activities at the SD. Other women found themselves working as agents in the SD prison, 

on the streets and in their own apartment buildings. Even though most of the women were 

tried separately it makes sense to compare and contrast the women’s biographies and 

careers while working with the occupiers in order to understand the circumstances under 

which women collaborated.670 

 

Emilia Berikova was a single, educated, nineteen year old Tatar girl, member of the All-

Union Leninist Communist League of Youth (VLKSM) who worked as an accountant for the 

Communist Party before the occupation. Tatiana Matchenbaeva was a Russian, thirty eight 

year old widow with children who worked odd jobs before the war broke out. She was 

literate and had typing skills. She was highly respected at the SD because of her noble family 

background and her fluent German and French. Both Maria Epp and Maria Poliakova-Garms 

were of ethnic German background which is why the German occupation regime targeted 

them for recruitment. Not only did Nazi ideology dictate that Germans were of superior 

race, but ethnic Germans were also useful for more pragmatic reasons:  as translators, 

administrative workers, typists etc. Epp testified that she fluently spoke Russian, German, 

Ukrainian, English and Spanish. She was highly educated; in 1936 she graduated from an 

agricultural and veterinary institute and in 1941 she completed a foreign languages degree 

majoring in English. Epp was twenty four and single at the time of the occupation. Maria 

Poliakova-Garms was thirty four, a Communist from a peasant family with seven years of 

schooling. Her husband was mobilized into the Red Army in 1941. They had two children. 

The four women were all recruited to work for the SD in administrative positions between 

1941 and 1943. The four women had different ethnic, socio-economic and family 

backgrounds; all they had in common was their ability to speak German.  

 

                                                             
670 Case file for Emilia Berikova can be found in USHMM, RG 31.018M, 8801, reel 57, pp. 4030-4089; Maria 
Poliakova-Garms, USHMM, RG 31.018M, 11721, reel 58, pp. 5265-5685; Maria Epp, USHMM, RG 31.018M, 
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Not everybody who worked for the SD did so in an official administrative capacity. SD bosses 

would sometimes recruit spies and agents from amongst the prisoners. Four of the 

defendants ended up in the SD prison at some point between 1941 and 1943: nineteen year 

old Ukrainian Maria Yablokova, eighteen year old Russian (from a German father) Olga Fink, 

seventeen year old Russian Tatiana Taranova and Maria Trubach, twenty seven year old 

Russian. Both Yablokova and Fink were placed in the prison as agents. Taranova was 

arrested for being a partisan and held for over a year in prison until finally being approached 

about working for the Germans in exchange for release. Trubach had a very brief stint in 

prison and was, according to her testimony, approached by the SD upon her release.671 

  

 

Outside of the Simforopol SD cohort women collaborators held a number of civilian 

positions. In Stalino (now Donetsk), nineteen year old Ukrainian Tatiana Teplinskaya worked 

for the local Police HQ as a passport officer.  In the city of Romny, Sumy region forty-seven 

year old Russian Elena Zelenskaya worked as the Housing Commissioner. In the city of 

Evpatori, Crimea region, twenty nine year old Ukrainian widow Tatiana Koroleva worked at a 

local cotton factory. Some women continued to be employed in the same capacity 

throughout the occupation. In the village of Tishi, Bulgarian thirty-seven year old Tamara 

Neikova worked at a dairy factory. In the small Crimean village Tuzli twenty nine year old 

Russian Tatiana Melnik worked on the same collective farm throughout the occupation.  

Komsomolka Tatiana Krakashova continued to work as brigadier of an all-woman team of 

kolkhoz workers. Some, such as Feodora Tuttuninkova, did not hold a position with the 

occupying forces at all. Not all women collaborators worked for the occupation 

administration directly, but they did assist the enemy in one way or another. Those that 

were not directly involved in the administration were often found guilty of denouncing local 

Jews or partisans.672  
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3923; Feodora Tuttuninkova, USHMM, RG 31.018M, 15498, reel 90, pp. 9741-9861. 
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Recruitment 

Maria Epp began her employment with the German occupying forces in the Melitopol SD in 

December 1941. However, three weeks later the region was taken back by the Soviets and 

she was taken prisoner. In January 1942 the city was a battlefield, the prison was left 

virtually unattended and most prisoners escaped.  She was swiftly arrested by the Germans 

under suspicion of being a Soviet spy but was later released and recruited to work for the 

Simferopol SD.673  

 

Before the war broke out, Maria Poliakova-Garms seemed to be a good Soviet citizen. In 

1932 she completed a course for Komsomol Administrative Staff in Simferopol. While 

studying she was elected starshina (head) of her class and the deputy secretary of the 

Komsomol collective. She finished her course with the highest grades and in 1932 joined the 

Communist Party. In 1934 she was sent to study at the agricultural school, and then from 

1936 until the occupation she worked as an administrator for various government agencies. 

Despite her seemingly perfect Soviet biography, Maria was the first out of the four 

defendants to join the ranks of the Simferopol SD.  A neighbour who knew Maria before the 

war testified that in 1941 she purposefully evaded Soviet authorities and evacuation from 

Crimea by hiding out at her friend’s apartment.674 The Soviet authorities wanted to evacuate 

Poliakova-Garms, not only because she was a party member but also because she was an 

ethnic German, an alleged security threat.675  The authorities were right to be worried about 

Poliakova-Garms’ loyalties because one eyewitness testified that just two days after the 

                                                             
673 All of this information was given during an interrogation on 2nd of October 1952, USHMM, RG 31.018M, 
10925, reel 58, pp. 99-108. 
674 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 11721, reel 58, p. 5679. 
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1941. See, Against their will: The history and geography of forced migrations in the USSR, Budapest: Central 
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Germans came to Simferopol Poliakova-Garms showed up, along with her two children, at 

the administration office, told the authorities she was German and asked for a job.676 

 

Out of all the defendants on trial, Tatiana Matchenbaeva had the strongest reasons for 

hating Soviet authorities, yet her life and actions prior to the outbreak of war show no signs 

of outright discontent with the Soviet authority.  Matchenbaeva came from a wealthy 

aristocratic background. In 1918 all the family property was nationalized. Her father died 

that same year. In 1921 the whole family was arrested under suspicion of involvement with 

an underground counterrevolutionary group, but released due to a lack of evidence. In 1937 

her husband was arrested by the NKVD and charged with “wrecking” under the criminal 

code 58-7.677 He died from dysentery fourteen months into his sentence. In 1938 her sister’s 

husband was also arrested by the NKVD and was released in 1941. In the same year her 

cousin was arrested and sentenced to five years in labour camps.  

 

Despite all the repression and suspicion from the Soviet authorities towards her family, 

Matchenbaeva remained a hard working young woman and active member of Soviet 

society.678 After her father’s death in 1921 she entered the workforce. In her interrogation 

in 1945 she admitted that as an adult she began hiding her family background in job 

application because she was often turned down if the prospective employers found out she 

came from an aristocratic family. Such “masking” was quiet typical: “Recounting of one’s 

biography … and defence of it became a standard Soviet practice in a variety of situations”, 

writes Fitzpatrick. “It was obviously in the interest of the individuals to compose an 

autobiography that concealed ‘bad’ class backgrounds.”679 With the help of her uncle who 

held a high ranking position in the Red Army, Matchenbaeva got her first job as a journalist 

                                                             
676 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 11721, reel 58, pp. 5265-5685. 
677 Article 58 of the penal code was put in force in 1927. The article cover all counter-revolutionary offences; 
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at an army base. In 1931 Tatiana married her second husband Marchenbaev, and they 

moved to Crimea. While in Crimea she held a job in the human resources department of a 

wine factory and also served as chairman of the local Mestkom (trade union committee).   

 

Matchenbaeva and her son planned on evacuating when the Germans came but were told 

that all factory employees were last on the evacuation list. Much of the Crimean population 

did not manage to evacuate as “priorities were structured around the military and industrial 

needs of the state as well as pre-war hierarchy of people and places,” so being a lowly 

administrator did not automatically qualify Matchenbaeva for evacuation. 680 She testified 

that she had met a Red Army Captain in August of 1941 who promised to come back and 

help her evacuate, but he never returned.681 Considering Manley’s argument that, “as 

civilians, women were thus subject to evacuation only in their capacity as mothers, and, in 

the case of the party, soviet, and army officials, as wives”, Matchenbaeva’s statement 

sounds plausible. Perhaps if the Red Army Captain had indeed come back for her fate would 

have been very different.   

 

In December 1941 Matchenbaeva’s brother was arrested by the SD under suspicion of being 

a partisan. Matchenbaeva testified that he indeed was part of a partisan battalion but that 

he had deserted and came home.682 Defendant Poliakova-Garms testified that she had 

known Matchenbaeva before the war and that she recognized her often coming to the SD 

and pleading on behalf of her brother.683 Thanks to her persistence and connections with 

Poliakova-Garms, Matchebaeva’s brother was released. After hearing about her past an SD 

officer, Dr. Braun, offered Tatiana a job. On 19 February 1942 she reported for her first day 

                                                             
680 Manley, To the Tashkent Station, p. 33. Besides the “useful” population such as youth for military service 
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681 Ibid, p. 38. 
682 Gogun has compiled a table of partisan personnel makeup between 1941-1944 which totaled at 45 478 
individuals, including a number of those that had deserted as being 343. Overall numbers of partisans 
including detachments is not known but estimated at 115 000, and total number of those that defected is also 
not known, see p. 329, p. 342. 
683 See Poliakova-Garms testimony in the final protocol in USHMM, RG 31.018M, 97881, reel 58, p. 5256. 



 
188 

 
at the SD. When asked by the Soviet investigators in 1945 why she had volunteered she said 

it was Dr. Braun’s pleasant treatment of her that persuaded her to work for them. However, 

if her brother hadn’t been arrested she might not have come in contact with the SD at all.684  

 

The Tatar girl, Emilia Berikova, often had to support herself and her parents financially 

throughout the war. She entered the workforce straight after school graduation and 

became a bookkeeper for the Communist party. When the occupation began in October of 

1941 her department was told, just like Matchenbaeva, that they were the last on the 

evacuation list.  When she came to work on the 31 of October much to her surprise 

everybody was gone. They had evacuated without her. According to the contemporary 

reports this was not uncommon as evacuations were poorly organized and many people 

self-evacuated in panic.685 Berikova remained with her parents and unemployed until April 

1942. In order to avoid deportation to Germany Berikova tried to find any kind of 

employment in the region. Despite German propaganda encouraging volunteers for work in 

the Reich word about the working conditions quickly spread in the East. Rumours of forced 

sterilization, women being sold into brothels and poor treatment of workers terrified the 

locals.686 Luckily Berikova found a job as a bookkeeper at the local agricultural 

administration through an accountant friend of hers. In March 1943 she was sent to work in 

the same capacity in a different town but she quit her job in June under the pretence that 

her mother was sick. According to Berikova the Germans had stopped forcefully sending 

people from the region to work in Germany by 1943 so she felt safe living at home with her 

parents. Her father owned a small repair shop that was making enough money at that point 

to support the family. 

 

Berikova’s unemployment only lasted a couple of months as by August 1943 she was 

recruited to work for the SD. She was targeted for recruitment by the chairman of the local 

Muslim Committee. One day she ran into him on the street and he began persuading her to 
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apply for a job at the SD.  Beriakova declined; “I told him that at this time I did not intend to 

work for them, I did not give him a definite ‘no’ but I just said that at the moment I was not 

in need of employment.”687 A few days later the Chairman summoned her to his office. At 

the meeting he began to persuade her again, and yet again she said she did not need a job. 

Despite her passive attempts to reject the offers, she was left with no choice as the next day 

an Unterscharführer (junior squad leader) of the SD came to her apartment and demanded 

she go to the Labour Department offices and register for employment.  

 

By her own account, Berikova resisted collaborating until she had no other choice. For 

others, collaborating was their only way out of a bleak situation. Women under suspicion of 

partisan involvement captured by the occupiers faced a choice between collaboration and 

death. In return for freedom prisoners were asked to give information and often help in 

finding and apprehending other operatives in the area. At the time of her arrest Yablokova 

was an NKVD trained radio-operator and Taranova was a partisan on a mission. Yablokova 

came from kulak background; her entire family underwent dekulakization in 1929. She 

became a widow at a young age of eighteen when her husband was killed at the front in 

1941. That same year she was recruited by the NKVD and undertook courses in radio 

transmission. The way she describes this event appear as if she had no real motivation to 

join the NKVD, but that she was offered little alternative by the recruiting officer.688 When 

the occupation began she had orders to remain in an apartment in Sevastopol with a radio, 

codes and documents.  When the occupation forces marched in she made no attempts to 

carry out her mission. For weeks she evaded the occupiers until a local policeman noticed 

her sneaking in and out of the building. Once apprehended, Yablokova displayed no loyalty 

to the NKVD  by giving up all information regarding her training, teachers, handlers and 

other agents. 

 

Tatiana Taranova’s story appears to begin and end the same way as Yablokova’s: recruited 

into Soviet counterintelligence, left behind enemy lines, arrested by the occupying forces 
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and forced to denounce fellow partisans. Yet there are some obvious differences between 

the two. Taranova came from a poor peasant not a kulak background. Before the war she 

worked as a bookkeeper for the kolkhoz (collective farm). When the war broke out she 

volunteered to be part of a partisan unit. According to 1943 reports by Soviet officials many 

peasant women were desperately trying to join the partisans in order to avoid forced labour 

in Germany.689  Despite official propaganda’s encouragement of women’s participation in 

partisan movements women were still, more often than not, relegated to support roles. 690 

Initially, Taranova also worked as a cook in the field kitchen, but on the 4 of August 1942 

she, along with two others, was sent on a mission to collect intelligence. Women were 

rarely sent into combat missions except as couriers, spies or agitators “which took 

advantage of the occupier’s leniency toward traveling women.”691 On their journey they 

stopped in her home village of Petrovka, but a local policeman recognised her and gave her 

up to the local police. She was sent to the Simferopol SD prison where she remained for 

over a year. In 1943 she was called upon to serve as a spy in return for freedom. She was 

warned that if she refused she would be shot.692 Unlike Yablokova, Taranova volunteered to 

serve in the partisans, she had intentions of carrying out her mission, and she spent a year in 

prison which implies her reluctance to cooperate. But in the end she succumbed to her 

situation.    

 

Like Taranova, Maria Trubach came from a poor peasant background, and like Yablokova 

her husband was mobilised into the Red Army. Just like the other two women, Trubach was 

arrested by the SD in 1942. However, she was not a Soviet partisan or involved with any 

counterintelligence services. She was arrested due to a letter of complaint that came from 

another woman she was feuding with. Upon investigation Trubach was released and hired 

as a cleaner at the SS headquarters.  According to her accounts she was summoned to the 

SD and asked to denounce citizens in Simferopol. Prior to her arrest she had worked for the 

Geheime Feldpolizei (Secret Field Police) and this may have been why she was approached 
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by the SD.693 A defendant in another case, SD interpreter Gildenberg, had met Trubach and 

had dealings with her at the SD offices. He was certain that she was not simply a cleaner at 

the SS but was working as an agent for them.694 Another defendant Mishekov testified he 

met her in summer of 1942 at the SD office where he himself worked as an agent. 695 She 

had come into the office to offer information on a Jewish woman, a neighbour, who was 

evading the authorities. With Trubach’s help the Jewish woman was arrested and Trubach 

testified as a witness at the SD offices. When Mishekov asked her if she had any personal 

grievances against the woman Trubach said “no.” A few weeks later Mishekov ran into 

Trubach again when she expressed her desire to work for the SD. He responded by telling 

her it’s not that easy, that she needed recommendations and had to prove herself first. A 

little while later Mishekov ran into Trubach again, this time at another SD agent’s 

apartment, a woman by the name of Saltikova. Trubach told Mishekov she worked with 

Saltikova now, which he inferred to mean she was now an agent. From the witness 

testimonies it becomes clear that Trubach was not recruited into espionage work against 

her will, but rather she chose it and fought her way into it.  

 

On the Job 

Working as interpreters for the SD required the women to take part in searches, arrests and 

interrogations of suspects. Matchenbaeva played a big role in the apprehension of 500 

suspected members of counterinsurgency groups from Simferopol and Feodosia. Poliakova-

Garms was connected to an SD operation that resulted in the murder of 425 sick, elderly 

and mentally ill patients of the Simferopol Mental Institution. The massacre took place on 7 

March 1942. All the victims were gassed. Poliakova-Garms’ job was to help translate during 

the operation as well as question medical staff of the institution afterwards.696 Apparently 

Poliakova-Garms also liked to beat suspects and pose for photographs with them.697 She 

admitted that rubber batons were regularly used during interrogations.698 She quit her job 
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as an interpreter for the SD in February 1943 and between then and her evacuation in 1944 

she and another woman, Ilieva-Koropets, owned a fruit and vegetable shop that served as a 

rendezvous place for Nazi agents.699  The least enthusiastic collaborator of the four 

interpreters, Beriakova, also had the least influential position in the SD. She was asked to 

translate newspaper articles and reports from Tatar to German. She never took active part 

in interrogations or arrests like the others. She attended an interrogation once and only 

because the man asked for a Tatar interpreter as he did not speak Russian or German very 

well. 700 

 

The agents and spies recruited by the SD were often, like Yablokova and Fink, placed in 

prison cells to eavesdrop or even provoke other inmates into giving out information. 

Matchanbaeva confirmed that while working for the SD in November 1942 she saw 

Yablokova arrive with a group of prisoners.701 Shortly thereafter she saw a letter from the 

authorities confirming that Yablokova was working as an agent inside the prison. Upon 

release Yablokova worked as a spy on the outside. According to witness testimonies 

Yablokova often went on investigations with SD officers out of town. She was responsible 

for the outing of a group of partisan who were all later shot. According to the findings of the 

Soviet investigators she was present at this mass shooting.702  

 

Trubach was given a reconnaissance assignment by the SD. She was given a simple mission 

of going to an apartment in order to find out if a woman suspected of harbouring partisans 

lived there.  She went to the apartment but accidentally got the house number wrong and 

wound up in the military administration building where she was swiftly detained as she had 

no identification papers.  After this blunder she claims she never received any more orders, 

but the post-war investigation showed that she had received further orders to spy on 

civilians. She denounced a couple she had befriended before her recruitment as an agent. 
                                                             
699 Ilieva-Koropets was tried along with Poliakova-Garms but was found not guilty of collaboration due to a lack 
of sufficient evidence. 
700 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 8801, reel 57, pp. 4086-4089. 
701 Matchenbayeva gave testimony in Yablokova’s investigation. See USHMM, RG 31.018M, 9903, reel 58, pp. 
5975-5976. 
702 Ibid., p. 5978. 
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During a conversation over dinner and drinks at the couple’s house the host’s wife spoke 

out against Hitler: she had worked at the Simferopol Mental Institution and saw first-hand 

Nazi officers taking patients into the gas vans.703 Upon relaying this information to the SD 

officer Trubach was told to continue her “investigative” work. During another evening of 

drinking the husband let it slip that he had friends in a nearby village that could get him to 

the nearest partisan unit. Not long after the SD arrested and shot the trio. According to the 

investigation Trubach had also denounced many others, including Jews and even her own 

sister. When asked why she said “I was an agent and so it was my job.”704 Still, a number of 

people were denounced by her even before she was employed as an agent and some of the 

later denunciations were outside her “work assignments”.  

 

Feodora Tuttuninkova, a Greek widow with two children from a poor peasant background 

managed to live through the occupation unemployed by aligning herself intimately with the 

occupying forces. She cohabited with a Romanian soldier in Simferopol who moved her, her 

sister and children into a large apartment vacated by Jews. The Jewish population of 

Simferopol was temporarily ghettoized in 1941 but by April 1942 “the Germans confidently 

declared the Crimea judenrein (rid of Jews).”705 According to the neighbours the defendant  

went around the vacated apartments in the building and took whatever property she liked. 

A neighbour testified that she walked past Tuttuninkova’s apartment one day and noticed 

that she had new curtains and table cloths. Merely possessing Jewish property did not 

amount to collaboration. What happened after the woman’s arrival in the apartment 

building secured her fate as collaborator.706 At least eleven Jews that lived in the building 

were evading ghettoization by hiding out in the attic. One day Tuttuninkova’s son saw one 

of them climbing out and told his mother. The man pleaded with Tuttuninkova. He offered 

money but she refused and denounced them all to her Romanian boyfriend. All the Jews 

were arrested. Their fate is unknown. A neighbour said she saw the police officers move all 

the Jewish property from the attic and into Tuttuninkova’s apartment. Some neighbours 
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said they overhead them speak ill of Jews, while another said she expressed fear that if did 

not denounce she herself would be punished.707      

    

Benefits of employment 

One motivation that seems to apply to many women collaborators was financial stability 

and improving their living conditions.  Work was a necessity for many women in the Soviet 

Union, and war did not change that. If the place of employment was still functioning after 

the occupation the employees remained there.  If the place of employment was destroyed 

or dissolved then the workers had to find new ways of earning a living. If young people were 

unemployed in the occupied territories the administration would send them to Germany to 

work. Beriakova was threatened with forced labour but due to luck and resourcefulness she 

managed to find a job and remain in the Crimea with her parents. Some people had to work 

wherever the occupation labour department sent them. Trubach who was, according to her 

words, working as a cleaner jumped at the opportunity to work for the SD as an agent. As 

mentioned before, Mishekov testified that Trubach overtly expressed her desire to work for 

the SD. For her first assignment she claimed she was given a bottle of oil, a bottle of vodka 

and three kilograms of flour.708  After her blunder with the first mission she looked for an 

opportunity to remain in the official’s good graces. In order to redeem herself she 

denounced and spied on civilians. Mishekov also noted seeing her “working” around town, 

in public places, and that she was always well dressed.709  

 

“For those who were eligible and willing to take them,” Lower points out, “the jobs in the 

German administration seemed to be the best.” 710 Not only were the working conditions 

better but often administrative jobs provided opportunities for material enrichment outside 

the monthly wage. Zelenskaya, for example, worked for the Housing Commission which 

gave her access to vacated apartments and the property inside them. Employment at the SD 
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came with benefits such as meals at the cafeteria. “Even the lower-level office jobs paid at 

least double the monthly wage of a factory worker or agricultural labourer.”711 Beriakova 

said she was paid 600 roubles a month to work as an interpreter. Matchebayeva had a 

salary of 1000 roubles a month, which was on par with some raion leaders’ monthly 

wages.712 The difference in the two women’s pay can be attributed to the fact that 

Matchebayeva’s job was of greater importance to the administration. The fact that her boss 

was in love with her also played a significant role. The ability to form personal relationships 

with the administrators was of great benefit to women trying to make ends meet under 

occupation. 

 

Just as Lower’s furies “attached themselves to men of power and in turn wielded 

considerable power themselves”, so did some of the Soviet women under occupation.713 

Working in close proximity with the occupying forces often came with opportunities for 

personal advancement through close relationships. Poliakova-Garms had “intimate 

relationships” with a number of SD officers.714 She received an apartment from the 

administration, which was later upgraded to a five-bedroom home. Rein has noted that 

even though the official allocation of housing was meant to be prioritised according to need 

(homeless or people whose houses were destroyed), in reality “protectionism and nepotism 

were often the only criteria for the allocation of the living quarters.”715 Through friends with 

the administration women could receive a new dwelling or luxury items. Matchenbayeva 

also admitted to being in a close relationship with the German officers and that she could 

influence some of their decision-making. Witnesses testified that she and others at the 

office could help free prisoners for a bribe. Other forms of material gain came from 

confiscated property. A witness claims that Epp collected some prisoner’s private property 
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and kept it for herself.  Poliakova-Garms also helped herself and her friends to confiscated 

property such as furs, gold and other luxury items.716 

 

Matchenbayeva claimed to not have had any intimate relations with the officers, but there 

were some who did. Poliakova-Garms admitted to sleeping with a number of SD officers. In 

fact she and a friend often hosted “parties” for the German officers at their home. Taisia 

Koroleva, a poor factory worker, entered into a relationship with an ethnic Russian SD agent 

in return for a place to live and financial support. She later found out he was an intelligence 

agent when he asked her to spy for him. Greek widow Tuttuninkova lived in Simferopol with 

a Romanian soldier. Neighbours said she went around the apartment building proclaiming “I 

work for the Gestapo, and everything here belongs to me.”717 Investigation showed she was 

not employed by the administration; it was her relationship with the solider that, in her 

eyes, made her powerful. SD agent Trubach was also seen by others entertaining German 

officers at her apartment. A fellow SD agent, tried in a different case, testified that when he 

was sent to her apartment to collect information he observed two German gendarmes at 

her door. One was trying to force himself inside; she turned him away and invited the other 

one in. When the colleague asked Trubach about the encounter outside her apartment door 

she explained that she used to see the other officer but was now “sick of him” and was 

interested in the other man.718  

 

Tuttuninkova’s relationship with the Romanian soldier elevated her from a poor peasant 

widow to a well off lady of the house. Many neighbours were witness to her shameless 

antics when she went around to all the Jewish apartments and took whatever property she 

wanted.719 According to one neighbour, Tuttuninkova borrowed a gramophone from her 

and when she asked for it back Tuttuninkova proclaimed “this used to belong to a Jew, … all 
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Jewish property is now Gestapo’s property!”720 Her behaviour resembled that of some of 

Lower’s furies; 

Wives of top officials paraded around in stolen furs and 

demanded superior living quarters, ordering Jewish craftsmen 

to lay stolen porcelain tiles in lavish bathrooms and to erect 

custom-made balconies.721 

These women not only enjoyed the material wealth that came with their situation but also 

the power that their position yielded.  In his analysis of collaboration in Belorussia Rein 

argues that those in position of authority often became “intoxicated with power.”722 

Similarly Tuttuninkova went from a poor widow and shopkeeper under Soviet rule to a 

woman taken care of by a man with power and means. In the Stalinist 30’s the possibility of 

upward mobility became a common promise, yet it was not until occupation by the 

Germans that women like Tuttuninkova and Poliakova-Garms were able to improve their 

social status.723  They finally had power and they wielded it in the few ways they could, by 

sealing the Jews’ fates and taking their property in the process.    

  

Denunciations 

Just as working in an official capacity offered material rewards, so did denunciations. 

Bolokina had described instances where women would denounce neighbours and residents 

for food, shelter, or as in once instance, a woman denounced someone in return for money 

so she could put a cross tombstone on her husband’s grave.724 In another case a woman 

with 5 children wrote a denunciation against a fellow neighbour, followed by a request to 

the administration to move into the vacated apartment for reasons of her own one being 

too small.725 “The desire to take possession of Jewish property undoubtedly influenced the 
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attitude of the local population to various anti-Jewish measures.”726 Tuttuninkova 

denounced the Jews hiding out in the attic because she benefited from their apartment and 

the abandoned property. If the Jews were not arrested they would have fled and taken their 

property with them. Matchanbayeva confirmed that in 1942 she and Epp went to a Jewish 

woman’s apartment and brought back two suitcases of stuff which they later distributed 

amongst themselves.  Women’s interests in “things” can be traced back to the 1930s when 

receiving luxury items were used as incentives for hard work in the Soviet Union, and the 

same patterns were recreated by these women under occupation.727  

 

In her study of Zhytomyr under Nazi occupation Lower found that several thousand 

Ukrainians in the local administration carried out anti-Jewish measures under the watchful 

eye of their German supervisors.728 Yet there were also “cases in which Ukrainians in and 

outside the administration came willingly to the Germans and denounced Jews."729 Rein has 

noted that one of the most tragic aspects of the Holocaust was the fact that “often among 

the persecutors of the Jews were people who before the war had been friends, 

acquaintances, business partners, colleagues, clients, or patients.”730 Similarly, in the Crimea 

the female collaborators denounced neighbours, friends and family. Some motivating 

factors for denounciation were blind obedience to the authorities, careerism and material 

gain.  Yet sometimes the motivation was very personal. Emotions such as jealousy or 

revenge influenced women’s actions. Koroleva, for example, denounced a friend’s family for 

allegedly expressing pro-Soviet sentiments. In the post-war trial a witness testified that 

Koroleva had in fact had a falling out with her friend over money.731 Koroleva lacked stable 

financial support or close ties with the administration. Denunciation was an opportunity to 

at the same time benefit financially and settle a personal quarrel. Family feud caused 

Trubach to denounce her own sister.  She admitted that her sister “often spoke against the 

Nazis and told me that when the Red Army returns I will be hung for treason. I will be 
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honest, I denounced my sister because we had very bad relations for years, and she had 

always hated and criticized me.”732 A defendant in another case, Gildenberg, testified that 

he was present at the SD office as an interpreter when Trubach brought in the denunciation 

against her sister. Fortunately, the investigators were sceptical of Trubach’s intentions and 

lacking any substantial evidence the case against the sister was dropped.733 Rein had found 

in his study of collaboration in Belorussia that “family bonds did not always protect Jews 

from condemnation to the German authority or local police.”734 He described a case where 

a Jewish woman was denounced by her own mother-in-law and another where a husband 

was denounced by his own wife.735 Lower argues that locals exploited Nazi anti-Semitism as 

well as partisan paranoia in order to “curry favour with the Nazis, improve their own 

conditions, and settle scores with foes.”736   

 

Conclusion 

Women of ethnic German background were targeted by the occupying forces for 

collaboration due to their alleged racial superiority, potential history of repression by 

Soviets and their knowledge of German and local languages. Nevertheless, being ethnically 

German did not automatically dispose women to collaboration. Polian has argued that 

Soviet authorities’ charges of treason against ethnic minorities “were both unfair and 

hypocritical” as out of 60 to 70 million people who found themselves under occupation, only 

around one million actively collaborated and an overwhelming  majority of them were 

Ukrainian and Russian.737  My sample of collaborators reflects these statistics as more than 

half of the women were either Russian or Ukrainian. Neither ethnicity nor socio-economic 

background was a commonality between the women collaborators; some came from 

repressed families, some from peasant and others from proletarian backgrounds. In fact, 

despite their gender these women had no overwhelming similarities. Their stories are all 

very different.  

                                                             
732 USHMM, RG 31.018M, 13619, reel 56, p. 723. 
733 USHHM, RG 31.018M, 13619, reel 56, p. 632. 
734 Rein, The Kings and the Pawns, p. 264. 
735 Ibid. 
736 Lower, Nazi Empire-Building, p. 94. 
737 Polian, Against their will, p. 125. 



 
200 

 
 

Women collaborators came to work for the occupation in different capacities and under 

different circumstances. Some stayed behind by choice while others simply failed to 

evacuate. Some were interned in prisons. Some women had families to take care of while 

others were on their own. In order to save one’s life from immediate threat such as prison 

or execution they had to collaborate, to follow orders. In order to make a living the women 

had to work. Sometimes they remained in the same position while others were offered new 

opportunities for employment. Some women got by being accommodating and just doing 

their job, while others expressed initiative and utilised opportunities that presented 

themselves in order to gain financial stability, elevate their social status or wield power over 

others. Some had no hand in violence while others became witness or even culprits. When 

asked by the post-war crime trial investigators why these women collaborated they gave 

very different answers. Tubach, for example, began denouncing people because she wanted 

to impress her superiors. She denounced her own sister to settle a personal score. During 

post-war trial interrogations she claimed she denounced her victims because it was just part 

of her job. My study of women collaborators in occupied Soviet Ukraine has found no one 

homogenous collaborator type; the circumstances and reasons for their actions were as 

individual as the women themselves.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
201 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

The phenomenon of civilian collaboration in the occupied Soviet Union is a highly politicized 

and complex subject which has remained largely unexplored until recently. Despite the 

ongoing debates over definitions of collaboration, this study engaged with the legal Soviet 

definitions of predateli Rodiny and “collaborator” as stated by the articles 58-1 “b” and 58-3 

of the of Russian SFSR Penal Code. My use of this definition minimised the potential of 

moral judgment or condemnation on my part as such decisions had already been made by 

the prosecution investigators and judges. Those who were found to have: 1) caused direct 

harm to other civilians, 2) hindered the Soviet war efforts, 3) aided the occupation 

administration in their war efforts, or 4) if one was a Communist or Red Army soldier were 

all tried by the authorities as “traitors” or “accomplices”. I found no cases where individuals 

were tried for simply completing an administrative task which had not carried other 

implications, such as arrest or death of a suspect. Nor were women tried for simply 

“cohabiting” with the enemy. There were a number of cases which ended with mistrials or 

innocent verdicts due to insufficient evidence which suggests a degree of professionalism 

and legitimacy in the Soviet investigative processes of the time.  

  

Civilian Collaboration; The phenomenon 

In order to carry out its economic policies and fuel the war effort the German occupation 

administration needed manpower to establish and enforce its rule in the newly acquired 

lands. However, being understaffed and having little knowledge of the local languages the 

need for indigenous collaboration was of upmost importance, Hitler’s ideological hesitations 

notwithstanding.  Hundreds of thousands of indigenous “support staff” were employed by 

the occupation administration as administrators, clerks, interpreters, policemen, guards, 

factory directors and brigadiers. In the countryside where the occupation administration 

had even less reach, the administration heavily relied on locals to administer their policies. 

Locals were forced to work in farms, factories, in defence labour digging trenches for the 
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German Army and many who were not utilised on the ground were sent to the Reich to 

work in German industries.   

 

This thesis has identified a range of jobs, positions and actions Ukrainian civilians undertook 

while living under occupation; it has also examined the spectrum of motivations which 

governed their decision making.  The local civilians worked in the various administrative 

branches including housing, labour, defence, police, SD and others. In the countryside the 

locals were employed as village elder, district leaders and mayors.  In cities men and women 

were employed in local administration, police, as well as various industries, hospitals, 

educational institutions and others. There were those who simply carried out their job, 

which inadvertently aided the occupation administration and those who actively caused 

harm to their fellow civilians. Those who worked as policemen and starostas were, more 

often than not, complicit in murderous crimes of the occupation administration. The 

starostas were called upon in organizational matters such as identification of the victims, 

the organization of the arrests, killing site, confiscation and recording or property and 

sometimes appointment of policemen and guards. The police were utilised in arrests, 

guarding, convoying and murder. Other civilians who inadvertently assisted in the mass 

killing of local Jews, Roma and Soviet partisans included the men and women who worked 

as interpreters and clerks to the German officers who conducted arrests and interrogations, 

the men and women who worked as SD agents and spies who informed on fellow 

neighbours, townspeople and villagers. There were others who denounced people and 

helped capture and arrest suspects out of their own free will. Not everybody was complicit 

in these crimes. However, without the participation and support of the locals the occupation 

policies, which resulted in mass murder of Jews and Roma, would not have taken place as 

efficiently and swiftly as they did.   
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Profession 

before 
occupation 

Profession 
under 

occupation 

Agriculture 

Adm
inistrator 

Accountant 

Brigadier 

Clerk or Secretary 

Labourer or 
tradesm

an 

O
ther 

Student 

Teacher or 
Academ

ic 

N
o data 

Total 

Agriculture 16     2    1 19 

Administrator 1 1 2  1 4 2  1 10 22 

Brigadier 1   3      1 5 

Bürgermeister    1       1 2 

Clerk 1    1    1 1 4 

Director  1     1   3 5 

Driver      2    2 4 

Interpreter 1    3    1 4 9 

Medical staff       1    1 

Labourer       12     12 

Newspaper 
editor 

         2 2 

Other 2     1 1   4 4 

Policeman 11  3   12 3 1  4 34 

School staff         1 2 3 

SD agent 1 1 1   5 3 2  9 21 

Starosta 14 1 3 1  4 1  1 16 41 

Theatre 
director 

         1 1 

Watchman or 
Guard 

1     1 2    4 

Unemployed 1     1 1    3 

No data          4 4 

Total           203 

Table 7.1: Profession of civilian collaborators before and during occupation. 
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The problem with models  

Scholars trying to understand the behaviour the perpetrator or collaborator have created 

models in order to categorise the various motivating factors. Christopher Browning’s model 

of the German soldiers as perpetrators in the Holocaust comprised three groups: 1) 

enthusiastic killers, 2) evaders and 3) the majority who simply obeyed orders.738 Browning 

found that most of the men he studied fell into the last group, that obedience to authority 

was a value that was held much higher than any national-socialist ideology. Alexander 

Prusin offered a similar model for the Soviet collaborators.739 He has suggested that they fall 

into the following groups: 1) political activists, 2) “eager conformists” and 3) “enthusiastic 

executors.”  I have found Prusin’s model more useful than Browning’s to help understand 

the main reasons civilians engaged with the occupation administration.  

 

Nevertheless, problems remain. It is hard to categorise defendants into one group. Even the 

defendants who were members of the OUN cannot all be categorised as only being “political 

activists”. Investigation revealed circumstances where young men were forced to join the 

group or conform to the dominant power group in the area for a lack of other options. Some 

were clearly driven by nationalist ideology and revenge on the Soviet authorities for the 

repressions their families had faced. I found very little evidence of the “political activist” 

amongst the female cohort; even the woman whose whole family was repressed in the 

1930s showed little signs of anti-Soviet sentiment. Her life up until occupation, as well as 

during the occupation suggests she was an eager conformist: someone who “flies under the 

radar” and works within the system in order to get by. Most defendants fall somewhere on 

the spectrum from “political activist” to “eager conformist.” Many of the poor peasants who 

volunteered to work as starostas or policemen would fall into the “enthusiastic executor” 

group. However, there were others who simply did their job because they had no other 

choice, which would make them “eager conformists.” We do not know if the woman who 

reported the Jews hiding out in the attic of her apartment building had harboured any anti-

                                                             
738 Christopher Browning, Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the final Solution in Poland, New 
York: Harper Perennial, 1998. 
739 Alexander Prusin, “Ukrainiskaia politsiia I Kholokost v general’nom okruge Kiev, 1941-1943: Deistviia I 
motivatsii.” Holokost I suchastnist’: studii v Ukrainii I sviti, no 1, 2007, pp. 31-59. 
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Semitic or anti-Soviet sentiments, but we do know she utilised her position of power in the 

house to enrich herself and raise her status, which suggests she falls into the enthusiastic 

executor group.  

 

Scholars like Dean and Enstad suggest dividing the collaborators into two groups: those who 

joined voluntarily early on and those who joined later under duress or for a lack of options - 

another useful way to identify the “political activists” from the other two groups.740  This 

scheme, however, also has its problems and limitations. The distinction between voluntary 

or involuntary is a sticky one as the perception of the investigators and historians – might or 

might not reflect the mental state of the defendants. One could argue that all who lived 

under the occupation would have felt their life was in danger. Those who admit they were 

coerced or recruited under duress offer clear distinctions, but what about a mother of five 

children living in a one bedroom apartment who approached the SD officer with 

incriminating information on her Jewish neighbour. One could argue she was not under any 

duress or obligation to inform the authorities; but arguably, in order to provide for her 

children and herself she might have felt compelled to inform on the authorities in order to 

receive rewards in forms of rations and larger living quarters (her neighbour’s apartment). 

Despite the issues with clear identification of motives, I agree with scholars who stress the 

need to differentiate between those who were driven by politics, and those who by chance 

or circumstance stumbled into the situation where they had to collaborate in order to 

survive.  The instinct of physical survival, coupled with emotions of fear, was one of the 

most powerful reasons for collaboration. For the majority of the population living under 

occupation it was the lack of options, rather than ideological convictions that kept the men 

fighting at the front, in the forests, or employed in the occupation administration.   

 

 

                                                             
740 Martin Dean, Collaboration in the Holocaust: Crimes of the local police in Belorussia and Ukraine, New York: 
St. Martin’s Press in association with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 1999; Johannes Due 
Enstad, “Soviet citizen under Nazi Occupation: Life, Death, and Power in Northern Russia 1941-1945.” 
Dissertation for the Degree of Philosophy Doctor, Faculty of Humanities, University of Oslo, 2013. 
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Patterns, continuity and change 

The sample in my study consisted of diverse cases that took place all over occupied 

Ukrainian territories subject to both Nazi and Romanian civil and military administrations. 

The people in the cases came from diverse background and circumstances. Nevertheless, 

there were patterns. First and foremost the majority were male, peasant, ethnic Ukrainians 

with lower education. This suggests that the main reasons for collaboration lie within this 

commonality. Enstad has suggested that the reason so many civilians collaborated with the 

occupiers was because they had no real sense of loyalty to the Soviet regime. Many scholars 

have argued that the root of the peasants’ discontent with the Soviet and Polish authorities 

lies within the interwar years. The economic difficulties, nationalisation followed by 

collectivisation, marginalisation of kulaks, and general political instability in the borderland 

regions caused many to mistrust or downright reject the Soviet regime. However, the old 

notion that all World War II collaborators were nationalists, kulaks or criminals needs to be 

revised as, although such people were indeed amongst them, they made up a small 

percentage of the overall cohort.  The OUN did have a strong hold in some areas, but the 

motivating factors behind a political group are not always the same as an individual’s. Laurie 

Cohen has also argued that the majority of the population under occupation “were simply 

too young, old, weak, confused, sick, or apathetic to embrace or reject either Nazi or Soviet 

ideology.”741 It was the lack of strong loyalty to the Soviet regime that united most of the 

defendants; most were just trying to get by in whichever regime they found themselves in.  

  

There was surprising continuity in the country life of the Ukrainian peasants before and 

after occupation. Peasants continued to toil on the land, be subjected to harsh taxation, 

confiscations, labour laws and at times forced migration. The representative of the 

authorities, whether a “kolkhoz chairman” or starosta was still a local Ukrainian peasant 

man who had the authority to assign labour, confiscate or redistribute livestock, grain, 

equipment, fine or tax farmers, etc. Other aspects of peasant life before occupation, such as 

conflict resolution strategies amongst the peasants, also remained. Routine use of violence 

                                                             
741 Laurie Cohen, Smolensk under the Nazis: everyday life in occupied Russia, Rochester, NY: University of 
Rochester Press, 2013, p. 135. 
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and denunciations of fellow farmers were utilised in many cases as a normal part of daily 

life.    

 

The problem with sources and subjects for further enquiry 

Like any primary document the war crime trial records have their limitations. At times they 

offer very detailed and at other times frustratingly minimal biographical information on the 

defendant. Some documents compiled before the war ended were brief, rushed, illegible, 

and in some cases the information of interest to scholar was ignored by the investigators. In 

some cases the latter questioned the suspect, at length, about their life before the 

occupation while others were more concerned about the direct actions of the individual 

that led them to their collaboration or other offences they may have committed. Sometimes 

the investigators would press their questioning for detailed information about events, 

people, and at other times the line of questioning was straightforward with minimal 

storytelling on the suspect’s part. Nevertheless, the trials are a useful source for scholars 

who are interested in the study of life under occupation, the phenomenon of collaboration 

and the Holocaust.  

 

Many cases give detailed accounts of instances of pogroms or orchestrated mass shootings 

of Jews, Roma and Poles throughout the occupied territories. Some of the trials records also 

offer fascinating details about the defendant’s fate after the initial contact with the 

occupiers. Some people remained where they were while others ended up evacuating to 

various regions around Europe; some ended up in refugee camps while others change their 

names and snuck back into the Soviet Union. The various strategies of survival by the 

civilians in occupied territories after 1944 merit further analysis.   

  

 

 



 
208 

 

GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 

Bytovie   Daily life 

Commandant  Commanding officer  

Gendarmerie   Rural militarized Police  

Gestapo  Secret State Police (Geheime Staatspolizei) 

GFP   Secret Field Police (Geheime Feldpolizei)  

Gor’uprav  City or Town  administration 

GULAG Main directive of Corrective Labour Camps (Glavnoe upravlenie 

ispravitelno-trudovikh lagerei)    

Kolkhoz   Soviet collective farm 

Kolkhoznik   Collective farmer 

Komsomol All-Union Leninist Young Communist League 

Komsomolka Female member of Komsomol 

NKGB People’s Commissariat of State Security (Narodnyi kommissariat 

gosudarstvennoi bezopasnosti) 

NKVD People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs (Narodnyi kommissariat 

vnutrennikh del) 

Oblast An administrative district or province in the Soviet Union 

Obshchina Village commune  

Osttruppen Eastern Troops 

OUN   Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists  
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Posobnik  Accomplice   

POW   Prisoner of War 

Raion (Rayon)  An administrative district in Soviet Union 

Rayonchief    District chief 

Rayonleiter  District leader (same as district chief) 

RLA   Russian Liberation Army 

SD   Security Service (Sicherheitsdienst) 

Sel’soviet  Rural Council  

Sel’skaia uprava Rural administration  

Shutzmannschaft Auxiliary police unit 

Schutzmänner  Auxiliary policemen  

Schutzpolizei  Security police 

Sovkhoz  Soviet state farm 

SS   Nazi Elite Guard (Schutzstaffel)  

Starosta  Village elder   

Unterscharführer Junior squad leader 

UPA   Ukrainian Insurgent Army (Ukrains’ka Povstan’s’ka Amiia)   

Zamestitel  Deputy 
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