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law wvalidity that is enforced municipally, and to this extent the
decisions provide a contrast to the confiscation judgments, in
which it was the international-law invalidity that was given
decisive influence.

7. In the criminal proceedings against Norwegians accused of
collaboration with the enemy great significance was likewise at-
tached to the international legal aspect. A declaration with respect
to the decisive legal sources in this sphere can be found in a
Supreme Court decision of 1947, where one of the judges stated
that in deciding the question of illegality, “the starting point”
must be “the statutes passed by our legitimate state authorities
and other valid rules of law, including the rules of international
law".? As regards the question of the relation of the international
rules to the other relevant rules, this was of a special interest in
cases involving econmomic support to the enemy, because of the
occupation authorities’ right to requisition articles and services in
accordance with art. 52 of the Hague Regulations. Here the pos-
sibility of a collision of norms arose—a conflict between the popu-
lation’s possible duty of obedience in relation to directives from
the occupation authorities and the duty of allegiance to the
legitimate national authorities which was established in Norwegian
criminal legislation. The task of harmonizing these possibly con-
flicting norms was carried out by means of the interpretation
given to a general reservation to the criminal liability expressed in
the municipal provisions. This reservation was implied in the
provision in the criminal code against suppert to the enemy, by
virtue of the condition that the act must be “wrongful” (“contrary
to law”), and in the use of the corresponding term “unwarranted”
in both the provisional Royal ordinance (issued during the war)
and the later Act (passed after the war) relating to collaboration.
In assessing whether the economic cooperation in question was
thus “wrongful” or “unwarranted”, our courts took as their cri-

confiscated contrary to inlernational law was not given effect so far that the
stockbroker's legal guarantee for seller's title was upheld, cf. 1948 N.Rt, Bii.
On the other hand, contributions requisitioned in accordance with internatio-
nal law could not be considered so identical with ordinary deliveries that they
determined remuneration for the agent, cf. 1946 N.RL. 1305.

' 1947 Riksadvokatens Meddelelsesblad (Information paper of the Public
Prosecutor) no. 26, p. 36 (Mr. Justice Schjelderup’s opinion), cited on p. 4o.
This information paper was issued during the period of the postwar criminal
proceedings (Oslo 1945-54). It is hereinafter referred to as R.M.—On the
postwar settlement in general, cf. Johs. Andenxs in Norway and the Second
World War, Oslo 1966, pp. 120 ff,
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