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The signs of participation in a crime are examined in the article. Different thoughts about
social danger of the involved crimes, the causative connection between separate display of
participation and the predicate crime etc. are analyzed. It is determined that participation in a
crime has a certain connection with the main crime without which it cannot rise. It is also
determined that social danger of the involved crime cannot depend on the predicate crime danger.

The importance of existing the causative connection between different types of participation
and the predicate crime is stated. It is established that nonreport of an uncompleted crime is in the
causative connection with its consequences regardless of being promised or not. A participant
doesn't interfere the development of the causative connection between the actions of the main
crime executor and the consequence caused by him and, on the contrary, in the case of the report
of corresponding addressees, such a person could prevent a criminal consequence. The negation of
the causative connection between the nonreport of an uncompleted crime and its consequence is
the negation the possibility to stop such a crime - regardless of a person's report of it or not.

It is remarked that the person's activity who doesn't promise beforehand to conceal a crime
or to gain, keep or sell the property obtained in a criminal way is not in a criminal and dependent
connection with the actions of the crime participants and its result. Such behavior of a guilty
person doesn't mean complicity in the form of participation.

It is mentioned that by connivance, an official who with his self-removal from the
development of the causative connection between the predicate crime commitment by a different
person and the following criminal consequences creates favourable conditions to reach the goal of
the predicate crime executor.

Special attention is paid to the facts that theft of property, grievous bodily harm and other
socially dangerous actions are in the causative connection with those of the main crime executor
and the result of his actions. It is defined that a conniving person conduces with his inactivity the
causative connection between the executor actions and the consequences of the predicate crime. If
an official who is obliged to hinder a crime doesn't report it, the failure to carry out his duty is a
sign of crime connivance.
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The General part of the criminal legislation of Ukraine is proposed to be added with the
norm defining the notion of participation in a crime.
Key words: participation in a crime, causative connection, nonreport, connivance.

O3HAKM ITPYETHOCTI 10O 3JIOUYNHY

beninpkun Augpin Cepririosuy,

KaHIMAaT PUANYHIX HaykK, IIpodecop,

3aBiflyBad Kadenput IIpodpeciiiHmx Ta creliaJIbHVX AVCIUIUTIH
(XepcoHcbKkmm paKysibTeT

OnecpKoro Jiep>kaBHOIO YHiBepCUTeTy BHYTPIIIIHIX CIIpaB,

M. XepcoH, YkpaiHa)

Y crarTi po3risiHyTO 0O3HAaKM HPUYETHOCTI 10 31104nHy. [TpoanatizoBaHo pi3HI IyMKH IIIOIO
CYCIIUIBHOI HeOe3IeKy IIPUYeTHNIX 3JI04YNHIB, BCTAHOBJIEHHS IPUYMHHOIO 3B 3Ky MK OKpeMVMU
IpogBaMV IIPUYETHOCTI Ta IIpeAMKaTHMM 3JI04MHOM Ta iH. 3a3HayeHo, IO IIPUYeTHICTh [0
37I04MHYy Ma€ IIeBHUI 3B $130K 3 OCHOBHMM 3JI0UYMHOM, 0e3 SKOTro BOHA He MOXXe BUHVKHYTH, a
cycriyibHa HeDe3leuHiCTh NPWYeTHOIO 3JI0YMHYy He MOXe 3ajleXaTu Bif, Hebe3ledyHOCTi
HpPeaVKaTHOIO 3JI0YMHY.

BcranoseHO BaXIMBICTB BU3HAYeHHS IIPUUYMHHOIO 3B'$I3Ky MDK OKpeMMMM BuUOaMU
IPUYEeTHOCT] Ta IpeAMKaTHVM 3JI04MHOM. BusHaueHO, 110 HeHOBiIOMIIEHHS ITpO He3aKiHYeHWU
37I104MH IlepeOyBa€ y NPUYMHHOMY 3B’$I3KYy 3 HacJIiIKaMM TaKOro 3JIOYMHY He3aJIeXXHO Bill TOro,
oOirsiHe BoHO uM Hi. IlpudeTrHa ocobOa He BTPyYa€eTbcs B PO3BUTOK IIPUUMHHOIO 3B 3Ky MiX
JiSHHAM BMKOHABIL OCHOBHOTIO 3JIOYVHY 1 CHIPUYMHEHVM HMM HacJliJIKOM, i, HaBIlaky, y pasi
HaJIe)XHOTO MOBIIOMJIEHHS BiAIIOBiIHMX azpecaTiB, Taka ocoba Moria O BigBepHYTM 37IOUMHHMUII
HAC/IIOK. 3anepedeHHs MPWYMHHOTO 3B 43Ky MiX HEIIOBiITOMJIEHHSIM PO He3aKiHUYeHWIT 3JI09MH i
HaCJIIKOM IIbOrO 3JIOYMHY € pPiBHO3HAUHVIM 3allepedyeHHI0 MOXJIMBOCTI HPUIIVMHWUTY TaKU
3JI04MH - He3aJIeXXHO Bif] TOro, IIOBiTOMMUTE 0co0a IIpO HbOTO Y Hi.

BimMiueHo, IO IisUIPHICTE 0OCOOM, $IKa 3a3daJierigp He OOillsUIa IIpMXOBaTM 3JI0YMH abo
npunbary, orpmumary, 30epirat abo 30yTu MalHO, OTpUMaHe 3JIOYMHHMM IIUISIXOM, He
nepeOyBa€ B IPUUYMHHOMY Ta TaKOMY, IIIO 3YMOBJIIOE, 3B 513Ky 3 [isIMU CIiBY4YacHVMKIB 3JI0YMHY 1
pe3yJIpTaToM, 1o HacTaB. Taka roBeiHKa BMHHOTO He YTBOPIOE CIIiBYYacTi y BU/i ITOCOOHMITTBA.

3asHayvaeThCd, IO MpM IIOTypaHHI CIy>kOoBa ocoba CBOIM CaMOYCYHEHHSIM Bill PO3BUTKY
IIPUYMHHOTO 3B 3Ky MiX BUMHEHHSM IIpeAMKAaTHOTO 3JI0YMHY iHIIIOI0 0cOO0I0 Ta HaCTaHHSM Bifl
HBOTO 3JIOYMHHVX HaCIOKIB CTBOPIOE CIIPVIATIIVIBI YMOBW DI JIOCATHEHHS MeTV, sIKy CTaBWUB
Iepes1 cOOOI0 BUKOHAaBELb IIPeIVKaTHOTO 3/I0UMHY .

3BepTa€eThCs yBara Ha Te, IO BUKpaJleHHs MaliHa, 3allofisgHHS TUIECHMX YIIKOIKeHb abo
iHII cycniyibHO Hebe3neuHi HaCIAKM HepeOyBaloTh Y MPUYMHHOMY 3B 43Ky 3 HisIMV BUKOHABIIA
OCHOBHOTO 3JI0UVHY, € pe3yJIbTaTOM caMe VI0To Iifl. 3a3HaueHo, II[0 CBOEI0 Oe3isuIbHICTIO 0co0a,
fgKa TOTypa€ 3JI0YMHY, CHPWUSE PO3BUTKY IPWYMHHOIO 3B $13Ky MDK [isiMM BUKOHABIIS Ta
HaCIioKaMM Bi IIpeguKaTHOTO 3jI0uMHY. KO mis cIyX00Boi ocoOm, sika 30008 si3aHa
IepelIKoKaTy BUMHEHHIO 3JI04MHY, OBIIOMJIEHHS IIPO 3JIOYMH € CIIOCOOOM IHepeIIKoKaHHs;
3JI04MHY, TO HeBUKOHAHHS TaKOro 00OB 3Ky € 03HAKOIO IIOTYpaHHS 3JI04MHY.

B crarri mporioHyeTbcs OONMOBHUTM 3arayibHy YacTMHY KPVMMIiHaJIbHOIO 3aKOHOIIaBCTBa
YxpaiHu HopMoOIo, y sKivi OyJie HaBe[eHO IIOHSTTS IPUYETHOCTI J10 3JI04VHY .

KatouoBi ca08a: mpudeTHICTH [0 3/I04MHY, HNPWYMHHUM 3B'SI30K, HEIIOBiOMJIEHHS,
MOTYy paHH:.
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ITPVISHAKW ITPMKOCHOBEHHOCTMU K ITPECTYIIVIEHMIO

bennnxwnit Augpeni Cepreesiy,

KaHOVaT I0pUANYecKX Hayk, Ipodpeccop,

3aBeyIoLMI Kadpeaprl ITpodeccoHaJIbHBIX U CIIelaIbHbIX AUCLIAIUIVH

(Xepconcknit pakyibreT Omecckoro rocy1apCTBeHHOIO YHUBEPCUTeTa BHYTPeHHMX Hel,
r. XepcoH, YkpanHa)

B cTaThbe paccMOTpeHbI HpPU3HAKN IIPUKOCHOBEHHOCTV K IIPeCTYIUICHWIO.
[IpoanasmmsupoBaHo  pas3jIM4Hble  MHEHUS  OTHOCUTEIIBHO  OOIIeCTBEHHOV  OIIacCHOCTU
NIPUKOCHOBEHHBIX IIPECTYIUICHNVI, YCTaHOBJIEHVIS IIPUYMHHOV CBS3M MEX1y OTHe/IbHBIMY BUIaMU
NPUKOCHOBEHHOCTU VI HPeAVKAaTHBIM IIPeCcTyIUIeHNeM 1 Ip. YKa3aHO, 4TO HPUKOCHOBEHHOCTb K
MIPeCTYIUIEHNIO VIMeeT OIpele/IeHHYIO CBS3b C OCHOBHBIM IIPecTyIUIeHVeM, 0e3 KOTOpOro OHa He
MOXXeT BO3HWMKHYTH, a OOIleCTBeHHas ONacCHOCTh IPVKOCHOBEHHOTO IIPeCTYIUIEHVS He MOXeT
3aBUCETh OT OIaCHOCTV IIPeAVMKATHOTO IIPeCTYIUICHMS.

YcraHoBleHa BaXHOCTH OIpereeHVs ITPWYVMHHOWM CBA3M MEXIy OTHeIbHBIMU BUAaMU
IIPUKOCHOBEHHOCTV ¥ IIpeAMKaTHBIM IIpecTyivleHneM. OrmpenerieHo, 4TO HecooOIleHre o
HEe3aKOHUYEHHOM IIPeCTyIUICHUM HaXOAWTCS B IIPUYMHHOWM CBA3U C IIOCIIEACTBUIAMM TaKOIO
IpecTyIUIeHNsI He3aBUCHMO OT TOro, obelaHo oHO Wi HeT. IlpuKocHOBeHHOe JIMIIO He
BMeIIMBAETCA B pPasBUTHE NPWYMHHOWM CBA3SM MeXIy [esHVeM VICIOJIHUTeII OCHOBHOIO
NPeCTYIUIEHMsI ¥ BBbI3BAaHHBIM WM IIOCTIEICTBMEM, VI, HAOOOPOT, B CjIydae HaJjIeXallero
yBeJOMJIEHIsI COOTBETCTBYIOIINX aJlpecaToB, TaKoe JIMIIO MOIJIO ObI IIPeIOTBPaTUTh IIPeCTyIIHbIN
pesynbrar. OTpullaHuve MPUYMHHOM CBSI3M MeXAy HecooOllleHreM O He3aKOHUYeHHOM
IpPeCcTyIUIeHUN ¥ IIOCJIeCTB/EM 3TOr0 IIPeCTYIUICHWUS SIBJILeTCA PaBHO3HAUYHBIM OTPUIIAHWIO
BO3MOXXHOCTY IIPeKPaTUTh TaKOe IIpecTyIUIeHe — He3aBUCHMO OT TOrO, JIMIIO COOOIINT O HeM TIN
HeT.

OTMmedeHO, YTO AesATeIbHOCTD JIMIIa, KOTOpoe 3apaHee He 00ellasio YKPBITh IIpecTyIUIeH!e
VI IPpMOOPeCcT ], OIYYNUTh, XPaHUTh VIV COBITH VIMYIIIECTBO, JOOBITOE IIPECTYIIHBIM IIyTeM, He
HaXOAWUTCS B IPUYMHHOV ¥ TakKOM, YTO HPWBOOWUT, CBA3U C AEVICTBMIAMM COYYaCTHUKOB
IpecTyIUIeHVs U pe3yJIbTaTOM, KOTOPBI HacTyIwl. Takoe IOBelleHVe BMHOBHOIO He oOpasyer
coyd4acTys B BUJle IIOCOOHMYeCTBa.

YxasbIiBaeTcs, 4TO IpU IIOIYCTUTEIILCTBE OJDKHOCTHOE JIMIIO CBOMM CaMOYyCTpaHeHWeM OT
PpasBUTMS IPUUYVIHHOW CBSI3V MEXy COBepIIeHVeM ITPeANKaTHOIO IIPeCcTyIUIeHMS JPYIVIM JIUIIOM
Y HaCTyIUIEHVeM OT Hero IMpPeCcTYIIHBIX IIOCJIe[CTBUI CO3[aeT OJIaronpusiTHble yCIOBUS IS
IOCTVDKEHVS eTIV, KOTOPYIO CTaBWI Ilepef, COOOVI VICIIOJTHWUTENTb IIPeAVKATHOTO IIPeCTyIUIEHVIS.

ObOparaeTcss BHMMaHMe Ha TO, UYTO IIOXMIIEHVE WMYIIEeCTBa, IPWYMHEHVE TeJIeCHBIX
IIOBPEXIIEHNII VIV MHbIe OOIIeCTBEHHO OITacHBIe ITOCIIeACTBISL HaXOAATCS B IIPUYMHHOM CBSI3M C
JIeVICTBVIAMM  VICIIOJIHUTEJISI OCHOBHOIO IIPeCTYIUIEHWs, SBJISIeTCS Pe3yJIbTaTOM VIMEHHO ero
HOeViCTBUI.  YKasaHO, UYTO CBOMM Oe3zericTBMEM JIMIIO, KOTOpOe IIOIyCTUTEIbCTBYeT
IIPeCTyIUIEHVIO, CIIOCOOCTBYeT Pa3sBUTHUIO IIPUYMHHOW CBSI3V MeXIAYy AeVICTBUSIMU VICIIOJTHUTEIIS U
MOCJIACTBUAMM OT IIPEeAMKATHOIO IIpecTyIvleHus. Ecam g [JOJDKHOCTHOTO Jinila, KOTOpoe
00s13aHO IIPeIATCTBOBATh COBEPIIEHNIO IIPeCcTyIUIeHMs, COOOIeHre O NPeCcTYIUIEHUN SBJISeTCs
Cr1ocoOOM TIPEeISITCTBOBAHMS IIPECTYIUIEHWIO, TO HEBBIIIOJIHEHMe TaKOW OOSI3aHHOCTM SBIISETCS
NPU3HAKOM IOy CTUTEJILCTBA IPEeCTYIUICHWIO.

B crarpe nipeniaraetcs mornosHUTh OOIIYIO YacTh YIOJIOBHOIO 3aKOHOJIATeIbCTBA YKpanHbI
HOPMOW, B KOTOpOW OyeT 1aHO IOHSTYe IIPUKOCHOBEHHOCTN K ITPeCTyIUIEHUIO.

KatoueBvie c106a: mpUKOCHOBEHHOCTD K IIPECTYIUIEHNIO, IIPUYMHHAS CBSI3b, HECOOOIIeHVIe
O IPeCTYIUIeHNM, IOy CTUTEJIbCTBO.
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The criminal legislation of Ukraine doesn't have a legal norm formulating the
notion of participation in a crime. The same approach was typical for the
legislation of the Soviet Ukraine where there was no definition of participation in
a crime. The definition of participation in a crime and its variety were determined
in the theory of Criminal Law. By the way, the definition of the notion of
participation in a crime is of great significance not only for the criminal-legal
doctrine but for the practice of application of the criminal legislation.

The theory of complicity in a crime has always influenced the formulation of
the main signs of the institution of participation in a crime. Depending on what a
legislator has implied by the notion of complicity in a crime and of its type like
participation in a crime the notion of participation in a crime and its variety have
been defined. It has given possibility to determine the signs uniting and
separating the institutions of complicity in a crime and participation in a crime.

The questions of establishing the legally important signs of participation in a
crime were examined by the Soviet scientists: G.I. Baimurzin, I.A. Bushuyev,
G.B. Wittenberg, M.Y. Korzhansky, V.O. Kuznetsov, V.G. Smyrnov,
[.Kh. Khakimov, M.Kh. Khabibulin and have been examined by the modern
researchers like A.G.Grytsyuk, L.M. Abakina-Pilyavska, A.V.Zarubin,
O.M. Krapyvina, M.M. Lapunin, A.D. Makarov, A.Ye. Milin, Ye.V. Ponomarenko,
B.T. Razgildiyev, O.M. Smushak and others.

Nevertheless the integrated research of the problems of establishing the
legally important signs of participation in a crime has not been conducted. The
only approach to the criteria of differentiation participation in a crime and
complicity in a crime does not exist among the researchers. The researchers have
different views on the connection of participation in a crime with the predicate
crime.

The purpose of the article is to determine the signs characterizing
participation in a crime and to establish the connection of some types of
participation in a crime with the predicate crime. Participants in a crime and
accomplices of a crime have in common the fact of being connected with the
predicate crime, without which their activity cannot exist.

Participation in a crime is a derivative from the main (predicate) crime. It can
rise only after the completion of the predicate crime and in some cases, after the
beginning of the preparation of its committing, for example, at connivance of a
crime and at nonreport of it. That's why the grounds of the rise of participation is
such a crime that is being committed or the predicate crime that has already been
committed. The social danger of the involved crime can't depend on the danger of
the predicate crime. Some researchers say there is the dependence between the
social danger of participation (involvement) in a crime and the main crime. They
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think a participant encroaches on the object of the main crime, and that's why,
according to them, the immediate object of the involved crimes coincides with the
immediate object of the main crime.

From the point of view of E.Kh.Raal, the social danger of the actions of the
participants in a crime is conditioned by the social danger of the crime committed
by a different person because the actions of the participants in a crime are
conducive to the commitment of the similar crimes by different people in the
future and create obstacles to the fight with these crimes. [22, c. 12]. The majority
of the Soviet scientists who researched the institution of participation in a crime
were of the same opinion about this position [5, c. 36; 26, c. 26-29, 43, 77]. The
same thought has been expressed by some modern researchers. So, O.I Semykina,
O.V. Zarubin, A.O. Vasyliev, A.M. Abakina-Pilyavska and some other authors say
that the social danger of participation in a crime depends on the degree of danger
of the main crime [24, ¢.13; 9, c¢.74; 6, ¢c.19; 21, c.21-22; 1, c.29, 109, 121].
O.V. Glukhova, for example, thinks that the immediate object of the main crime
by participation becomes the additional immediate object of the beforehand
unpromised concealment of a crime, of the nonreport of a crime or of some other
type of participation in a crime [7, c. 58]. Such an approach of the authors is
conditioned by the fact that they mix two different in their legal nature
institutions: participation in a crime and complicity in a crime. That's why the
object of participation in a crime has been examined by these authors exactly in
the same way as the object of the predicate crime.

In fact, participation in a crime has a certain connection with the main crime
without which it can't rise. However, the social danger of the involved crime can't
depend on the danger of the predicate crime.

The degree of the social danger of the predicate crime from which the profits
have been made which have been laundered by a participant can be much less in
comparison with the second crime - beforehand unpromised laundering of
criminal profits.

The predicate crime and the involved crime always differ in the subjects of
commitment, in time of the beginning and completion. A person who takes part in
the predicate crime can't be involved. A second crime can rise only after the
completion of the predicate crime and in some cases, after the beginning of the
preparation of its commitment, for instance, at a connivance in a crime and at
nonreport of a crime.

The actions characterized as participation in a crime in reality create obstacles
in pre-trial investigation or court trial of a criminal case. Such actions make the
activity of law enforcement agencies in searching people committing the predicate
crime, in bringing them to the criminal responsibility, in searching traces of the
crime vain, they also make it difficult to return property obtained in a criminal
way to the legal owner or to the state.
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The involved people block preventing the criminal activity of the participants
of the predicate crimes, its warning and stopping. Besides, a feeling of impunity
for their actions has been formed among the accomplices of these crimes that
doesn't stimulate their repentance and correction but threatens to continue the
criminal activity.

All this leads to the breach of normal activity of the organs of pre-trial
investigation, the Procurator's Office, court etc. Even in the cases when a person
doesn't intend immediately to create obstacles for the organs of justice to carry out
activity obtaining necessary evidence and establishing objective truth in a case in
the course of pre-trial investigation or court trial, laundering, for example,
criminal profits, keeping or selling them, a person affects the interests in the
sphere of justice.

According to S.V.Poznyshev: "he who buys any object knowing that the
latter was acquired illegally helps a criminal not only get some profit from the
commited crime, but conceal the crime because the legally acquired object is the
evidence exposing the criminal [20, c. 216].

The social danger of participation in a crime lies in the fact that a participant
complicates with his or her actions or inactivity the process of detecting the
predicate crime and of finding the persons who committed it, pre-trial
investigation and court trial of such a crime. A guilty person conceals the main
(predicate) crime, holding it away from the organs of justice, when he or she not
promising in advance conceals a criminal and property obtained illegally, weapon
or tools of crime, gains, keeps or sells the illegally obtained property, launders or
uses criminal profits [4, c. 119].

Participation in a crime by certain circumstances can create conditions for
continuation of the criminal activity of the participants of the main crime.
However, it is not complicity in a crime because of the absence of agreement
about it between the involved person and the participant or participants of the
main crime. An executor, an organizer, an accomplice or an instigator commiting
a crime don't count on the activity of a participant.

Unlike the accomplices of a crime, a participant doesn't take part in the
commitment of the main crime but helps the executor and other accomplices
conceal the traces of the crime, realize the illegally stolen property etc.

A participant with some exception, unlike an accomplice, doesn't intensify
the executor's or other acomplices' decisiveness to commit a crime. It is
conditioned by the fact that a participant doesn't promise beforehand to conceal a
criminal, weapons or means of the crime, its traces or the objects obtained illegally
to keep or sell them or to be conducive to the crime concealment. If, for instance,
the concealment is not promised beforehand, the actions of the guilty don't create
the conditions to commit the main crime.

101



IOPUOVMYHWMNM BIOJIETEHDb. BUIIYCK 2. 2016

It should be mentioned that there was a problem in the Soviet literature to
define an unpromised in advance nonreport of a crime as relevant to the
institution of participation or to the institution of complicity in a crime.
AF. Zelinsky and A.V. Naumov wrote about it in the second half of the XX th
century: "If we had been asked, if someone, who promised the executor in
advance not to report about him, would this person be condemned for complicity
in a crime, we could have answered ... the decision of this question would
depend on the book used by the judge at Law university [10, c. 28].

Some scientists expressed the thought, that a given in advance promise not to
report a crime to the law enforcement organs is considered as a type of complicity
in a crime. So, A.N. Trainin, A.A. Piontkovsky, Sh.S. Rashkovska and other Soviet
scientists asserted that an unpromised in advance nonreport of a crime is
complicity in a crime in the form of intellectual complicity [30, c. 106, 130; 27,
c. 264, 290; 16, c.180]. The supporters of this point of view believed that
intellectual complicity in the form of an unpromised in advance nonreport of a
crime would be punished only for complicity in the crime belonging to the list
fixed in the legal norm that establishes responsibility for the nonreport of a crime
[26, c.19]. Some modern scientists have the same position and qualify an
unpromised in advance nonreport of a crime as complicity in a crime [25, c. 10; 21,
c. 17].

A.A. Piontkovsky and Sh.S. Rashkovska think, an unpromised in advance
nonreport of a crime to be in the causative relation to the crime committed by the
executor and other participants; it is favourable to its commitment and encroches
the same object along with the main crime; that's why, a mentioned type of the
nonreport should be considered as complicity in a crime [16, c. 180; 14, c. 494-495].
The supporters of this position believe that a promise not to report the crime
preparation or crime commitment strengthens a criminal's and his accomplices'
decisiveness to committ a crime in the future because their actions will be
unnoticed by the law enforcement agencies and they can escape criminal
responsibility.

It's interesting to note that in some states - former republics of the USSR an
unpromised in advance nonreport of a crime is considered to be as participation
in the form of complicity. So, for instance, it is said in part1 of Article 31
(participation in a crime) of the Criminal Code of Uzbekistan that an unpromised
in advance nonreport of a truly known crime or its concealment draws
responsibility according to Article 241 (nonreport of a crime or its concealment) of
the Criminal Code of Uzbekistan. Going out from the statement fixed in part 1 of
Article 31 of the Criminal Code of Uzbekistan, a legislator of the Republic
Uzbekistan applies a promised in advance nonreport of a truly known crime not
to participation but to complicity in a crime.
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In the Soviet period, V.O. Kuznetsov, G.A. Kriger, P.I. Gryshayev, P.F. Telnov
and other scientists thought that a promised in advance nonreport of a crime can't
be considered as a type of complicity [13, c. 99; 8, c. 223-224; 23, c. 73; 28, c. 100].

There have been discussions around this question so far. So, for example,
from the point of view of Yu.O. Krasikov, a promised in advance nonreport of a
crime belongs to the intellectual complicity because it causes the crime
commitment by the executor [12, c. 65-66]. A.S. Yakubov thinks, such a nonreport
of a crime strengthens a criminal's decisiveness, gives hope to escape
responsibility, stimulates and strengthens his intention to go on with committing
a crime. [32, c. 269]. O.V. Glukhova, A.D. Makarov, A.V. Zarubin, other native and
foreign scientists have the similar position [7, c. 34, 50; 18, c.90; 9, c. 94; 2, c. 99].
But A.A. Ter-Akopov, R.S. Orlovsky and others don't agree to it [29, c. 131; 19,
c. 75, 118].

V.S. Prokhorov, giving grounds to the necessity to consider a promised in
advance nonreport of a crime a type of complicity, gives an example: "the
executor's assurance that he can act without obstacles and without being
interrupted, that nobody will learn about a committed crime, sometimes is more
important than the promise to buy the stolen [31, c. 600-601]. V.S. Prokhorov
maintained his thought in the Soviet period that a promised in advance nonreport
of a crime strengthens the executor's decisiveness to commit a crime, and in fact is
considered to be the elimination of obstacles on the way of committing a crime;
that's why such a nonreport creates complicity in a crime [31, c. 593, 620-621, 637].

The example given by V.S.Prokhorov is similar to the case of complicity.
However, along with this notice that the executor's decisiveness in committing a
crime by complicity will be strengthened not because his promise not to report a
crime but from the view he has been secured in eliminating obstacles in
committing a crime.

According to other thoughts, a promised in advance nonreport of a crime
doesn't respond the signs of complicity because the nonreport of the crime that is
being prepared is not conducive to its commitment because the person who
doesn't report this crime doesn't create possibilities for it by his promise. It is
considered that the promise not to report the crime which is being prepared is not
conducive to the crime commitment, doesn't eliminate obstacles for its
commitment, doesn't conceal the crime, so such actions don't cause the crime
commitment by the executor. As G.A.Kryger and P.I. Gryshayev say, the
behaviour of the people involved in a crime is not connected in a causative way
(our italics. - A.B.) with the criminal result or with the crime commitment [8,
c. 203]. The person who promises beforehand not to report the being prepared
crime stays away from the main crime and doesn't influence the flow of the
criminal actions.
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P.F. Telnov, agreeing to the fact that the promises not to report a crime,
noninterference into a criminal event can't be conducive to a crime, thinks that,
when a person has a legal duty to report a crime, his or her inactivity creates
complicity in the form of a promised in advance nonreport [28, c. 99-100]. For
instance, Article51 of the Criminal Code of 1903 contained such a sign of
complicity as the promise not to create obstacles to the crime commitment.
Actually, when a subject has a duty to create obstacles for a criminal in the
commitment of an illegal action but he doesn't do it and moreover he assures the
criminal in his nonreport of a crime, the criminal's decisiveness to fulfill the
planned becomes stronger. A person who mustn't let the crime commit or report it
to the corresponding organs becomes an obstacle for the criminal. However, here
the nonreport of a crime has a different legal nature, it becomes a part of the
promised in advance connivance of a crime.

We think, the nonreport of an uncompleted crime is in the causative
connection with the consequences of such a crime regardless of being promised or
not. An involved person doesn't interfere the development of the causative
connection between the action of the main crime executor and the consequence
caused by him. The denial of the causative connection between the nonreport of
an uncompleted crime and the result of this crime is the denial of the possibility to
stop such a crime - regardless of a person's report of it or not.

It should be taken into account that the valid criminal legislation of Ukraine
doesn't impose a duty on a person to report a being prepared crime to the
authorities. Accordingly, a criminal realizes that a person knowing about the
crime he is going to commit is not obliged under the threat of punishment to
report the crime and his criminal actions to the law enforcement agencies. The
exception is only the nonreport to the corresponding establishments and people
who are in the dangerous for life state and the nonreport of such state if it has
caused grievous bodily harm. In such a case in accordance with Article 136 the
responsibility for the person's inactivity comes (nonrendering of aid to the person
being in dangerous for life state).

The example given by P.T. Telnov says about an official or a person who,
according to the labour agreement, must create obstacles to a crime or report it to
the competent organs. If such a person agrees to infringe his or her legal duty,
there appears an agreement to commit a crime between him or her and the crime
executor. A promised connivance given in advance in this case becomes
complicity in a crime.

Going out from the said above, it should be agreed with S.D. Shapchenko
who says justly that the position of the legislator of Ukraine about the promise not
to report a truly known crime that is being prepared or committed is
characterized by the following: he didn't consider such an action as complicity in
a crime and in the criminal legislation of Ukraine in 1960 [33, c. 84].
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Unpromised in advance concealment isn't connected with the main crime and
the subject's behaviour is regarded not as complicity but as involvement. For the
crimes fixed by Articles 198 and 396 of the Criminal Code of Ukraine it is typical
that the subject's actions are not really conducive to the crime commitment in the
result of which criminal profits have been obtained. The activity of the person
who doen't promise beforehand to conceal a crime or to gain, keep or sell the
property obtained in a criminal way, is not in a causative connection with the
actions of the accomplices of the crime and its result. Such behavior of a guilty
doesn't create participation in the form of complicity.

The exception may be a person's systematic concealment of a criminal or
criminals that would give the grounds to the crime executor and its accomplices
to count on such favourable attitude from the concealer's side. These actions were
recognized by the court practice of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and
nowadays have been recognized by the courts of Ukraine as complicity in a crime
commitment. Many criminalists support the position of the court practice as to the
definition of unpromised in advance systematic concealment of a crime or gaining
or selling the property obtained in a criminal way and consider it to be complicity
in the commitment of the main crime.

Connivance has the signs that also characterize the institution of involvement
in a crime. The existence of the predicate crime unites this type of involvement
and other types of the given institution of the criminal law. There is no consent to
commit crime between the person who connives at a crime and the crime
executor.

The grounds of bringing to responsibility an official for his inactivity is this
person's official duty to prevent crime or create obstacles to its commitment. Such
a duty is determined by the legal documents regulating the person's official
activity or can come out of the norms of the criminal law. A legal duty for an
official is doing certain actions or not doing them.

There is no duty for a private person fixed by law to warn, prevent or create
obstacles to a crime. This is a right for everyone. Some legal documents of Ukraine
say private people have a right to prevent crime otherwise. For example, it is fixed
in part 2 of Article 3 of the Law of Ukraine from the 15th of November 2001 that
citizens' associations and separate citizens can conduce to some measures
preventing family violence. If a person uses such a right, he or she has to realize it
in the limits of the norms about the necessary defence, detaining the person
having committed crime or extra necessity.

The legislation of Ukraine imposes upon private people in some cases the
duty to report a crime that is being prepared or has been committed. If a private
person doesn't execute such a duty, his or her inactivity can be regarded as
nonreport of a crime. In special legal norms, the criminal responsibility for it is
foreseen. We can hardly agree with the researchers thinking that leaving or
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nonrendering a person assistance in the dangerous for life state are types of
connivance at a crime [18, c. 37, 151].

The duty to act or inact in some way for an official exists if there is danger of
bringing harm to the social relations safeguarded by the criminal-legal norms.
Such danger goes out from possible criminal actions of a different person
profiting the negligent attitude of the official to discharge his or her duties. The
threat of crime commitment by a different person must be evident. As
O.M. Lemeshko justly says, there must be an evident character of the main crime
commitment by connivance at it [17, c. 127].

If a person can't discharge his official duty of warning of crime commitment
or preventing it because of valid excuse, his responsibility for connivance at crime
is excluded. Valid can be excuses like calamity, physical or psychological
compulsion, performance of some special task of preventing or discovering the
criminal activity of an organized group or criminal organization. In this case,
having an obligation to do certain actions or not to do them in order not to let the
crime be committed, a subjective sign - possibility for the subject to perform his
official duty - is absent. A person is not responsible for non-performance of his
official duty when he is temporarily removed from his post at the moment of rise
a source of danger. Connivance at a crime as a type of participation in a crime
should be distinguished from complicity in a crime.

Some researchers think that the inactivity of the person conniving at a crime
can be examined as complicity having only the one-sided connection with the
actions of the accomplices of the predicate crime. For example, O.V. Zarubin states
that in the science of criminal law, complicity can be regarded as activity of the
person who connives at crime and without the mutual knowledge of the
accomplices, because if a guilty has a law-prescribed duty to report the crime
preparation or crime commitment and he connives at it, his inactivity should be
qualified as complicity in crime [9, c. 96].

However, it shouldn't be agreed to it because there must be conspiracy
between a conniving person and an executor and other accomplices that the
conniving person won't create obstacles to commit a crime. If there is conspiracy
between a conniving person and the executor and accomplices of the predicate
crime, the conniving person's inactivity should be regarded as complicity in this
crime. Promised beforehand connivance should be regarded as intellectual
complicity. Promising beforehand to abandon his official duty, a conniving person
strengthens the executor and accomplices' decisiveness to commit a
corresponding crime because the crime accomplices are sure their actions to
remain unnoticed and that the law enforcement agencies cannot establish their
guilt in crime commitment and that it gives them possibility to escape criminal
responsibility.
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The participants of the predicate crime knowing about the official's
abandonment his duty to prevent crime, also know about the absence of obstacles
on the way to crime commitment. A conniving person and the participants of the
predicate crime must be aware about the role of everyone without going into
details.

It should be mentioned, if an official who has to prevent crime or create
obstacles to it conspires with the executor or another accomplice of the predicate
crime not to perform his official duty, the inactivity of such a person should be
qualified according to the rule of the ideal totality of the criminal-legal norms
providing the responsibility for connivance in the predicate crime and the official
crime commitment as an executor [3, c. 175].

Some Soviet scientists thought, if an official didn't perform his duty to
prevent crime commitment, for instance, the storehouse guard chief connived at a
crime to help the executor commit it, such an official had to respond in the total
combination of crimes - for connivance at a crime and for abuse of his official state
[14, c. 498]. In this example it isn't mentioned if the previous agreement between a
conniving person and this crime executor is taken into account or if there is
conspiracy between them.

It mustn't be agreed to that, if an official is aware of creating favourable
conditions to committing the predicate crime because of his negligence and
doesn't create obstacles to crime commitment, the official is the crime accomplice
regardless of the conspiracy between the official and the executor of the crime.
Despite a person's connivance at a crime who knows about the actions of the
crime executor, a conniving person doesn't have agreement with the participants
of the predicate crime. As a conniving person doesn't inform the crime executor
about his negligence that creates favourable conditions to crime commitment,
there is no agreement between them which is an compulsory sign of the crime
connivance.

By his abandonment from the development of the causative connection
between the predicate crime commitment by a different person and the criminal
consequences, an official creates favourable conditions to reach the aim put by the
executor of the crime. Stealing property, giving grievous bodily harm and other
socially dangerous actions are in the causative connection with the actions of the
predicate crime executor and are the result of his actions. If a conniving person
assures the excutor immediately or through other participants that he doesn't
create obstacles in committing crime, it strengthens their decisiveness and
motivation to realize their criminal plan. The causative connection in this case is
between the united actions of the person neglecting his duty to hinder crime, the
crime executor and the criminal consequences coming as a result of the common
interests of the conniving person and the executor of the objective side of the
predicate crime.
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So, the existence of the causative connection between the connivance (and
also - nonreport an uncompleted crime) and the consequences of the main crime
refutes the affirmation about the non-causative character of connivance (as such)
concerning the main crime.

Some authors state the opposite defining non-determination as an involving
action of the predicate crime as the main principle during the analysis of some
types of involvement. L.M. Abakina-Pilyavska generalizes that "the actions of the
involved people are not in the causative-resultant connection with the main
(preceding) crime commited by a different person is not conducive to its
commitment, but having researched special types of participation qualified by
Articles 135, 136 of the Criminal Code of Ukraine, the author indicates, the coming
of socially dangerous consequences in the form of grievous bodily harm given to
the victim is necessary for the coming of responsibility in this case; the coming of
these consequences has to be connected in the necessary causative connection
with the victim's inactivity [1, c.28]. O.M. Lemeshko who also supports the
position about the non-causality of the involvement (concerning the consequences
of the main crime), states about the official connivance that during the criminal
inactivity, encroachment upon the goods protected by law takes place because of
non-preventing of socially dangerous consequences, non-interference in the
process of their development [17, c. 138]. Then the author draws attention that by
conniving to a crime in an office, the criminal consequences in the form of
violence of legitimate activity of a concrete law enforcement agency in the sphere
of stopping crimes come [17, c. 138]. That is, connivance, according to such logic,
causes consequences not to the object which is encroached by the main action, but
encroaches the interests of justice protected by law and from this the following
conclusion may be drawn that a conniving person doesn't prevent harm
commited by the executor of the main crime to the organs of justice; though, it is
known that the executor encroaches other goods (health, life, property etc) in most
cases. The said above, from our point of view, testifies to some artificiality of
derivation of the causative connection in the situation under review.

A conniving person can be admitted as an accomplice in a crime in the form
of complicity only if there is a bilateral subjective connection. If a conniving
person tells some participants of the predicate crime that they can use his
negligent performance of his official duty to commit crime, this person's actions
should be quality as complicity in crime or unsuccessful complicity.

O.0. Kvasha states it right that mutual awareness isn't a compulsory
condition of common actions of the organizer, instigator, accomplice und executor
of a crime and doesn't foresee their acquaintance with each other [11, c. 121]. It is
important to establish that every participant awares that he doesn't act alone but
together with the others [11, c. 121].
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When there is no awareness from the crime executor's about the intent of the
involved person not to hinder crime, the causative connection between the actions
of this involved person and the consequences caused by the executor is in non-
interference into the actualization of the socially dangerous result of the main
crime, its inevitability.

A conniving person conduces to the causative connection between the actions
of the predicate crime executor and its consequences with his or her inactivity. If
for an official who is responsible to hinder crime a notification about a crime is a
way to hinder it, the non-performance of his duty is a sign of connivance at a
crime.

Chapter VI-1 "Participation in a crime" should be included to the general part
of the Criminal legislation of Ukraine. In this chapter, the criminal-legal norm
giving the definition to the participation in a crime should be under number 31-1.
The norm should be written in such a reduction: "participation in a crime is a
socially dangerous action of the subject of a crime fixed in the Criminal legislation
of Ukraine that encroaches on the social relations in the sphere of justice und rises
in the connection of a different person with the predicate crime and isn't
complicity in it.".
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